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The Accused was still trying to persuade his mother that her ambition that he become a doctor, if  he could not drive a car, was a folorn hope.   Accused-mum had perhaps underlying psychological misgivings (apart from the fact that driving might be dangerous).   Accused-mum was afflicted by the prejudices fostered by journalism and gossip - absorbing them like a sponge and re-emitting them, even though they were little more than fairy stories for public titillation.   To her the motor car was the fornicatorium and the younger generations she believed enjoyed an orgiastic existence - and, she admitted in later years, she was strongly motivated by jealousy.   Accused-mum had been the chauffeur who took the Accused to the Plymouth Chess Congress and gave her an excuse for escaping from the imprisonment of the home.  Driving lessons were money spent on the Accused, whereas if  she was chauffeur she would be paid for the service by Accused-dad.   Driving would give the Accused independence and break the mother-child relationship.  “We did not learn to drive until we were over forty years old”, pointed out Accused-mum, “So you do not have to”.  Indeed,  Accused-dad had worked as a doctor during the mental hospital phase of  his career - though the Accused had no opportunity to enter such a career structure - and also the isolation was not consistent with any plausible future for the Accused.   Accused-mum railed that the Accused was irresponsible - seeking enjoyment or pleasure, dedicated to becoming a ‘homosexual’.   The Accused was planning to be a taxi-driver, yelled Accused-mum.   The Accused could never become a taxi-driver!   Accused-dad would impatiently add that the Accused could not drive a car because he was ‘obsessed with speed’.

Accused-mum in future years was to persecute the Accused with Lander-Littlewood-Scowening - a wailing of  the merits of  Roger Scowen, Roland Littlewood and Hugh Lander.   Roger Scowen was ‘clever’ and ‘good at chess’.   Roland Littlewood, unlike the Accused,  loved his mother and had an overriding ambition to please his mother by becoming a doctor.  Hugh Lander was shortly to be forever getting married and studying law with the certainty of a glorious career as a rich and important lawyer.   The Accused, by contrast, was only shame and disgrace and any suggestion to the contrary was Delusion of  Grandeur and, “if people heard you, you would be locked up in mental hospital....”

Mrs Lander lived across the road from Briarwood.   She would chat with Mrs Lander on the street.   She did not know that Hugh Lander was one of  the Lower School pupils who came to Briarwood in summer l959 for chess coaching.  Indeed, she neither knew that Hugh Lander was a pupil of  the Wyggeston School nor that he was acquainted with the Accused.   The speeches of  other mothers were misinterpreted in accordance with Accused-mum’s pre-existing obsessions and became built into an imaginary reality within her hysterias and lamentations.   It was irrelevent that the fantasies within these speeches or this imaginary world were contradicted by a reality of  which she was also aware.   When hearing about and reciting the wonders of  Hugh Lander,  Accused-mum supposed he was some person whom she had never met, forgetting that he was the young boy who lived with his sister Monica in the greenhouse next to his parents; house across the road from Briarwood.

Whatever Hugh Lander’s achievements at the age of  fourteen, it is unlikely that he was either or lawyer or married at the age of  twelve.  There was a shortage of  suitable twelve year old wives in Stoneygate/Clarendon Park.    Few children lived in the area and the great majority were boys.    There were rumours that the occasional girl existed but nobody had ever seen one and, if  any existed she would have ‘failed’ the eleven plus and have been imprisoned in some far away private school (or maybe Portland House School, on London Road, on the way to Oadby).

However Mrs Lander (later, after the death of  her husband, Mrs Long) was responsible for a  dogma that was to become with  Accused-mum an obsession, the Lander doctrine:-

“Students have too much money - enough to buy beer and cigarettes’.  

“Students must not have..” for “students have...”.   “Frequent pubs” also frequently took the place of  “beer”.

The Lander Doctrine was accompanied by another doctrine also attributed to Mrs Lander: “Students are not working” [The Working Class Doctrine].   It followed therefore that they were not entitled to be paid or to have money or not enough for ‘entertainment’ - not a penny more than was necessary to keep alive.   The only way to ensure the necessity that students did not have ‘too much’ was to ensure that they did not have enough.   Since it was so important that students did not obtain ‘too much’.   These doctrine’s, versions of  Bowlby’s Law of  Deprivation, fell on fertile ground.   Accused-mum admitted in later years that she was motivated by jealously of university students who, according to newspapers, were having a great time and indiscriminately copulating.

It was believed to be Mrs Lander who had the money.  She supposedly had plantations in South America.   The Accused would try to explain to Accused-mum that she was wrong to suppose that the Laws of  Bowlby were those of  Society.   Parents showered their children with money.   They succumbed to their every wish and whim.   They did so automatically, considered themselves obliged to do so.  But then when the deed was done they ruminated and felt a resentment which, in lamentations to fellow parents, ceased to be suppressed.   Then they would portray themselves as cruel disciplinarians and skinflints who behaved towards their children as in their moods of  resentment they felt they would like to do.   Similarly, mothers resented being usurped by girl friends and wives but they overcompensated by telling their fellow mothers how wonderful were girl friends and wives in general and those of their sons in particular.   A parental lamentation should always be taken as a truth reversal.   Accused-mum, however, never listened to what was said by the Accused.

The reader might be inclined to suspect that the Accused would have been wiser to take his own advice.   In choice of parents he was perhaps even very fortunate,  but parents let out their anxieties on their children.   Parental lamentations should be ignored.   They will get over it.   It is not known for certain whether the Accused would thus have been wiser or not.   His fundamental difficulty was lack of  money - which, apparantly, affected nobody else.  Money confers independence.   He also was given no indication that his mother could get over it.   Her attitudes were extreme, without compromise. She did not, as did other parents, leave her child a way out.   There was the additional complication of  the Accused’s father being a doctor and the danger of  Accused-mum’s hysterical overreactions leading to trouble with the General Medical Council or being Found Out and Accused-dad losing his livelihood.

When the Accused in later years mentioned how her Doctrine had caused such deprivation and misery in his own life she replied that she had never such an attitude and that her concern when her son was at university was not whether he had too much money but too little!

Mr Littlewood was principal of  the (Alderman) Charles Keene College.  The Charles Keene College was a college of  further education - and still exists.  However, in the l990s there was a craze for ‘rebranding’.   If customers discovered that some product was overexpensive rubbish, then the manufacturers did not improve it and reduce the price, but paid a pundit millions of  pounds to think up a new name, put less into the package, advertised it at great expense, and put up the price.   Companies quoted on the stock exchange were changing so rapidly and the names were so wierd and irrelevent that the punters who paid the millions to those who thought up the new names did not know what was what!   At the same time, schools and colleges were competing for students and fees and newspapers published ‘league tables’.  Leicester had during the l980s a history of social and educational deprivation and also a great many people who underperformed in English exams - so educational institutions were changing their names every five minutes.   So now the Charles Keene College is something else - or something else.  Mr Littlewood, in common with most of  the fathers cited so far (other the Mafiosi)  was a diminutive figure with a courageous dynamic wife.   Mrs Littlewood is believed to have been Austrian and to have owned plantations in South America.   Her older son, Anthony,  had been a pupil at Wyggeston but had recently taken up a scholarship in Classics at Oxford.    This was seen as a considerable achievement or some illusionary compensation for bad luck because Anton had been afflicted by poliomyelitis in childhood and retained some lameless in one leg.   Thinking this would entertain Accused-mum and broaden her attitudes Mrs Littlewood travelled with Accused mum, in Accusedmummobile, to visit Anthony at Oxford.   Accused-mum was not to set eyes on Roland Littlewood for another fifteen years.   In her mind’s eye Roland Littlewood and Anthony Littlewood were the same person.   It is true that Anthony was at University and that Roland was not,  but in  Accused-mum logic that made no difference and when mentioned Roland Littlewood her images were always those of  Anthony and when recalling the Oxford visit she was always confused as to which Littlewood she had visited!   However, Accused-mum was impressed by the great luxury enjoyed by Anthony Littlewood and his resplendent University life.   As far as the author is aware, Oxford students lived in ancient candle-lit damp-soaked caves reached via dark narrow winding staircases that were built out of  great heavily worn blocks of stone.  The students (and college Fellows) slopped out every morning and fetched their water in ancient wooden buckets from the Isis.    They had no money and if  they arrived back in college after 10 p.m. they were fined three and sixpence - and when this reached a pound, they were expelled.   However, that was not the impression gained by Accused-mum.  Not only did she suppose that students lived in great luxury, but they supposedly led a life of continuous partying and all of  this was provided entirely free of  charge!   So, although Accused-mum had great reverence for Littlewoods,  her jealousy was fuelled of  university students and this was to be played out against the Accused.

The Accused had let slip to Accused-mum that it was possible for students to enrol into the Saint Bartholomew’s Hospital Medical School without ‘A’ levels to study, instead, for the lst MB (A-level equivalent examinations set by medical schools).   Neither he nor his informants, however, had supposed that this was facility available to or in practice espoused by British nationals.   It was not possible to obtain state grants for these courses and the student or whoever sponsored the student would have to fork out the full tuition fees in addition to his own expenses.   So Mrs Litttlewood decided that her son Roland would enrol into the lst M.B. course at Bart’s Hospital.   [He did study at Bart’s Hospital.   The author has not ascertained whether or not he attended the lst M.B. Course,  though the Accused assumes he did.]

Mrs Littlewood claimed to be a great friend of  the Dean of  Saint Bartholomew’s Hospital Medical School.   Accused-mum therefore considered Mrs Littlewood to be a very high status person who consorted with Deans (which made her inferior and she would lament to the Accused how well-connected was Mrs Littlewood).   She had, through this friendship, prevailed upon the Dean to let her son into the Medical School.   It did not escape the Accused that the only likely way of  thus influencing a Dean was with the purse.   However,  Accused-mum took an example from Mrs Littlewood and became a meddler with Deans and likewise dignatories.   In the case of  Roland Littlewood, for all we know,  influence on Deans may have been a legitimate and viable means of  securing a Medical School place.   However, the Accused was a person without influence or privileges who had to proceed by the ‘competitive’ route.   Maternal meddling would disqualify ‘competitive’ candidates or  imply they were unable to justify themselves by their own merits - and in Accused-mum’s case was exceptionally counterproductive!  Accused-mum would indeed by repeatedly told by dignatories she secretly approached with delusions: “You can’t help him!” - but this she interepreted as meaning he was so irresponsible and helpless that it was necessary to meddle.

It turned out that the object of  the exercise was to solicit from Accused-dad a reference as part of  his medical school application.   A character reference is required from a doctor, priest or Justice of  the Peace..or maybe a Lawyer or  Independent Financial Advisor.   Accused-dad provided the reference.  He did in the traditional manner of  a psychiatrist - by repeating his wife’s information and never setting eyes on the subject of  the report.   The Accused felt that it must be very embarrassing for Roland Littlewood for such fuss and subterfuge to be devoted to this reference - supposing that he knew anything about it or knew anything about his predestined entry to medical school.   However, it occurred to the Accused also that there was nobody to write any references for him.   He knew no doctors, vicars, lawyers or financial advisors.   He had known throughout his school life (and before) that there was no hope for the alleged academic high fliers such as himself.    All was (he supposed) given to the alleged low flyers, beloved of  adultoids,  such as Mr Littlewood.   The Accused’s parents did nothing to help him - nobody did anything to help him - and now they were swooning over and promoting a person already with unearned privilege (So he refused).

Mrs Littlewood arrived one day when the Accused was again trying to persuade his mother that it was necessary to have driving lessons.   “How can he be a doctor”, she exclaimed, “if he cannot drive a car!?”.  This was in earshot of  Accused-mum, who did not hear.   Accused-mum vanished into the dining and Mrs Littlewood, before she followed, informed the Accused: “Don’t worry!  I will deal with it”.

“No don’t.   It’s impossible.   You can only make it worse.”

“No, I know how to deal with it!  Trust me!”

“No, don’t..”

“I’ll deal with it..”

Mrs Littlewood had diagnosed that Accused-mum was motivated by money.   Her son Roland, she said, was taking driving lessons with the British School of  Motoring.   Because he was a schoolboy he obtained a discount.   It is true that the lessons still cost money ..but a discount was a saving of  money.   Maybe this was consumerist logic or maybe Accused-mum was to get the fees from Accused-dad and keep the discount.   Presumably Mrs Littlewood was conveying that all driving schools gave discounts to everyone.   However the outcome was that Accused-mum declared that the Accused could have driving lessons - but only at the driving school patronised by Roland Littlewood!  This the Accused declined.  He felt ashamed that he could not drive a car despite being in the second year sixth form and was afraid of  the fourth or fifth former Roland Littlewood reporting on him and exposing him to mockery and ridicule.

There is a suspicion however that Accused-mum’s insightless over-reverence of  the medical profession did the Littlewoods a bad turn.   There was an aging grandmother with some ailment.   Entrust her to the medical profession,  she advised.   Someone with less adoration of medics might have been more realistic.  Keep old people away from doctors and hospitals!   So the grandmother was sent to a doctor and thence to Carlton Hayes Hospital, which provided the local ‘geriatric facilities’, for which the Accused was to be responsible and about which the reader will hear more.   Within a remarkably short period the grandmother had been converted to a cremation certificate.   The Littlewoods were very suspicious.   Even Accused-mum was suspicious.   But nothing could be proved.   It never can.   When older people enter hospitals they are converted to cremation certificates.   Indeed, it is supposed that if  the relatives surrender a relative to a geriatric ward, that is what they really want.

The Accused however may not have had an objective view of  events.   The Accused, after leaving school, was not to meet Roland Littlewood again.  However, it occurred to him only twenty years later that Littlewood might, like himself, have been forced by his mother into Medicine against his will.   He may at Wyggeston school not have been privileged but rather victimised.   His own recollection, though not resentful, more confirmed this interpretation.   It was obvious to all at the school that Anthony Littlewood had a limp.  He was deprived of  the joys of  youth.  Yet he remained a genial character.  Nobody wanted to speak ill of  him.  But, by a mysterious sociological process that exists, whether or not it can be exlained, his handicap was transferred to his brother.   His encounters with the Accused display him as having to exert authority to preserve his dignity.  His parents wished to sing his praises,  but to his younger brother, this became constant recrimination, constantly being compared with his older brother,  told how this brorther had overcome handicaps with effort while the younger brother supposedly was lazy and a failure.   This may not have been what the parents intended, but so it transpired.   Roland Littlewood reminisces that he ‘failed’ his A levels.   The Accused does not recall Littlewood even taking A levels, but whatever it was that Roland Littlewood ‘failed’ nobody ever fails other than for psychological reasons, because they epect to fail, because they are ill-prepared.   This led to great recriminations from his parents.   His supposed indolence had left him without a means of  earning a living.   Medicine was a way out.  However, at Barts he was, like the Accused, a solitary despised grammar school pupil amid the self-opinionated Public School.   He qualified in Medicine - but forever the other medics, who had earned their place through privilege rather than, as they supposed, their own talents,  treated him as inferior,  not worth heeding, even though his perceptivity exceeded theirs.   The Accused had been persecuted out of  his medical career.   But he heard then that Roland Littlewood had also given up medicine.  Why he had done so, nobody was prepared to reveal.  It was the “usual reasons”, he was told.   Had he been victimised, was it that he was not a Public School Boy or true blue English?  Yes, that sort of  thing, the usual reasons, his face didn’t fit.   The Accused formed a more favourable opinion of  Roland Littlewood.   Roland Littlewood, he was now informed, was studying anthropology at Oxford.   The reader is asked to believe that this evoked no resentment in the Accused who was aware that that could be done only with money and that money was what he had never had and with which he could have had a succesful career in almost anything.   This still did not offer much hope.  However, he then found salvation in a career in anthropologically biased psychiatry and encountered Accused-mum when he was lecturing, as such a psychiatrist, to a seminar in Birmingham.   Accused-mum, as the wife of  a member of  the British Medical Association, could and could afford to attend seminars - whereas the Accused was through poverty cut off from medics and could not.   Roland Littlewood was later join (as a psychiatrist) the department of  anthropology at University College, London, where it is believed he really was a Professor, which Accused-mum had been claiming he was for over ten years.   It turns out that there were other contemporaries of  the Accused and Dr Littlewood who, when they attended school lived nearby, but attended Public Schools, despite not living in a Public School district, had prestigious medical backgounds, qualified in medicine - and were driven to suicide.   The Accused and Dr Littlewood may have been bastards - but these, unfortunately, who were not true Public School, were not.   Wyggeston was a better training for bastards.

Garth Pratt would say that the Accused was the only person he had ever met who was ruled entirely by reason.   He was Dr Who or Dr Spock.   Either in l960 or thereabouts Garth Pratt persuaded the Accused to join the Liberal Party’s campaign in a bye-election in what was probably Leicester West.   Garth Pratt could not stand as candidate himself, because he was under twenty one years old.    Like the Accused, he was to be deprived of  opportunities because he was too young when they were available.   In fact, he could find no member of  the Liberal Party aged over twenty one - except one.   Her face had already been printed and her candidacy advertised.   But she still had to be persuaded to consent to the nomination and to sign the relevent form.   She was still very apprehensive.  Garth Pratt had to talk her round.   Eventually she reluctantly consented.  She didn’t know what it was all about, but would cooperate if  Garth Pratt held her hand.   But how was she to sign her name?   The Liberal party did not have the luxury of  literate parliamentary candidates.  Garth Pratt held her hand and guided the pen...and all exuded a sigh of  relief  (and Mr Pratt rapidly confiscated the papers).

The previous M.P. had been a Conservative.   Supposedly it had been a safe Conservative seat.   Its loss is recorded as the beginning of  the end for Prime Minister Harold McMillan.   So the Accused perhaps really was responsible, as has been alleged, for the downfall of  Harold McMillan?   It is a mystery how the Conservatives ever won the seat.   They didn’t have a chance.  It was between Labour and the Liberals.   The ward was full of council houses whose residents declared that because they were council house tenants they would automatically vote Labour.   There were no Conservatives.   Pratt felt he could risk sending the Accused to the Blackbird Road area where there were numerous Liberal voters immune to being discouraged even with the Accused.   Garth Pratt would later relate that the Accused would knock on door after door of  houses with Labour Posters in the window.   He ordered them ‘You will vote Liberal’ and the door would close, the Labour poster would be taken down and would be replaced by a Liberal poster.   That, indeed, did happen!  Whether or not it led to the Liberals stacking up any more votes is not known.   The poster changers may just have been trying to please the Accused (or to get rid of him).  But if these were genuine conversions a relevent issue had to be whether there was a genuine Liberal challenge or whether there was a danger of  a minority Liberal vote letting in the Tories.   The Accused had satisfied himself - it was quite evident - that the Tories were not in the running (that is, they were not going to get a third of  the votes).  However, at that time also the Liberal Party leadership had come out strongly in favour of  joining the European Common Market.   Although this was eventually achieved,  doorstep canvassing always suggested this policy was highly unpopular with the electorate.  The Accused himself did not approve of  it and this was eventually a reason for his retirement from his then involvement in politics.    Nikita Kruschev described the E.E.C. has originally conceived as a ‘homosexual relationship’.   The Accused did not vote against homosexual relationships.  Nor did Nikita Kruschev.   What they had in mind was that was intended was a union of  industrial countries (against the rest).   Britain would be better advised, felt the Accused, to maintain union with agricultural countries - as in the British Commonwealth or the European Free Trade Area.   Britain had to trade with agricultural countries and whatever other objectives could be achieved by joining this E.E.C. could be achieved by other means.   Political parties have been keen on progressively closer involvement in the European Union because it enables them to promote electioneering bread and circuses low interest policies and then to smuggle in devaluations of  the currency.   The voters have also always been aware that all legislation that directly or indirectly involves coinage or currencies leads to price increases.   The Accused informed the voters who cavilled about the E.E.C. that party manifesto policies reflected the views of few people and (as was then the case) manifestos were not regarded as binding or even of  any significance at all.   A  Member of  Parliament represented his constituency - all in  the constituency and not just party members - and was obliged to vote so as to reflect opinion within his constituency.  The Liberal candidate would do so - and as matters stood there was in the ward solid opposition to the E.E.C.

Garth Pratt would jokingly, or perhaps not so jokingly, inform the Accused that when he was Prime Minister and that the Accused would be Minister of  Health.   This did not delight the Accused.   Minister of  Health was the non-job,  the sop for the colleague not considered good enough for anything else.   The Accused wanted to be Minister of  Science or Minister of  Espionage (not knowing at that time that a competent Minister of  Health would have to be a Minister of  Espionage - to find out what the medics and N.H.S, administration were up to and to outwit it).   The Accused was to devise numerous political policies - and most of  them were eventually put into effect!   A major policy which he had formulated even then and which he was over the years to feel was more and more imperative was what he called the Ministry of  Truth.   He felt that governments were on scientific and technical issues poorly informed,  that all politics (including the judicial processes) were perverted through information being accepted which was provided by people who either represented vested interests or had a vested interest in overestimating their own reliability and competence.   The Ministry of  Truth was to be a civil service department with plentipotentiary powers of  investigation and would be manned by scientists and mathematicians.   He was training his chess club pupils for this purpose!   The Ministry however would have no executive powers whatsoever.   It would compile reports, with full evidence for any conclusions or recommendations, which were to be used for reference by other ministries or judicial agencies.  It was the Accused’s intention, therefore to be Minister of  Truth.   His conception of  this Ministry resembled Isaac Newton’s for the Civil Service.   Its members were to be those selected via the competitive route through which the Accused and others who were offered no place in society were obliged to proceed - people who were not offered great wealth or great bribes, who would never get them and did not need them - not the modern workingclassified Civil Service of  highly paid self-appointed experts.

Garth Pratt should have been Prime Minister.   The Accused should have been Minister of  Truth.   If there had in Britian been any semblance of  equality of  opportunity they would have been.   The British people are the losers from policies which were designed to pandar to a majority while selectively victimising its most talented young people.   Present day politicians are ignorant Public School Educated lawyers without forsight, unable to tell fact from fiction,  motivated to retain power, position and income rather than to do what is right and advised by conmen. 

The Accused’s studies were not persued with excessive confidence and hope.   The Accused denies having been top of  the class!  He has forgotten.   As a matter of fact, he was - by an astonomical margin.   However that just meant that he might, with luck, scrape through his exams.   The Accused still supposed that he would end up in the civil service (even if after qualifying in medicine) - and he could work for Oswald Weiss.   For neither of these were his studies greatly relevent.   His extrcurricular activities were more relevent.

The Accused was convinced that because he was not in the mathematics section of  the Science Sixth he was in a physics set intended for patzers and was out of  the running for more advanced physics (despite Mr Lacey forever telling him to concentrate on physics, not biology).    The Accused was able to work in practical physics more on his own than had been possibly previously and than was possible in Chemistry (and there was more opportunity for investigations which were not inevitably exact and rote repetition of  some well tried routine).    He would investigate in great detail.   When ‘verifying’ Newton’s Law of  Cooling - for water - he took hundreds of  readings.   Newton’s Law of  Cooling is one of  the ‘laws’ in Physics and Chemistry in which school and university students take a few readings in a standard experiment or crib them from a textbook and then draw a straight line passing somewhere between them.   However, the Accused felt that although this Law of  Cooling might be superficially accurate, it should not be if  readings are taken accurately and more frequently the curve should not be a straight line.   Consituency and molecular structure change with temperature and, particularly, there may be a dramatic change when a particular temperature is reached.   The Accused found with water (in one single investigation) that, as would be expected from his theory, that a sigmoid curve (that is a curve with a step).   The Accused at that stage was only intent on establishing that the claims made for centuries that straight lines were produced in such experiments were false.   Mr Cottrill argued that nothing was proved since someone might have left the door open.   As a matter of  fact,  the door had not been opened - though in previous laboratories it probably had been - and a draught would have led to a steep cooling and not a temporary delay to the rate of cooling.   But if the opening of  a door was the potential explanation, that was not just an excuse to right off  the finding.   It was a justification for studying the effect of  opening doors (which the Accused had all along supposed was a necessary aspect of  the investigation).

The Accused, however, was awarded no less than 98% for his practical examination in the Mock ‘A’ Level GCE.   This may not have been spectacular had the Accused been used to being awarded 100%.   The Accused, however, was astonished.   He had entered this examination without thought or preparation, had performed the required investigations   His attitude towards this examination was entirely neutral.   He was not striving for a high mark and had not expected to get a high mark.   Nevertheless, the Accused found he did not have time to hand in his class exercise books in time for the G.C.E. examinations, for which he may have been penalised.

The Accused himself may have been the greatest expert in his age group on natural history, but was not a great biologist, or not in a sense that was likely to generate any impressive G.C.E. marks.  The interminable practicals and dissections to which he was exposed, discouraged him rather than increased confidence - though later in life he was to discover that the lack of confidence concealed a considerable skill in dissection - in which in his earlier years he had unparalled degrees of  practice.   He had however forever been aware of  his shortsightedness  (which meant he was happier doing things his own way rather than according to any learnt standard routine).  He was also discouraged by the style of  dissection manuals - do this, then that, then that...when had he been confident that he had a knowledge of  the underlying anatomy (or had he accepted that he had and responded to it) it could all be regarded as single and rapidly performed operation, without any need to follow a learnt or dictated algorithm.   Dissection manuals expanded their instructions to such length as to discourage any attempt to read them.

Mr Lacey was no longer teaching any classes.  However, he chose to give the class a talk on evolution.   The class should not spend so much time on biology, he repeated.   Particularly,  too much time was being spent on anatomy or morphology.   Theoretical issues and physiology were more important.   The central theoretical issue in biology was evolution.   It allowed biology to be understood.   Every biologist had to believe in evolution.   It enabled species to be classified and understood as a  whole through study of  type examples and noting the variations or variations in between that evolution induced.  However, then he revealed that his approach was particularly intended to produce Cambridge scholarships.  Only the Accused was going to sit for such a scholarship - and Wyggestonians did not year by year gain biological scholarships in such numbers as in other subjects (such as mathematics and classics).   His talk on evolution, he claimed, was the basis of  Wyggeston successes at Cambridge.   There was always a question on evolution.   The Wyggestonian question on evolution was always recognised and, on account of  it, the Wyggestonian was always awarded the scholarship.   Also, no Wyggestonian had ever failed the Cambridge lst M.B. Pt (iv) in Organic Chemistry.  This sounded dubious news.   Cambridge Scholarships were supposed to be awarded more on the basis of originality, on capacity for original contributions, not for capacity to repeat Mr Lacey’s speech on evolution.

Mr Lacey instructed to the students to take no notes.   They would remember what he was to say, he averred, and would continue to remember.   The Accused recorded a joke, for future reference, on a notepad - and was upraided.  The substance of  Mr Lacey’s relatively short lecture was the list of  arguments proposed by Darwin in favour of  evolution - chapter headings in the ‘Origin of  Species’.   The Accused, privately, was not altered in his opinion that these did not constitute proof.   Overall, without providing any detailed argument, evolution was likely and it was useful to theorise on the assumption that species were evolved from one another.   But to claim that these arguments were ‘proof’ was an overstatement that undermined the argument.   It was not necessary to be possessed by faith.   The Accused was not then familiar with the aggressively Neodarwinist presentations in the televised nature study programs of  Mr Lacey’s pupil David Attenborough.  It may have been that such extremism, which seems more motivated by politics or the desire to receive reward for public recognition than by science, was in Mr Lacey’s earlier days fashionable.   It is fashionable again today.   It may also have been that Mr Lacey was conveying or intending to convey such a message - but the Accused interpreted the evidence and argument as one more in favour of  what he calls an ‘evolutionist’ rather than ‘neodarwinist’ approach.   It may have been that this was more derived from Mr Cooper,  the more modern literature recommended by Mr Cooper and current trends at Cambridge University - which have been superceded through the domination of  zoology by Neodarwinist medics.

Mr Cooper, when teaching zoology, produced,  on an ancient patrol driven Roneo duplicator which Mr Garside had procured from a second hand shop when he had arrived from the school from Oxford in years long past, illustrated sheets with brief, comprehensible notes in his handwriting.   If  this was all the theory that ‘A’ Level Zoology required and, supposing it was, had the students known this,  A  Level Zoology would not have been a major threat.   However, Mr Cooper wrote also lengthy notes on the blackboard which were then copied down by the students in their notebooks and supposedly memorised, or their meanings memorised, on some occasion at home.   Teaching of  this type had also occurred, in some other subjects,  prior to the sixth form - but on a much smaller scale and only occasionally.   The Accused found that the need to transfer such notes onto paper in the classroom led to time and  intellectual energy being devoted to the writing, leaving none for the reading and understanding of  what was written.   He neither found time to read these notes or memorise their contents (or, supposedly he actually was aware of  the facts cited in these notes - which, in view of  their great volume, was unlikely - he would not know that and would approach the forthcoming examinations under the impression that his knowledge was woefully inadequate) nor was he able to read his own handwriting.   An alternative teaching method is to hold a talk and for the students then to write their own notes as homework as an essay or as answers to a series of  questions.   Mr Cooper was teaching a sixth form class for the first time and would in future years perhaps, as older teachers did,  lecture without notes and without writing out notes.   

Mr Cooper faced a problem however in that the Zoology syllabus was unrealistically extensive.   It included all the aspects of  chemistry, histology, embryology and physiology that were included in (London) medical studies.   Those who had at school studied for the composite Biology paper, as opposed to separate Botany and Zoology, were apparantly unfamiliar with such matters (as, in fact, seemed to be those who had studied Zoology!).   This was perhaps fortunate for the Accused since he was to take no undergraduate course in Pathology, despite being required to pass the M.B. finals Pathology examination.   Medics’ lack of  experience in Zoology is apt to be a serious handicap in that much relevent research has been carried on animals.

Paradoxically, however, the material available at Wyggeston for study of  specifically human embryology was more extensive than that available to students at Cambridge.   This was because Mr Lacey’s wife (known as Dr Lacey) was a gynaecologist at the Leicester Royal Infirmanry.   At the present day it would be considered a great crime for human embryos and foetus to be preserved as laboratory specimens - as it would have been in the thirteenth century (though perhaps not quite so much in the thirteenth century).  In the latter nineteen nineties readers of  newspapers would have found one page full of  complaints about the alleged inadequacy of  paediatric cardiac surgery.  Another page would have been full of  complaints that pathologists had been preserving large numbers of  hearts of  deceased children in bottles.   The medics and administrators involved apologised profusely.   It was administrative error.   They had thought they had written permission from the relatives.  In fact, it would never have occurred to a medic that preservation or dissection of an organ might be considered unrespectful or  hurtful to the deceased or relatives.  He would have pointed out that bodies are regularly cremated,  a pile of ashes in retreived from the furnace, put into a bottle and handed to the relatives.   Nobody knows what has had happened to the actual organs of  the deceased and nobody complains.   Medics would have considered it more hurtful and disrespectful to pursue relastives with forms to sign and detailed explanations of  what was intended.   It would not have occurred to the medics that they might be offending the religious beliefs of  the deceased or of  relatives - since, after all,  until recently the native British population did not have such beliefs.   It may be that the progress of science or surgery has benefitted from unacceptable practices or that unacceptable practices have taken place in the hope that science may benefit and it may have been that these practices were concealed.   There were persistent rumours in l960s medical schools that cruel investigations had been performed on prisoners in wartime concentration camps and had been written up so as to conceal the true nature of  the experiments.   Amongst the most eminent medical gerontocrats in the country were then still conducting brain surgery on prisoners in penal mental institutions which the better educated could have told them in advance would confer no benefits.   More recently it has become commonplace not merely to experiment with absurd drug therapies but for these to spindoctored into widespread standard treatment methods.   However, if  there are to be no preserved embryos for zoology and medical students, embryology should not be part of  medical studies.

A further problem is that if  time is not wasted in producing lengthy textbook style notes in schools or univrsities then it is necessary to have an adequate textbook.   The Accused obtained from his parents a copy of  the textbook used at Wyggeston as a Christmas present.   Mr Cooper pointed out that this was not a very good textbook and although it was a tome of  many pages it was lacking even in necessary information or in parts confused or unintelligible.   There were, however, no better textbooks designed specifically for  schoolboys on the market.   Accused-mum did have university level textbooks of zoology and botany which she had used for her technical college studies - which the Accused still uses - but the Accused was not permitted access to these.   Also, in so far as access was available subjects might be dealth-with in greater detail than was required and induce the reader, when answering an ‘A’ level question to answer at great length without mentioning the elementary and obvious for which marks were awarded (though this was also true of  Mr Cooper’s notes).

Mr Lacey would recall his experiences when he had first come to Wyggeston as the first science teacher in a Public School.   Science was then treated with scepticism and hostility by his colleagues - particularly biology.   He would tell them that fertilised hens’ eggs contained an embryo or a small chick.   They would refuse to believe.   The Accused was to meet a similar ignorance or narrowmindedness in clinical medical school - and had already on one occasion met the ancient ways at Wyggeston.   During an English lesson in the second form,  the Accused had mentioned that (as his father had informed him when he was three years old) that yeast was an unicellular fungus -a  plant - which occurred commonly and indeed on the surface of  unwashed grapes and which converted sugar to alcohol.   Mr Morrell, who believed that yeast was a chemical substance and had never heard of  any suggestion that it might have been a ‘plant’, put this suggestion to ridicule and assumed that everyone else in the class shared his view that yeast was ‘plant’ was comical.   Apparantly he was right.   The Accused pointed out that it was customary to boil fruit and seal it in airproof  jars to prevent it fermenting,  whereas if this was not done, the juice fermented and it fermented also if  unboiled fruit was added to it.   Mr Morrell blinked but did not change his views.   However, the Accused was surprised that the ancient Public School should doubt that there were embryos or chicks in eggs.   Chicks, after all, pecked their way out of  eggs!   His mother, at Abergavenny, had transilluminated eggs to discover whether they contained embryos and eggs broken open in the kitchen sometimes contained them.   Mr Lacey’s critics, however, were amazed and converted when he broke eggs and pointed out these embryos.   When Mr Lacey commenced his teaching career, thus, schoolboys were not highly educated scientifically.   Although in l953 David Attenborough and Mr Lacey exchanged pupil-teacher reminiscences - Attenborough in his autobiographical accounts does not even mention education at Wyggeston school!   He was more self-educated or educated outside the school.   Before the l950s it was the rule rather than the exception for eventual scientists to be educated in their subjects, or in basic sciences, not even during undergraduate studies let alone at school.   The intended scientist with his own private interests but without full acquaintance with a cathechism all questions of  which had to be answered correctly in exams was then the norm.   Anybody with a scientific hobby in those days could get a scholarship to Cambridge by little more than writing his name on the paper.  So odds favoured Mr Lacey.   He could gain in skill and experience without risking bad results when he was learning.   Mr Lacey became an accomplished and entertaining teacher whose pupils did, in fact, recall detailed information without being aware of  undue pressure.   To prove this point,  Mr Lacey during one of  admonitions to the Accused asked suddenly “Can you name all the tributaries, in order, of  the aorta of  the rabbit”.   The Accused didn’t have a clue - so he started faffing.   “It varies.   The aorta itself is variable.   There might be two - one right and one left - these uniting to form a single descending aorta - and it depends on what you meant by the term aorta.  There might be several hundred nutrient arteries which feed the all of  the aorta itself.   Of course, you might not actually see them.   This is not because they don’t exist - but they are too small.   But, of course, it depends on the rabbit - though these nutrient arteries could be numbered from one to a hundred or they could be name and identified according to their position (with lengthwise and circumferential coordinates of  their point of  origin).  But then there were the specific nutrient arteries to the heart - the coronary arteries.   There is one of  these, or perhaps several...it depended on the rabbit”.  Mr Lacey, his point having been proved, then recited the list in rapid cathechismic fashion.   All his students could have done this, even though they had not laboured excessively and had not had a cathechismically orientated education.       

Mr Lacey however was showing some signs of  what the Accused came to call the pre-retirement psychosis - though Mr Lacey displayed it mildly - and only occasionally, which suggests that he had some insight into this phenomenon and kept it under control.  He would sometimes however prance into the laboratory while Mr Cooper was writing his long screeds on the blackboard and the class was laboriously copying them down.  To show his disapproval, he would scowl and grunt and march angrily from the door to one of  the side-rooms.   He would reminisce over the glorious history of  Wyggeston’s biology department.   Nobody had ever failed an exam.  Nobody had ever failed to gain a scholarship to Cambridge.  It was obvious enough what was the corrollary.   His spotless record was in his last year (but one) before his retirement going to be wrecked by this incompetent and hopeless class.   He would retire not in glory but in shame.   Mr Cooper would be to blame.   His attitudes, as is typical of  the pre-retirement psychosis, were becoming negative... In his last years he was guided by the fear of  failure.  He did not want his record to be blotted at the last hurdle (that is to say:‘his record-book to be blotted on the last page’).

Mr Lacey had ploughed on as solitary science master until he was joined by Mr Garside, the second man to teach science in Britain.   There were also to be women teachers - but not for long.   If a job was advertised,  Mr Garside would tell the Accused,  there would be several hundred applications (all Oxford or Cambridge graduates).  He could not read through them all.  Anyway they would be full of  ‘lies’ (the Old English word for a ‘C.V.’).   So he laid the pile on the table in random order,  went through the applications one by one, starting at the top and offered the job to the first applicant whose application form was thus encountered who had a first class honours degree.   This resulted in the occasional woman teacher.  However,  these women invariably within six months of  appointment, irrespective of  what tales they told at the time of  appointment,  got married and became pregnant - or it may have been pregnant and married - and demanded maternity leave.   So he offered no more jobs to women.

Mr Lacey claimed that in those early days he (and Mr Garside) had the benefit of  chemistry equipment built of  solid platinum - now an expensive metal.   It is not known what happened to this platinum.   But there was also the priceless collection of  microscopes.  Mr Lacey - while Mr Cooper was in the room  teaching - stormed in one day and opened the microscope cupboard.

“Is this your microscope?”, Mr Lacey ranted at the Accused,  in bullying mein (bullying is a symptom of pre-retirement psychosis).

The question did not have any obvious meaning to the Accused.   Pupils did not have individual microscopes - or, if they did,  nevertheless just grabbed the most easily accessible miscroscope from the cupboard.   Surely, also, the first year sixth form used this laboratory.  Even if  this had been the Accused’s microscope,  Mr Lacey could not have had any way of  knowing this.   The Accused diagnosed that Mr Lacey was beset with a compulsion to bully - though he had no prior reputation for this - and he had just to put up with whatever followed.  Also, he diagnosed that Mr Lacey’s question implied that every pupil should have an individual microscope and use it exclusively.   If Mr Lacey came to realise this is not what was happening,  Mr Cooper would be in hot water.   The Accused cast his eye over the microscope (which, to him, looked much the same as any other microscope, though he was under the impression that another pupil had been most recently seen with this particular microscope.  “I don’t know.”, said the Accused, “They sometimes get mixed up”.  Mr Lacey took this to be a confession.

“You use your microscope more often than anyone else.”,  added Mr Lacey, “It’s got to be you..”

“Well..I don’t think I look down the microscope more than anyone else....”

“Yes, you do!  You are always looking down the microscope.  Nobody else does.”

The Accused felt this could not be correct.  He was not greatly addicted to looking down microscopes.  He had difficulties with his eyesight.   According to rule-book,  microscope users should not wear spectacles and should keep both eyes open.   The Accused was too shortsighted however to see down the microscope barrel without spectacles and, if he kept both eyes open, he suffered from nystagmus and did not see the full field of  the microscope.  He also had to keep the condensor permanently off since it glared into his eye.     

It turned out that there had been an act of  sabotage.   The microscope had been put into the cupboard with a slide still in situ and the lens or lens holder had been rammed into contact with it.   This looked like a serious error.   The Accused did not know whether he had committed this atrocity or not.  In the absence of  any contribution to the argument by  Mr Lacey the Accused felt that an oversight or deliberate error by someone else were more likely.   But Mr Lacey might have some proof of his own which he was not prepared to admit.  Perhaps he had seen the Accused carrying the microscope back to the cupboard.  Perhaps he had examined the slide down the microscope and come to the conclusion it did not relate to class work entirely.    Mr Lacey, after all, appeared not to be explaining himself fully.  If  he knew this microscope had an illicit slide upon it, why did he just leave it thus in the cupboard instead of  solicitously removing it and checking that there had been no damage.  Why exactly had the lens or lens holder been rammed down onto the slide?   The Accused felt that Mr Lacey was hiding something and that if  he eked out that it might be it might be evidence against him as well as against Mr Lacey.   He had no reason to suppose so - but it might be so.    Also, the Accused felt it more likely that he would commit an act of absent mindedness than anyone else.   The others were more Working Class.  It was possible to rely on them to attend to basic routines, not to make stupid errors.  Or so the Accused thought.   However, whether or not the Accused was guilty,  Mr Lacey could not or would not provide any proof.  This ultimate defence lay in reserve.   He would not mention it - but, because of  this absence of  proof,  nothing was going to come of  the inquisition.

However, it turned out that Mr Lacey did not mention that the lens or lens piece was crammed onto the slide (if, indeed, it was).   Possibly the lens does not protrude from the lens-piece but is surrounded by a protruding rim.   The crime was that there was  no cover-slip on the slide.   (Had the lens-piece been jammed onto the slide when a cover-slip had been in place, it would have been fixed and would not have dropped off).  These particular microscopes were provided with a wheel on which there were two lens pieces and it was routine, even for the Accused, to turn these to the side before returning the instrument to the cupboard - from which it followed also that a slide remaining on the microscope was likely to be notied.   The Accused truly did not regularly use cover-slips. If  a drop of  fluid is placed on a slide this, for instance, allows some free and natural movement of  organisms or cells in the drop.  If a cover-slip is placed on the drop the squeezing not merely puts an end to such motion but it but changes the distribution of  the cells, particles or organisms in the fluid.  If  a microscope is used in this way the lens may end up in contact with the fluid.  Also, there may be a wish to examine some object less fluid than a drop of  water without cutting it into thin sections (or the object might be so small as to make section cutting impracticable).   A cover-slip was glued (along its edges) over a section of tissue or a film of fluid to be preseved on microscope slide and it could also be used as a method of  standardisation - the coverslip distorted what was underneath but distorted similar specimens similarly, but, the accused felt, it did distort and it did disturb the specimen and distort vision.

It was clear, however, that Mr Lacey believed that the failure to use a cover-slip carried the risk of  damaging or corroding the lens or lens-piece.  Glass is not easily scratched and he had never heard of  this happening, but felt Mr Lacey was likely to be right.  However, if this was the case, the Accused privately felt, pupils should not be provided with microscopes but a series of lenses which they could screw onto a rod (such as the upright bar of  a retort stand).   But the Accused said nothing.  Not that he had a chance to.  Mr Lacey was ranting and railing.  Mr Lacey was ranting and railing very effectively.   Even though the Accused felt that there was no reason for concern -  the mistake had been made and the point had been made he found himself almost being involuntarily reduced to tears (though he wasn’t).  If Mr Lacey’s intention was to teach a lesson that was not to be forgotten, he succeeded!  But if the Accused used his baby microscope to look at amoeboe or paramaecia at home, he still did not use a cover-slip.

Michael Taylor, for some festival, maybe a Christmas concert, asked the Accused (and, presumably, everyone else) to write a sketch.   The Accused was so naive of everyday life that he did not know what a sketch was.  So he asked - but still knew no better.   He had probably never seen a ‘sketch’.   It is a joke or brief comical sequence enacted on stage.  It may only be a few seconds in duration.  The Accused however, after repeated pestering, produced a (boring, humourless and unreadable) ten act play.   He did not know why.   He had no notion what was required.

The Accused, retrospectively, suspects that had he had the wisdom of  his later years, he would have had no difficulty in getting the required and expected outstanding results both in the school sixth form and, later, at university.   In particular, he feels he overestimated the standard required -that in GCE ‘A’ Levels and Scholarship papers and in degree examinations, no more is expected than the very elementary.   But the Accused did not know how to tackle his examination papers and was under pressure.   He had faced throughout life and expected to continue to face perpetual discrimination.   Nobody would have any use for him, whether from the point of  view of  university entrance or anything else, unless he was clearly the best in the field in the country.   Also, uniquely, it was essential for him to obtain a scholarship, whether a state scholarship or the a Cambridge scholarship (which conferred a state scholarship).   He would be barred from obtaining a state grant through the parental means test.  He would not get the necessary finance from his parents - not for all that was required.   His mother would prevent him from earning income by his own means.   Her attitude was “People would say we cannot afford to pay for you”.  She believed that if a student was afflicted with the parental means test he lost the independence he might otherwise have, irrespective of  his age and his parents retained a ‘responsibility’ for his actions which was to be enforced through financial power.   Bowlby’s Laws dictated that this entailed sabotaging his progress in what was to Accused-mum a transgression of  the laws of social class (that is she took class prejudice to be part of the social system and that parents, as representatives of and dependent on society, were obliged to enforce it).   The Accused never supposed that there was any justice in the parental means test.  The Accused had always been without money.   He took himself to be born without the right to money - that the parental means test was not intended to equalise but to ensure that all people retained income status of  their birth and that this could never change.   It was unjust for the student to be penalised on account of  the parental income.   The income for parental means test purposes was that declared to the Inland Revenue - that subject to P.A.Y.E..   In those days, those accepted as having Working Class Privilege, were immune to P.A.Y.E. in so far as they had bonuses or earned piecework beyong the official ‘gross wage;.   They were not expected to be able to fill in tax returns.  Every member of  their family was paid an income.   The state even paid an income to (or for) as yet unborn children.   But the alleged income of only one parent was counted.   The maximum parents were permitted to earn before the victim did not obtain a grant was £2000.  This was believed to be his father’s income -  which was believed to be high.  But every family had such an income and the Accused’s income was actually amongst the lowest.   Further, there was no Law that the father had to pay the money the state failed to pay.   The Mother had a prior claim.   The Mother was the working class in the family.   She had the right to perform all functions - which was taken to justify her other right - that she took everything.   At any rate, it was the law, effectively, that woman and working class took everything.   Accused-dad paid money to his lady friends.  They were working class and rich and therefore took away.   They then spent their money on their working class children and the Accused was left with nothing.   In addition to the working class, there were the self-employed, the grocers, who did not pay income tax, who were rich enough to have accountants.  The effect of  the parental means test was to put those who already were refused a living, for faced a desparate situation, under the control of parents who were obliged to scupper any prospects they created for themselves.

The parental means test on students’ grants affected only those who were obliged to pass onto university immediately on leaving school.   There was two social classes permitted to survive in Britain, one (the military officer class) whose children belonged to parents., the other,  the working class, whose childen belonged to the state.  In working class areas the class system was not the state grammar school but education via industry.   All that those with working class privilege did was ‘work’ and paid  - whereas nothing that not working class did or was permitted to do was work and nothing they did was paid.  The privileged were allowed to leave school at fifteen, were given jobs and homes, permitted to marry and bring up families, were guaranteed a more than adequate income for life and they were not barred from any manner of  education.   This could be via various routes but, if it was via university,  the state always paid a full grant and if a grant was provided by an employer the sum was considerably higher.   They were not required to reach any particular standard.   They passed automatically, there was no competition  and any pass was rewarded with a pay increase.   Those who were Not Working Class, forced to enter university immediately after leaving school, were awarded qualifications with the same names as those to members of  social classes but with a more cognitive than algorithmic or habit-training approach and covering broader ground.   Thousands were competing for a handful of  imaginary jobs and they were required to achieve first class honours degrees - real first class honours degrees - which were hardly ever awarded.   Whereas if a person with working class privilege already had a job and a degree was added, any degree, this was considered a great honour to the class and a pay increase was awarded - if  somebody born without a job applied, after having struggled through a degree course, he met abuse and hatred and was told he could not be employed because he was privileged, had ‘qualifications’, would be bored or because ‘we can’t pay you the appropriate salary’ (whereas they would have got and would have been satisfied with lower incomes than the early school leavers).

The not working class were, superficially, offered the same deal as the military officer class.   The MOC paid for their children to attend universities en route for positions that were theirs by class right -but there was no law that they should pay.   But  if they did pay,  then there were routes whereby the state repaid the parent.   There was therefore not so much a penalty on parents but a privilege to decide whether their children would get a grant or not.   Not working class parents were offered the same deal.   But it was not part of  their cultural tradition to do so and, rather, the parents were used as the instrument of  the social system to deprive the children of  what they achieved for themselves in face of  the prejudice.

The Accused was facing, therefore, the misery of  class discrimination and the impending means test on students grant - and the absolute necessity and, at the same time, impossibility, of  gaining a scholarship.   The state was not going to award anyone scholarships for reading medicine, or award scholarships to biologists.   If it did,  it would not award them to the Accused.   The Accused, in the subjects he was being condemned to pursue,  he was not good enough.   There was no way in such subjects of  telling who was better than who - but under no circumstances would preference be given to the Accused.

This was compounded by the misery and boredom of  what was called ‘practical’  work.   There were probably skills to be gained by sitting for hour after hour, in the glare of a lamp, drawing thousands of  little boxes.   Maybe the Accused was gaining practical expertese.  But that is not how it affected him.  

He was discouraged,  he lost confidence in any practical skills he might have had,  he felt that his time was being frittered away.   If  left to his own devices he may not have been so unpractical, but the practical now became something that belonged to examinations,  something boring, pointless, incomprehensible, that filled the accused with anxiety and which he had no skills.  It did not matter what marks or grades the Accused obtained in his papers - the so-called ‘practicals’ overrode everything.

The Accused did not have the practical textbooks which in chemistry and physics were used by students during practical examinations to tell them what method was to be used and to enable them to crib the results.   He had either not been issued with any or they had been stolen because he was Not Working Class.   The Accused did not find time to hand in his physics exercise book to the examiners by the required date.   He was worried by some rubbings-out that supposedly needed to be tidied.   Mr Cooper informed the Accused that he was going to take GCE ‘S’ level (scholarship level) papers in Botany and Zoology (that is, not in Physics or Chemistry).  One bizarre aspect was that the Accused expounded on theory beyond the understanding of  any G.C.E. examiner (such as some of  the mathematics recited when expounding genetics in his S Level Botany paper).   He thought that an incredible standard was required to gain a scholarship.   In particular, when expounding on genetics he recited mathematics papers.

Mr Garside realised suddenly (before the Accused had taken his ‘A’ Level papers) that the Accused had forgotten to apply to medical schools.   Candidates for Oxford and Cambridge seek a place in other medical schools first - in the usual way.   The Accused had not forgotten.   He had deliberately not applied, hoped that nobody would notice and that he would have an excuse for not studying medicine.  Cambridge medical students in any case do not undergo clinical studies at Cambridge and it is usual for them to do so at the medical school at which they were previously accepted.   Although it may not have happened,  there is no reason for them not performing their studies at Sheffield, Liverpool or  Newcastle - or, for that matter, Vienna, which has happened, though a long time ago, when it happened regularly.   It is not known whey the Accused did not apply for any such schools.  Perhaps nobody thought of  it.   Perhaps it was that the Accused realised that those who were welcome at Cambridge were welcome nowhere else.  He had no chance of  being accepted at Sheffield, or so he thought, though there was an outside chance at London.   Or, perhaps,  the final date for applications had passed.   Mr Garside said it was permissible to apply to any London medical school - except Barts (St Barthlomew’s Hospital, in the City of  London).  In general it was ‘Barts is not a real medical school.  Anyone can get into Barts’.   Or it might be a haven of  footballers and public school boys.   In Mr Garside’s view anything that catered for Public Schools had low standards.   As it happened there were  only two London medical schools whose applications had not closed - St Thomas’s Hospital and the London Hospital  (possibly also St George’s).

St Thomas’s Hospital was an unlikely prospect.   It was regarded as the super-snob master race medical school, interested only in Public School Boys and Rugger Players.   It was the Eton or Balliol of  the medic world.   The Accused was given by his father five pounds and went on his way (by train) to London.   The Accused was little acquainted with costs and supposed that five pounds was likely not to be enough - but was astonished that his father should have donated so large a sum.  He was not expecting anything.   A substantial proportion of  this five pounds was frittered away (such as on cups of  tea) but on arrival in London the Accused walked across London from St Pancras Station to Saint Thomas’s Hospital on the south bank of  the Thames.   He thought his finances did not extend to the cost of  a taxi.   He neither understood the underground library lines nor did he know what the fares might be.   He had calculated on walking.

Nevertheless the Accused arrived late.  He did not think he was more than a few minutes late..but the interviewing panel had packed up and gone to lunch.   It was no longer possible for the Accused to be interviewed,  he was informed, and no alternative day or time of  interview could be arranged.   But then an interviewer was procured.   This was a tall gentleman in a black suit - suggested by the  Accused to have been the psychiatrist Dr Sargent.

“Do you play Rugger?”, asked the interviewer.

The  author deceiveth thee not.   This was the first and only question the Accused was asked.

“I am short sighted.  I can’t see the ball without glasses...there is not much point in me playing Rugger.   I run a chess club...”

“Yes, I know that you run a chess club..”

“A chess club with several hundred members, all under eighteen years old ..all except a couple under sixteen..none of  whose teams have ever lost a match...except against each other....”

“I know that.  Do you play Rugger.”

“I occasionally play in house matches.   To make up numbers.   That’s the only reason.  I can’t see the ball without glasses”.

“You play in house matches”, reiterated the interviewer, scibbled something down, presumably, ‘plays in house matches’ and that was the end of  the interview.   It turned out that the Accused was not needed by St Thomas’s Hospital to run a chess club with one member - even though it would have been one of  the largest and strongest chess clubs to be found in any London teaching hospital.   The rejection slip arrived at St Thomas’s Hospital a few days later.

The Accused does not recall being given an addition subsidy to attend the London Hospital interview.   The Accused supposed that he was very ill dressed for interview purposes - and by Leicester Working Class standards very shabbily dressed indeed.   The Accused did not take a bus to Leicester’s London Road station.    He could run faster than any bus.   The day return to London in those days cost around four shillings.   At St Pancras Station he descended to the toilet and eventually found an empty cubicle.   The Accused was distracted by the secretary’s report on the A.G.M. of  the Somers Town Teenage Bachanalian Orgy Society.   The Accused was a polymath of  great assiduity and considered it his responsibility to be familiar with all literature and learning - and therefore opined that it would be negligent to overlook the opportunity of  reading up on this previously unfamiliar science.   When he was Director of  the Secret Service some issue of  overwhelming national importance might depend on knowledge of  the constitutional procedures of  the STTBOS.    But then he noticed an eye and eyelash watching and flickering through a hole in the wall.   This he supposed might be the masturbation police, who arrested teenagers reading forbidden literature,  burnt them on the stake, locked them up in prison for thirty years and then turned them over to their mothers.   He was no aware that public money was spent on such an elite force of  detectives - but then, if  it was secret, he wouldn’t know.  Perhaps it was financed by the Townswomen’s guild or  a monastic order of  the Church of  England which that was unpaid for its services.   It might be.  It was best to be on the safe side.   The evidence of  one eye that it had seen a button on a jacket was not, according to the criminology taught to Accused-mum at the Vaughan College, evidence acceptable in a Court  of Law - but it might be a court of  Accused-mums, which did not require evidence.   It was best to be on the safe side.   He could always talk himself out of  it - and the detective had not taken the required statutory precautions to ensure he was spying on the Duke of  Edinburgh.  But still, it was best to be on the safe side.   One hundred and one lines of defence were better than a hundred.   So the Accused fled from the cubicle and up the stairs..but, as a scientist should, did stay long enough on the top of the stairs to note the detective as he followed, in the hope of  making an arrest.   This turned out to be an Irish looking youth in his early twenties - that is to say, an old man.

Having done that the Accused had to attend to safety.   Nobody could run as fast as he could and once he was halfway up Gray’s Inn Road he had an alibi.   He had studied the London ABC Street Atlas.   The Accused would have us believe that on such occasions he memorised the entire relevent district map, with all street names, so that even if  he lost his way he would find his way back.    Maybe the Accused is exaggerating.   What he means, perhaps, is that he looked at the map, read the street names,  thinking that if  he then saw those names again on a roadsign the necessary memory would return - and then wrote a few street names on the back of an envelope, screwed it up and stuck it into his pocket.   The Accused sprinted up Gray’s Inn Road, along City Road,  past Fenchurch Street Station, and after three miles, still sprinting, down Whitechapel Road to the front of  the London Hospital.   The London Hospital was easy to recognise.    It was, as he had previously ascertained,  opposite a  tube station labelled ‘Whitechapel’.   In those days London was still full of  public lavatories - underground caves which could have been used as air-raid shelters, though by a process of  gradual evolution they were eventually to achieve extinction.   So the Accused went down to another public lavatory and rubbed off some of the sweat with toilet paper.  

The Accused had also ascertained that the London Hospital was the largest general hospital (and largest medical school) in Europe.   The unit of  area in London is not the acre but the Trafalgar Square - and the London Hospital was recorded as occupying an area of  One Trafalgar Square.  It was certainly an impressive structure,  stretching down Whitechapel Road.   It was also a more attractive proposition, or so the Accused thought, than St Thomas’s.   Whitechapel was an unpretentious district full of  immigrants, or the descendants of  Jewish immigrants.   The Accused was inclined towards neurology - and a catalogue of famed neurologists had worked at (Cambridge and) the London Hospital - Sherrington, Henry Head, Hughlings Jackson,  Langdon Down..... and in the present day there was Sir Russell Brain and Ronnie Henson.   So the Accused walked down Turner Street, on the side of  the hospital, where the College was situated.

The Accused was highly eccentric for a medical school applicant, amongst other reasons, in that in those days young for university application - and medical school applicants were on the average older and only accepted when older (though in three years time there would be younger students applying to and accepted by both medical schools and universities).   The two other candidates sitting in the ante-room, however, were eccentric in other respects.   When the Accused’s non-Wyggeston chess colleagues such as John Robinson and Mick Stokes told him that they could not go to University because they were working class and their parents could not afford it, he supposed that really they did not need to go university and that parents would not have had to pay anyway.   As ‘not working class’ he had to go to university but would not have any funding from any source.  Subsequent experience showed that irrespective of  whether the Acused’s assessment of  the economics, working class students, unless they had some finance considerably in excess of  a full state grant (such as provided by the armed services, trade unions or  industrial employers)  they invariably faced severe financial difficulties.   To be truly working class or to cash in working class privilege delayed entry and evasion of  the restrictions of  the grant system was necessary.   Medical studies were lengthy and sufficienty time consuming to make concurrent outside employment unrealistic and junior doctors worked long hours with little or no pay.  Newcastle University’s medical school was notorious for admitting ‘working class’ students such as would nowhere else be accepted,   Nevertheless it was unrealistic for anyone who was working class as understood in that part of  the world even to enter university immediately after leaving school, let alone medical school.

One of the other candidates came from Newcastle.   The other came from some similar northernly part of  England, possibly Newcastle.  They were both tall wiry youths wearing smart Edwardian costumes.   The curricula vitae they were reciting were almost identical - but they were previously unacquainted with one another.   They were motivated towards medicine by some altruistic motive - maybe a handicapped sister or an ailing grandmother.   History does not recollect what.   While at school both had been labouring in evening jobs in order to earn the price of  the Teddy Boy costumes which they believed to be essential when presenting themselves for interview.   They had both been awarded three Grade Ones in the G.C.E. ‘A’ levels.   The Accused felt humiliated.   The Accused had long grieved that he was denied the working class privilege of extracurricular paid labour.   (He was also performing work for chess clubs which, had it been performed by schoolteachers, would have been paid).   Nevertheless, these boys had pursued studies and in additionally worked in the evenings (despite having homework) with the aim of converting by inordinate effort and for altruistic motive  an unrealistic ambition into one which was marginally attainable.    Three ‘A’s at ‘A’ level may in the l990s have been no unusual achievement, but in l960s GCE’s and with l960s marking this was exceptional.   The Accused (though he was taking four ‘A’ levels, whih was also exceptional), despite being a full-time schoolboy, had no hopes of grades approaching these.   He did not even intend to become a doctor and had no prospects ever of  becoming a doctor.   Yet, for the (altruistic?) purpose of  preserving his mother’s mental health he was committed to competing for a medica school place that rightfully belonged to one of  these two students.

The reader, who is more experienced than was the Accused, will remark that it is unknown for anyone to enter the medical profession for altruistic motives.   Those who do not apply for places at medical schools always assume that the motivation is to become doctors who will make a great deal of  money.   In the present day,  a high proportion of  actual applicants openly do so because they suppose doctors are rolling in money.    That was never the openly declared motive of  applicants in l960.   They belonged to the social class of  medics and entered medical school because that was their born way of  life and they had no alternative.    They could not be described as altruistically motivated.  It was more realistic to describe them - in general - as aware of  and caring for no-one else but their own social class.   But they were equally aware that not merely were medical studies and the medical career very hazardous - one ill word from one gerontocrat ended a medical career - but, until middle age or later, and perhaps not even then, there were no financial prospects.   A promise that he will be rewarded with a sandwich in thirty years time is no use to a starving man!  The cynic will also wonder how these youths could have known their ‘A’ level results when (if  the Accused has told the correct story) they could not yet have sat the examinations.   The C.V.s (as such stories are now called) , the cynic will assert, are standard manufactured propaganda.    The Accused was aware that the stories might be fake.   But it seemed to him that they were true.   He felt also that they would have been no less humiliating if  had not been true.   There were he supposed people with such histories, or there should be, and if neither of these two were so,  they would have wished to be!  In l960 the Accused supposed that such a history would be regarded by medical schools as ideal - but was to remember this interview when in l964 he was disillusioned!

The first of  these youths was called into the interview room but within a fraction of  a second came flying back out.   So too the next candidate.   The Accused’s costume was by the standards of  working class Leicester shabby and unacceptable.   But by Public School critiria, it turned out, it was not objectionable.   The ‘Teddy Boy’ fashion was seen in Leicester occasionally -but rarely.   But in Newcastle, it turns out,  the Teddy Boy Costume, was the height of  smartness and as essential when appearing on public occasions as the monkey-suit or  butler’s costume for the Old Etonian.   However, the Southern Press portrayed the Edwardian costume as the dress of  the hooligan or gangster.   Everyone who wore such uniform, it was assumed, also carried a flick-knife and was a dangerous psychopath.   Every day the newspapers would be full of  articles bewailing the menace of  the Teddy-boy.   The costume was never considered as merely a fashion or means of  dress.   It was always seen as an open declaration of  the violent, psychopathic, criminal personality.    The Accused was surprised that the interview panel should be influenced, as he supposed it had been, by such an irrelevency.   He was to discover when he commenced clinical studies at the London Hospital that medics in their prejudices were even more extreme - so extreme that to those not brought up in Public Schools they were incomprehensible.

The Accused considered himself as without merit - but he had to preserve his mother’s mental health.  He had to put on a performance when called to meet the Dean, Harry May, sitting on his throne and his his committee.

“Will you get a scholarship to Cambridge?”,  asked the Dean.

“Yes” replied the Accused.  His actual belief, however, was that he did not have a cat in hell’s chance.

“So that should be very easy for you?”

The Accused explained that it was nevertheless necessary to apply to London just in case and it would, if  he was accepted at Cambridge, be necessary to proceed to clinical studies at London (though, as a matter of  fact, he was not planning a medical career, nor even determined to proceed, if he conned himself into Cambridge, as he had to, to clinical medical studies, should a way out present itself and was it possible to placate his mother.        

“What conclusions would a handwriting expert reach”, asked the Dean, “- I am not a handwriting expert.  I suppose you might be. - from your backward sloping handwriting?”

“Yes, my Headmaster has commented on that.” [The Accused supposed (correctly) that the applicant to medical school was expected to respect father figures - and therefore made several allusions to The Headmaster, rather than portraying himself as an independently minded maverick] “I write slowly and press the pen down with some force - it could be a sign of thinking while writing or determination.   Or it could be a sign of  holding the paper at the wrong angle.   If I write at speed the writing slopes forward -but it is less legible.”

The Accused, realising that nobody would imagine that he wanted to be or could be a real doctor, said he wanted to be a psychiatrist (though, if  he qualified, he imagined he could, on account of  his bad eyesight, not get through the general doctoring phase - and he held opinions that excluded him from psychiatry).   The rest of  the interview - over an hour, we are assured by the Accused - consisted of  the Accused being examined on psychiatric theory.   This amounted to the Accused listing and describing all the alleged diseases, symptoms and signs listed in textbooks of  psychiatry and describing them.   The Accused claims to have had no difficulty in this because his mother suffered from all of  them.   The Accused however felt tht it was essential that he kept up the flow of narrative, without hesitation for thought, and therefore deliberately bypassed thinking about what he was saying, producing what he supposed was highly superficial and inadequate observations - which, he supposed, would be recognised as such.   In fact,  his narrative covered the entire sum and total of  theory known to the British Psychiatrist.

The Accused felt, however, and continued to feel as he ruminated on his way back along Turner Street (He did not notice the Kray Twins in their regulation clapped-out Ford Zephyr gangstermobile lounging on the other side of  Whitechapel Road.  He then neither knew them nor had heard of them.) that he had blatently erred in using such terms as ‘delusion’ without first establishing some criterion whereby the judge could justify his belief  that objective reality existed and that he knew what it was.   As it happens,  the question has never occurred to psychiatrists, though they may concede that their criterion of reality is what is believed or customary in a particular culture rather than what is true or correct.  However, in that case it was still myterious how an absolute judgement can be made.   Furthermore, as was becoming more and more apparant to the Accused,  psychiatric delusions have more the nature of  socially acquired and socially prevalent beliefs than of  eccentric beliefs.   At the time it seemed to the Accused that it was never possible with certainty to determine whether a belief was right or wrong or even whether a particular line of  reasoning was or was not correct - but a process was pathological, whether right or wrong, if  the individual was so convinced that he could not admit or tolerate the possibility of  an error or mistake or of someone else having a different opinion.  It was not necessarily pathological to have articles of  faith, fixed beliefs or fixed assumptions or to act on fixed assumptions - and it was even necessary to so (such assuming that the world exists).  But it was pathological not to be prepared to admit these were assumptions or articles of  faith.

In the l980s the British Government’s Chief  Medical Officer involved himself in propaganda or brainwashing which began ‘It is known to be absolutely certain that AIDS is sexually transmitted’.   As a matter of fact it neither was nor is certain.   The Accused made himself  unpopular with all by retorting that only three things are absolutely certain: the existence of  God, the existence of  miracles and the fact that pigs fly.   The Accused was not denying the existence of  God.   He was pointing out that there was a difference between beliefs that belonged to science or scientific method and those that did not.   It is not possible, or so the Accused supposed, to prove the existence of  God or the existence of  the universe to a person who does not wish to believe.    Similarly, a miracle by definition is something that does not happen, something inconsistent with experience and, so, surely, if miracles were by all admitted regularly to happen or they were incorporated into scientific theory, they would no longer be miracles.   Pigs are known to fly either because there is a probability greater than zero that pigs fly - for all we know they might fly - or because no alternative is considered other than that pigs fly.   The scientific observation or the conclusion that depends on evidence however is always open to doubt.  As soon as evidence is required for a proposition, then the evidence that is produced becomes questionable.   Ex cathedra declarations such as those by the Chief Medical Officer on AIDS turn out invariably to be false.   The Accused in l960 was beginning to suspect that expert opinions were invariably incorrect, though he did not know why and probably still does not know why.   Nevertheless,  such dogmatic pronouncements are a sure sign that the speaker cannot justify his belief,  the contradiction to his belief - in this case, as is commonplace, a belief he is paid to hold - is shut out with emotional violence and those who contradict risk becoming victims of  this violence.

When Garth Pratt desribed the Accused as ‘ruled entirely by reason’ he was being charitable.   When Garth Pratt first crossed swords with the Accused,  the Accused had been a bigot, a person who hid behind the pretence of scientific knowledge and understanding to produce false dogmatic arguments to justify social intolerance or the condemnation or attempted discreditment of  the morals of other people (or perhaps even of  the people by themselves.  Perhaps Garth Pratt was so benign by nature that he gave the designation of ‘reason’ to this bilge because it was presented under the pretence that it was argument, though he was really repressing reason to protect dogma.  He was rightly described by a younger and less reserved Pratt admirer (who turned out to be also an Accused admirer) as a ‘fascist’ - and since the Accused wanted to be loved by everyone, he became more motivated to think again.   But, assuming that the Accused was ‘ruled by reason’, that he was losing the capacity to make excuses,  then the Accused may not have been likely to receive a welcome in the medical profession.   The fixed idea, the belief by a person that he cannot be wrong (or that he belongs to some consensus that cannot be wrong, or is the disciple of some Expert who cannot be wrong) is The Delusion.   The Delusion is also the religion of  the medical profession.  There is however also a symbiosis between The Public, who expect the medics to be infallible and punish them when they suppose they are not and The Medical Profession who encourage such dependency.   The Accused preferred to strive for a society where all are sufficiently informed to make their own decisions and sufficiently courageous and realistic to risk and take responsibility for their own errors.

The Accused one day, for all we know in l960, was walking home from school, along Springfield Road, when he was suddenly stricked by a pain under the left diaphragm - and simultaneously his breathing became painful or impeded.  The pain rapidly spread over the whole left side of  the chest - or so he thought, from the mid-axillary line to the sternum.   He crouched onto the ground and pressed his chest against his knees, which he imagined to some extent relieved the pain and dyspnoea.   The only explanation that suggested itself to the Accused was a spontaneous pneumothorax - the collapse of  one lung.   This does not mean that he concluded that he necessarily was suffering from a spontaneous pneumothorax, that it was the most likely possibility or  that there did not exist some other explanation.   He did not know - but it might be and he could not think up a plausible alternative theory.  The Accused had never heard of  spontaneous pneumothorax being either a bilateral or acutely fatal event, but nevertheless the Accused could not prove to himself that such could not happen.   He was worried therefore that his mother might not be overjoyed at his being prematurely removed in this way.   It did strike him that perhaps her greatest source of distress might be the disgrace that would supposedly invoke - or the sense of  failure.  He wondered about that - but it did not affect the issue.   It is not recorded that the Accused did not point out to God the predicament of  his mother - but it is unlikely that he did not.   He managed, however, to find his way home.   Supposing this might be a spontaneous pneumothorax, he supposed,  there might perhaps be a need for some hospital procedure, such as artificial ventilation or the removal of  air (or whatever) from the intrapleural space.   Perhaps an X-ray  might help in diagnosis - though he knew little about such matters and and, he suspected, air might look much the same inside the lungs as outside them.   The Accused however was far too timid and unassertive to present himself to a doctor.   He did not know the procedure.   He saw himself  being condemned as acting inappropriately or making himself ridiculous.   Accused-mum suggested to Accused-dad (who had probably never visited a G.P.’s surgery in his life - no more than the Accused had) that he proceed with the Accused to the doctor.   Accused-dad growled.   He did not have time.   The Accused did not need to visit the doctor and, if he did, he could go there on his own.   The Accused pointed out that he had found it difficult and taken some time to proceed twenty yards down the street from the scene of  onset of  the incident to the front door.   This provided a good excuse for discouraging  Accused-dad’s proposal.   Accused-mum insisted that the Accused, irrespective of  circumstances,  ‘never’  admitted to suffering from pain or discomfort.   This was exceptional and should be taken seriously.  Accused-dad was ordered to accompany the Accused to the doctor.

Dr Lentin, it turned out, had retired.  So had his assistant Dr Lenton.   The practice had been taken over by his subsequent youthful Irish assistant, Dr Lenten, though  Dr Lentin’s plate remained outside the surgery which had now been transferred to Regent’s Road, opposite the site of  the Wyggeston Girls’ School.   Despite the Accused’s alleged malady he came, accompanied by Accused-dad, on foot.

“What seems to be the trouble?”, asked Dr Lenten.

The Accused was puzzled.   He interpreted all language literally.   In his medic days he might have asked ‘What brings you here?’.  He was a comedian and could get away with it.   But even then the answer given might be ‘a bus’ - for which reason he would not have used such language in l960.  Moreover he would have been unable to answer it had he been asked, since he had not come by bus but (with Accused-dad) on foot.    There would have been no answer to the question and, as a matter of fact, not even if  he had come by bus, since the bus did not carry all the way to the surgery.   There existed no means by which Dr Lenten, using Accused language, could have framed his intended question.

“What do you mean ‘What seems to be the trouble?’”

“What seems to be the trouble?  Its what we say.  What’s wrong?”

“Do you mean what events have provoked me to come and visit you?”

“Not necessarily.  On what matter do you wish to consult me?”

“‘Consult’?”

“Yes, the patient consults and the doctor gives an opinion...”

So the Accused told the story.

The Accused told the story.  Dr Lenten confessed he did not have a clue. “Come and see me again in two weeks’ time”, he suggested.

The Accused thought this over.   He would then be either dead or alive.  Dr Lenten was fortunate that he only had to deal with Accused-dad and not Bill Oakfield.

“In two weeks time, I might feel better, have forgotten all about it and not remember to come back...”

“ ‘Come back in two weeks’”, repeated Dr Lenten,  “We have to say that.  It means that if  it get worse, come sooner, or come in two weeks’ time, or don’t come in two weeks’ time... or come some other time or not at all...”

The Accused mentioned his suggestion of  ‘spontaneous pneumothorax’.   Dr Lenten looked puzzled.

“Its something that crops up in zoology.”, explained the Accused, “I don’t know whether it is found in humans.   Air leaks into the intrapleural space from a tear in the wall of  an alveolus or a ruptured cyst...”

Dr Lenten still looked puzzled.  “There is no intrapleural space.  Is this a post-mortem finding?  What animals?  Cows?”

“Animals with lungs - rabbits”.

“Maybe.   It’ll be cows....   What I think you may have in mind does occur in humans....It’s something that can occur with tuberculosis, isn’t it?  That’s the only way you can get what you call an intrapleural space.  It only occurs in advanced tuberculosis.”     

A few days later Accused-dad returned home to report that he had mentioned the Accused’s symptoms to Dr Pugh, the pathologist at the Leicester Royal Infirmary.   Accused-dad was always well-in with pathologists.   There had been an epidemic of  similar presentations, Dr Pugh had replied, which were originally a puzzle but turned out to be due to Bornholm Disease, cause by a Virus...

“Bornholm’s Disease?”

“It is sometimes called that.  Strictly, it is Bornholm Disease.  Bornholm is an island, part of  Denmark, in the Baltic Sea, off the southern tip of  Sweden...It became famous as the subject of  discussion in the war.   It was occupied by German troops and there was no clearcut definition of whose responsibility it was to turn them out.   Politically, as part of  Denmark, it was more in the British sphere of  operation, but geographically it was more practical to regard the Russians....”

Accused-mum’s diary - the Accused claims it is her l960 diary - contains only, at the end, a page of  lamentations about the Accused’s ill-conduct.   Miss Samson,  the schools’ psychologist,  had lent Accused-dad a photograph of  her cottage,  Seldom Seen, in the Lake District.   The Accused, in a fit of  rage, tore up the photograph, precious to Mrs Samson, leaving the Accuseds with the embarrassment of  providing an explanation.   Accused-mum had been promised by Accused-dad a day trip by car to Southend.   The Accused had either refused to participate or had displayed ill-temper.   Her only other chance of a holiday was a day trip by car to the Lake District and this had been ruined by the ill-tempered rage of  the Accused.

The Accused claims that his mother’s report is unfair.   He was constantly tormented by his mother, but there were no other instances of  reaction.   The tearing across of  the photograph had occurred after prolonged abuse, yelling, false accusation and provocation.   He was not aware that the two car trips mentioned were Accused-mum’s only ‘holidays’.   She had he claimed numerous day trips, conferences and holidays.   In both the cases quoted the Accused was not told about the trips until a few minutes before his parents were about to leave (She is surprised that this was the case).   He had made other arrangements and was then whined at “You cannot even sacifice a day/hour/five minutes for your mother” - whereas this lament was being made all the time and his mother wanted him to sacrifice all his time.   On both trips his mother had been continuously nagging and tormening him and his father.   The arguments had occurred not so much with him but with his father, with her screaming and shouting, accusing Accused-dad of  victimising her and cruelty, with her jumping out of  the car in the middle of  nowhere refusing to continue the journey.   What Accused-mum wrote, however, is what Accused-mum believed to be the correct version of  events and what she remembered.

It may appear from the account given that the Accused neglected his studies.  This was not how it seemed to the Accused.   He did his best in the circumstances.   His extracurricular activities kept him going.  They also were relevent to the actual career or alternative careers he had in mind.   He was not aware that biological studies offered any openings other than Medicine.  Nobody had informed him that a degree in Zoology could be any use to him.  He could not be a teacher.  He was Not Working Class.  He would not have been admitted to teachers’ training college.   As matters then stood, if a person had an university degree, whether medicine or anything else, he had to obtain some additional qualification or certificate demanded by some professional organisation which was an entry certificate that depended on social class criteria.

The Accused would occasionally escape to the balcony of  the school hall to listen to Richard Armstrong playing the school organ (which was at the back of  the balcony).   Richard Armstong was a younger boy in the school - the son of  the vicar of  St Johns.  The vicarage was then as the wood pigeon flies thirty yards from Briarwood - but on Clarendon Park Road.   Richard was was the subject of  repeated headmasterly announcements of  the LRAMs and musical awards he had gained.   He was, as the Accused viewed the world, too excellent a person for the accused to engage in conversation - but he would greet the Accused politely as he cycled past the Accused on the street and occasionally uttered a few words to the embarrassed as he was playing on the organ.   Since the Accused neither knew how to play the organ (though he supected he could have made a go of  it had unseen and unheard access to the instrument been possible) and knew nothing whatsoever about music, he felt he was being impertinent in listening to Armstrong’s playings and felt embarrassed.

The Accused had no clear idea what he was supposed to write in his ‘A’ level papers.   He did pass in four subjects and did slightly better in the two S level subjects he sat.   He did not suppose that this was sufficient for a state scholarship - though it turned out that scholarships were awarded for less.   At the time these results seemed to be adequate in quantity.   It seems now that there were plenty at girls schools -not particularly prestigious girls’ schools who achieved equal quantity but better quantity - though the Accused, in the two decades that followed, was to hear nothing of  this.   From the point of view of  Cambridge entry, the grades were irrelevent - but they were apalling, so apalling that the Accused cannot remember what they were.   Mr Peacock, a champion sprinter who ran for the county junior team was awarded a place at Sheffield University Medical School.   All Wyggeston Pupils on completion of  the second year sixth were awarded a prize, called a prize, called a Merit Prize, and even the Accused was awarded that, as well as the school Biology Prize,   He may even have been awarded a Biology Prize in l959, though not a physics prize, since that went to the physics and maths set.  The Accused crawled up at speech day to accept these prizes and felt very embarrassed - but he happened to tread on the podium at the same time as Garth Pratt and there was an explosion of  noise from the onlookers.

Mr Cooper insisted that the Accused take his stick insects home over the summer holidays and feed them on yellow (variegated) privet.   The Accused tried to dissuade him - to no avail.  Accused mum however was no less insistent.   She put the stick insects onto the outside ledge of  the kitchen window on a cold night.  When the accused attempted to dissuade her, she screamed and shouted.   The cold night was fatal to the stick insects.   The Accused was also sent by his parents to a weekend country house  residential summer school.  He was not told or asked in advance - just told shortly before he was to depart.  He was younger than the other inmates and did not know what it was about - but it was very interesting and the star was a fellow of  St Catharine’s College, Oxford, Dr Peacock.
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