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The Accused lived in college during his second year at St Catharine’s College.   Rooms were allocated by lottery.   He turned out to be fourth in the ballot and could therefore have opted for any room in the college (except maybe for three!).  However the Accused was the victim of the parental means test and felt that his parents would be reluctant to pay more than the minimal rent available.  He thus opted for the cheapest room available - a comparably large room - in the Bull Hostel.   A defect of  this location was that the bedders arrived at five in the morning and then gossiped for two hours at the base of the nearby staircase, their chatter reverberating up the staircase and through the building.   These bedders averred that the Accused’s room was the ‘barest’ they had ever seen.   The explanations for this included not only the Accused’s lack of funds but also fear of surprise visits from his mother.   If she had found in his room a radio, a gramophone or posters on the wall, so feared the Accused, she would retaliate by ordering his father not to pay his termly bill.   His mother was, in any case, regularly threatening this.  The Accused, she insisted, had to abide by her orders.

The Accused had expected to read experimental psychology as an extra half subject in addition to pathology and attended the first pathology tutorial - but the supervisor, Dr Kendrick, was puzzled at his presence and it emerged that he was not on the course since, supposedly, psychology lectures, practicals and demonstrations clashed with those in psychology.

The Accused happened to glance in a medical publication.   There was a letter from Dr Harry May, the Dean of  the London Hospital.   The government, he reported, was ‘forcing’ medical schools to accept students from state schools.   It was well known, he added,  that certain schools could be relied upon to produce ‘doctor material’.   The government should leave selection to the experts, the existing authorities in medical schools.   The Accused could not believe that Harry May really believed anything so ridiculous.   Doctors should be representative of  the population, not the representatives of a master-race.  He supposed that Harry May must be suffering from some stress or the strain of  internal politics within the medical college and that the editor should have been more considerate and should not have printed the letter.  But Harry May, it turned out, was being serious.  Perhaps the Accused should have taken the hint and abandoned medical studies.

History suggests that Accused-mum did visit.  The Accused would endeavor occasionally to buy his own clothes.   These were cheap - and did not appear expensive - but even cheap clothes of the l960s would be highly expensive ultra-fashion in the year 2000!   The Accused wished to preserve his capacity for rapid movement or running fast despite his physical relative weakness.   He therefore bought lightweight clothes, which included leather shoes similar to those used by athletes, in 2000 the wear only of multimillionaires, though in 1962 they were the cheapest shoes available, costing even as little as three shillings a pair!    Accused-mum continued her custom of providing the Accused with trousers bought at Witchers Schools Outfitters which had from her point of view the advantage of not requiring ironing - which turned out not to mean that they retained their shape but that they did not have any shape.   They were also fitted with plastic side bands instead of belts - and these clever devices would stretch and become non-functional.   So the Accused preferred to buy his own trousers.   Similarly the Accused was embarrassed by the shapeless white cotton shirts.   Bob Hewitt, who had arrived at St Catharine’s that term, suggested to the Accused that he buy drip dry shirts.   The Accused was no more educated in such modern devices than was Accused-mum and supposed that these were some highly expensive shibboleth of  modern working class luxury.   He had to be reassured again and again that they were not inordinately expensive, could be washed in the sink, would dry if hung up and would retain their shape.   The Accused was apt to wear, as was working class custom of the time, shoes with a pointed appendage at the front.  Whether the shoes had an appendage at the front or not, however, when Accused-mum arrived at Cambridge she would take with her those clothes which the Accused had bought for himself to wash them and they would never return!  Accused mum had somewhere obtained the convenient advice that she should assist the Accused by washing his clothes (rather than cash being provided to use a washing machine).

Accused-mum recalled her ferrying of the Accused back to Cambridge at the end of vacations as happier events in a dull lonely life.   The Accused recalls these transportations, however, as traumata.   He claims that he was unable to travel by train because his parents withheld from him documents that related to his grant or lack of  it.  He therefore did not know that he could claim travelling expenses or did not know how to.   Also, such claims had to be made retrospectively and the Accused, since he was paid no allowance by his parents, did not have the cash to pay in advance.   He was not worldly wise enough to travel by car and claim the rail expenses - or did not know how too, was too honest or too afraid of  being found out and disgraced or of having to repay the money.   The Accused wanted to travel back to college several days early (which was permitted) to as to recuperate and to revise his studies (which he was unable to do at home because of the perpetual yelling and harassment).  His mother however would by some means discover when term was due to start and would delay the journey so that he did not arrive in Cambridge before llpm on the night before commencement of term and lectures.  When Accused-mum fetched the Accused from Cambridge she would insist on taking all his belongings, insisting that otherwise they would be stolen.  The Accused felt that his mother was the only person likely to steal them and tried, in vain, to persuade her to leave them in situ.   On her return his mother the Accused packed his own baggage or had everything ready to be packed within a few seconds, but nevertheless Accused-mum would insist on unpacking the Accused’s belongings, claiming that he had not packed them at all, and would instead pack what she chose and pack it in the manner she chose.  On arrival in Cambridge she would insist on unpacking and putting everything where she insisted and not where the Accused wanted it, causing, in his view confusion.   The tension this created aggravated the Accused’s fatigue.  The Accused, to evacuate his mother, would drag her off to an Indian restaurant for curry, for which he paid, but even then his mother would return and continue the fussing.  Next day, at nine o’ clock, the lectures would start and they would then continue every day until the end of the term.   The Accused started exhausted and was exhausted for the rest of the term.  He did not even have the energy to reorder his belongings in his room to his convenience.  The Accused claims that had he had the extra days prior to the beginning of term to rest and revise he would have been less exhausted and would have fared better in his examinations.   That he was unable to do so he blames on the parental means test on students’ grants.

On revision, there seem to be misunderstandings or inconsistencies in the Accused’s accounts.  He was surely not so badly off that he had to subject himself to this regime.   Surely the return trainfare from Cambridge to Leicester was only a few shillings.  History does not record.  It may have been an unusually expensive route.   The Accused felt himself to be on a budget in which he had to be prepared to finance his future studies in London from his savings account, which still contained around eighty pounds, and felt himself unable to take risks.  The Accused’s penury extended to essentials.  He was unable to use the college baths because he could not afford soap!   It is possible that the Accused as yet had little knowledge of the costs of everyday items and overestimated costs.  If the Accused mentioned that he did not have soap or toothpaste, hoping that this might enable her realise he needed some subsidy, there was not money forthcoming but instead, his mother would, if she responded at all, would make another journey to Cambridge to deliver toothpaste or soap.   He would say he did not want Philip’s Milk of Magnesia Toothpaste and that he did not want Pear’s Coal Tar soap.  But his mother would then bring Milk of Magnesia Toothpaste or Pear’s Coal Tar Soap.  Whatever the Accused particularly said he did not want she routinely produced!

However, despite these difficulties, the Accused decided that during his second term he would lead a less frugal existence.   He feared that excessive self-deprivation might affect his performance.  He therefore budgetted for expenses of not more than one pound a week.   This entailed regular trips in evenings for a pint of cider, or maybe half a pint of orange juice.  Cider cost a shilling for half a pint.  One of the Accused’s regular haunts was the Criterion pub.  This was the largest and most densely populated of  the Cambridge alehouses and popular amongst motor cyclists or people who dressed as motor cyclists, in black leather jackets, jeans and boots.   No other Cambridge student set foot in the Criterion.  It had a reputation for being rough and a scene of violence.  The Accused, however, did not find it so.   It was more probable that this was a town rather than university pub and the Public School was terrified of the townsfolk (or the plebs generally).  Nor did any other students go drinking to the Accused’s other regular pub, the Red Lion.   This was inhabited by local teenagers (of both genders) in leather jackets and jeans and was also the haunt of musicians, wrestlers and other famous people who performed in the next door entertainments hall.

The clientelle at the Red Cow were the youth of the town, though their conversation did include references to their visits to a Mr. West who was attached to the local Probation Department.    The Accused wondered whether this was the Mr. West who wrote the naive but British-Medical-Association books on ‘homosexuality’ - which concerned mostly or entirely rentboys.   That Mr. West was also attached to the Cambridge probation department.   The supposition made sense.   This boys were no different to any other boys but they would have spinned such tales to sell themselves to the middle-aged interrogator!   Nevertheless the Accused was led to suspect that these boys (in common with other boys) might not be averse to a modicum of  bisexuality.  However, it had to be, within acquired adultoid mores, respectable.   Therefore money had to pass.   It was then business and not intrinsic tendency.   The fee it appeared, or so it appeared to the Accused he was being told was sixpence.  If this was too much it could be less than sixpence, but the sixpenny bit was the smallest regularly interchanged coin.   Since this made little impression the Accused would be given the sixpence with the purpose of  handing it back (or perhaps so: keeping it would have been good enough).  He did hand it back but never proceeded any further with the routine.   He was far too shy!

In retrospect it is extraordinary that the Accused appears to have been not merely the only student at Saint Catharine’s College but in Cambridge who associated with the locals.   This was regarded as extraordinarily courageous!   It might not come as a revelation that the Public School were terrified of  the plebs...but surely the grammar school pupils with whom the Accused more associated were plebs themselves.    This may have been a mystery - but it may be born in mind that the Accused not merely had attended a grammar school but a city grammar school and that amongst the members and associates of  his chess club such as were feared by newspaper readers as mods or rockers or members of some mysterious and dangerous youth cult were commonplace and not considered to by any different to or more ill behaved or dangerous than anyone else.   Also, the mystery surely is that tough butch Public School Rugger players and prefects with a militaristic upbringing should be terrified of  plebeian boys (which they were in proportion to such butch image), not that non-athletic grammar school educated scholars long dedicated to their work, without  school prefect persona and with a homework-bound past should have such reluctance.

The Accused was on one occasion walking down Petty Curry (a road approximately opposite to St Catharine’s College which leads to the Red Cow) when there was some misunderstanding or altercation with a gang of  local youths.   This resulted in one student being deprived of  his jacket, which he was too frightened to retrieve.   The Accused’s university friends rapidly escaped.   The Accused then asked for the jacket and it was handed over.   No courage was involved in this - or not much!   The youths had not intended to appear hostile and had no hostile intent.   The Accused’s college friends however supposed this that the Accused had committed an act of  great audacity!

The Accused was now ‘captain’ - that is to say, organiser - of  the college chess club.   At any rate, he was organiser, whatever title was provided and had to write the termly magazine reports.   The college had two teams and the Accused had to search and scrape around for players.   Not unusually he would have to go on a tour searching for players when the opposing team had already arrived!  He did a deal with Ralph  Timms that he would play for the college tiddliwinks team (which Ralph organised) and that Ralph would play for the college chess team.   The Accused tried to persuade his friends from the Red Cow to play for the college (second) team.   This took some persuasion, since College students were regarded as toffs who despised or even persecuted townies.   The Accused managed eventually to drag a few of  them to the room where the chess match was to be played.   There still, however, were not enough players.   The Accused therefore went in search of  candidates,  telling the boys to remain calm and not to react to any apparent hostilities.   They should just say that the Accused would on his return deal with any queries.   He also introduced the townsboys to whatever students were present and asked them to behave in a welcoming manner.   Nevertheless, when the Accused returned the town boys were missing.   The students remaining and the townies when later interviewed claimed there had been some fracas,  the townies claiming that they had upturned furniture.   The students appeared unable to relate what sort of  fracas had taken place - but there had been no evidence after the event of  any fracas.   However, both sides reported that they had been threatened  by the other - that is to say, they believed they had been threatened.   In some manner however, students who were prejudiced against townies asked them to leave - and they left.   A journalist who interviewed both sides could well have come up with a false version of  events much in line with the lies regularly printed in newspapers about the younger generation.

The Accused would, to make up numbers, himself occasionally - indeed, regularly - appear on behalf of  the college second team on board sixth (that is the lowest board, reserved for the weakest player).   The Accused was not known as a chessplayer within the College.  However he might be by members of  opposing teams who were familiar with a less local chess scene.   He therefore imposed on himself  handicap - or supposed handicap.    The Accused invariably won the toss, but let us assume he might not have done.   The handicap involved wasting a move, or with white, even two moves.   As black - and as far as can be recalled, he always had the black pieces, he replied to the White first move (which at this not very elevated level of  chess is invariably 1 e4) with 1..a6 (that is, pawn to queen’s rook’s third).   This move was later to be ‘pioneered’ by other more elevated (British) chessplayers and given various names.   It is not at all clear that 1..a6 is a waste of  a move, particularly when it is combined with 2..g6.  The Accused was aware that 2...g6 was a possibility but in fact would usually continue 1 e4 a6 2 d4 e6 3 Nf3 c5 which is apt to transpose into a (regular) Sicilian Defence or a form of  Benoni Defence.   This approach, however, did not appear to be entirely sound and, even should it be so,  2....a6, which the Accused calls the Dover Attack was then entirely new and experimental (except that there were rumours that Emmanuel Lasker had once produced it in a simultaneous display and, despite having spent an inordinate amount of  time against an unknown opponent, lost).   Those who suppose that the Accused’s opening was not a self-handicap at all but deceit or gamesmanship will point out that the Accused won every college game in which he played this opening.  However, he did at times encounter considerable difficulties.   In the second game he played he found his queen trapped early in the opening.   A person who loses his queen without any apparent compensation invariably loses the game.   The Accused turns out to be the exception.   How was he to deal with this embarrassment and humiliation?   Should he do the decent thing and resign.   The Accused, who retrospectively can be accused of  being familiar with the technique of  playing when material down, decided not to resign.  He would plough along towards the inevitable defeat but delay it becoming apparent to the rest of  the team, who might be discouraged (or that was his excuse.  In fact, losing after an hour might be less embarrassing than losing in five minutes).   Curiously, the Accused’s game turned out not to be that bad - and he even won his opponent’s queen - and eventually the game - and, although in accurate analysis the opponent, in a winning position, had made mistakes, he won impressively!  The Accused did lose significant material (temporally) also in other games but eventually became less accident prone in these games.

Ken Lund vanished for almost a whole term.   As a geology student he might have been on field study.  He hinted that it was this - and also that he might have been ill.  Or he might have gone on some assignment with the multinational oil company that had promise him a job (in the U.S.A.)before he arrived at Cambridge.  But it was all a bit vague.   The Accused felt inferior to the handsome, athletic, socially skilled and popular Mr. Lund and also supposed himself to be beneath Mr. Lund in the intellectual hierarchy.   He supposed that Mr. Lund neither wanted nor needed  his friendship and never envisaged him as a persecutee.   The accused was addicted to such perpetual self-designation of  inferiority which also a form of  egotism.   He did not dare humiliate himself  by accepting that another person might need his friendship and thereby risk rejection.   His relationships were all just a public act.   Nevertheless, in retrospect,  Lund was an obvious potential persecutee.   He claimed to hail from a state grammar school.   Although it is more likely that he hailed from a direct grant school - nominally a  Public School - he was more of  a grammar school type.   Not so different from the Accused, in fact, what is (incorrectly) known as the extrovert version.   He was just the type of  grammar school pupil,  regularly to be found in the Accused’s circles, who found himself persecuted at universities, though this was not quite so common at Cambridge and Oxford.   It could therefore be that he had been victimised and was too afraid of  being condemned or labelled as in some way inadequate to admit what had happened.   It might be so or it might not.

The Accused’s main source of  company in college was the drinking of  coffee provided in his college room by David Absom, a Yorkshire lad who was studying mathematics and was a member of  the Christian Union or  Student Christian Movement - whichever is the more liberal of  the two.   This organisation admired the local vicar, Canon Montefiore (later Bishop of  Birmingham), and John Robinson/s (Bishop of  Woolwich) recent work, Honest to God.   The Accused did not feel permitted to have dealings with such Church of  England organisations - and indeed, despite assurances to the contrary, supposed the Church of  England to be rigidly narrow-minded, with an ideology akin to Accused-mum Neobowlbyism.  The Accused usually attended mass (and confession) at the Roman Catholic chaplaincy (managed by a Monsignor Somebody) or at the local Jesuit church.   Jesuits did not consider masturbation a great sin.   Nevertheless the Author finds this puzzling.   The sinner is supposed to confess all sins and is supposed to resolve that he will not commit them again.   Other members of  Mr. Absom’s circle included Ralph Timms, a physics scholar who might have been called Hughlings and a Chemistry scholar who may have been called Blake and shared a room with Ken Lund.

This elevated and strait-laced circle tried to marry the Accused off to a young lad at another college whom they alleged to be a ‘homosexual’.   Presumably he so described himself.   The Accused was surprised that he should do so.   Tolerant comments might be made about ‘homosexuals’ by Canon Montefiore. The Student Christian Movement or somebody else, but it remained that the world was ruled by Accused-mum or the international trade union of  Accused-mums.   In their ideology a ‘homosexual’ did not have the right to live.   A ‘homosexual’ was a rebel against the tyranny of  Accused-mums.   To bear such a label would be absolute condemnation.  Nothing could be worse.   There is report of  such a word being used about the Accused, nor of  it having been used in any other context (other than by Accused-mum).  Nor did the Accused use such terminology or consider it meaningful.

The Accused considered people to be attracted to one another because they were attractive.   In that the shape of  the sexual organs played a very minor role - and indeed when friendships were set up the shape of  the sexual organs might be concealed.   It would not be very charitable to abandon a friendship just because it turned out that sexual organs were of  some unanticipated shape.   The Accused considered it also impossible to define any sharp boundary between friendship and sexual attraction or between areas of  the anatomy which were or were not taboo,  not to be seen or not to be touched.  Such demarcations were the invention of  socialised man, or maybe, out of  self-interest, by socialised woman and were  device for outlawing love and friendship altogether.  This viewpoint, according to the Accused’s investigations, in so far as this was relevant, was confirmed by studies of  hormonal levels in animals, including human beings.   There were not separate male and female hormones determining sexual activity or behaviour that facilitated sexual activity.   Rather the ‘libido’ in both genders correlated with similar or the same androgenic hormones - and the level of  these was not correlated, as some pretended, with unattractiveness.   Were this so it could be argued that beauty or attractiveness were inferior attributes that were bred out by evolution and survival of  the fittest.  Although superficial sociological studies of  what actually happened amongst humans might provide some confirmation of  such a theory,  physiological studies in all species came to the opposite conclusion.   In practical circumstances, both in human and non-human animals (for different reasons) heterosexual lifestyles eventually assumed some stability, practical circumstances also dictated, in human and non-human animals, that homosexual relationships were more frequent.   However, behaviour of  humans should not be compared too closely with that of  non-humans, since non-humans acted spontaneously and voluntarily and not according to imposed or learnt rules and regulations. 

On the other hand, the Accused supposed that old people, people aged around twenty-two or over, or older than whatever age the Accused was at the time, ceased to be attractive.   Indeed, some people were never attractive.  They found it necessary however to protect themselves from self-insight.  Thus the unattractive, if they were male, which they were, identified unattractiveness with masculinity or  normality (though largely in pretence)  and described themselves as ‘heterosexual’, meaning presumably that they were sexualizing with women, though, in fact, they were sexualising with nobody at all.   Also, old people, no longer attractive enough to set up new friendships, substituted for attraction-dependent behaviour the sexualize copulatory rituals which were unaffected by attractiveness or any consideration for the other person.   This learnt socially acquired behaviour in humans, according to the Accused’s researches, depended on different neuronal pathways to juvenile or ‘natural’ sexuality and there was suspicion that it was alcohol-dependent.   There was thus a socially artificially created world, the world of  the unloved or unattractive, in which behaviour was superimposed that was dependent on the socio-economic system,  the social class system,  socio-economic status conferred at birth or  the Laws of  Heterosexualism.  This was  a world in which the unattractive were preferred - since these were selectively recruited into their world by older people - though those otherwise attractive were dragged into this world, if  the opportunity existed, through necessity or as the only means of  survival.   Thus there was by older people a persecution of  youth  or the attractive were persecuted outcasts, dependent on each other’s friendship, but deprived of  it through Neobowlbyite persecution - through economic deprivation, euthanasia and psychiatrisation.   This point of  view did not ordain that all who had the opportunity were actively and promiscuously bisexual - but if  they were not they were so by choice and for some reason (such as a moral code or the belief that they had to be loyal to one person).

A meeting was arranged between the Accused and this alleged homosexual, an unusually attractive looking young lad, at his flat.   The Accused was led there by his college friends, introduced him to this alleged ‘homosexual’ and, as happens on such occasions, they departed.   The sequel, as far as the Accused was concerned, was a predictable routine.   The Accused had no reason to suppose this youth was interested in his company.   If indeed he was a ‘homosexual’ he would be less likely to welcome his company, since he was not himself very attractive (or so he supposed).  Further since he had been told that this youth was a ‘homosexual’,  he exposed himself to the Accusation that he was a homosexual or  associating with homosexuals or someone he wished to be a homosexual and to find himself  persecuted, penniless and homeless should his mother find out.    Since this youth was undoubtedly attractive himself,  the Accused even less supposed that he was welcome.   He had perhaps become too infected by Accused-mum’s obsessions with hierarchies of  social status -  so that there would also be attractiveness status,  with those at the top of  the tree associating only with each other and those below guilty of  delusions of  grandeur and psychiatrisable crime if they attempted to stray above their station.   This youth tried to be friendly, but the Accused was frozen with fear and inhibition.   Since the time for the college evening meal was approaching the host suggested that he cook the Accused a meal.   The Accused felt he could not possibly accept such an offer.   He could not reinburse the young man for the food.   He was too impecunious.  To accept such an offer amounted to theft.   So he departed for the college meal.   He said he might call back on another occasion, but he could not subsequently remember where the flat was.   The students who had arranged this would subsequently ask the Accused whether he found this young man a pleasant companion, assuming that he did.   The Accused however lived in fear of  his mother and her espionage and her reaction to any rejection that the Accused might encounter.   He did not suppose that this youth would have any interest in him - and it mattered little whether he did.   He might not do - and that, if  showed other than indifference and his mother nosed it out.. that would be a catastrophe!   The Accused did not admit that he did not even remember this lad lived  (and so didn’t find out).

The Accused was no more successful with young women.  Cambridge students were not under the impression that there were a great many of  these in the university or  town.  If  there had been the Accused would have been well down the order of  preference.   He was not anxious to enter into a competition for women.  As it stood, wherever he went he was a protected species - and he did not wish to be competition instead in a world of  bullies.   It is recorded, however, that on one occasion he was approached by a young lady in town who claimed, as young ladies do,  that her boyfriend had not turned up (though, as the author understands this, that was not unexpected since neither was alleged to live in Cambridge).  The Accused referred this young lady to another student whom he supposed to be high in the college Public School sporty and noble hierarchy.  This student, to his surprise, however referred her back.   The story about the missing boyfriend, he insisted, was cock and bull.   She had an ambition to copulate with a Cambridge student which, he averred, was a common feminine ambition.   He was prohibited from obliging because he had an existing girlfriend in some place (a somewhat mysterious excuse).   This story seemed incredible to the Accused.  He had never heard of  women being anxious to copulate - unless they were after a baby, which would inevitably be produced, which implied that they were also intending to entrap the copulator.   Desirability depended on social status or income.   Cambridge students were the lowest of  the low.   The Accused was the lowest of  the lowest of  the low.   On hearing that the Accused studied psychology she suggested she be ‘psychoanalysed’.   The Accused, as he always did when such a request was made,  confessed that psychology students did not psychoanalyse.

Girls were more likely to materialise in Leicester - as friends and relatives of  his chess club companions.   These did even seem anxious for the Accused’s attention.   But always under the same misunderstanding.   They had heard he was a medical student.   Medical students, they were convinced,  became doctors - and all doctors were rolling in money.   The Accused felt too embarrassed and humiliated to explain that he no visible prospects beyond lifelong unemployment and poverty.   He did also encounter once again a young lady who might have been Elizabeth Beer.   Or she might not have been.  This was an attractive lady  he encountered on the pavement on Springfield Road who appeared to be acquainted with him.   Since she was acquainted with the Accused, he presumed she had to be Elizabeth Beer, but he did not dare ask.    Did the Accused attend many parties at Cambridge, she asked.   The Accused averred that he attended many parties, at least one a week (The Accused attended no parties but was so ashamed of  his social inferiority to admit this.   But then Cambridge was a male only university and there probably weren’t any parties).   They dropped into Briarwood and Miss  X  related that next day she was off to stay at a Kibbutz in Israel.    Kibbutzes were very useful since every girl who visited was automatically granted one free abortion.   The Accused could not stay however.  He felt that he had a duty to attend the Saturday Leicestershire Chess Club meeting at Church House.  The Accused may or may not have met Miss Beer again.   His mother told him that she had emigrated to the U.S.A. to marry a psychologist - which turns out to have been a fabrication.

The author has learnt that Mick Miller expressed the opinion that the Accused had a miserable time at Cambridge because he was ‘homosexual’.   The Accused, on hearing this, expressed surprise.  He was not aware that anyone supposed him to be ‘homosexual’.   It was not possible to be ‘homosexual’, whatever was meant by that, supposed the Accused, without being physically attractive.   The Accused did not know what he looked like.  He was so short-sighted that he could not see himself in the mirror without wearing glasses - and the requirement to wear glasses dictated also that he could look into the mirror only straight ahead.   He suspected that he might be quite personable without spectacles - but his shortsightedness was  so severe that it was impossible for him to appear without spectacles.   The Accused, therefore, was in possession of  no disproof that he was too ugly to be a sexualist.   If he was, in fact, too ugly to be attractive to anyone (which his mother’s indoctrination appeared to suggest) then any action which did not take this as unequivocal fact might be uncovered by maternal espionage and precipitate catastrophic persecution.

The concept was in any case not relevant to any reality the Accused faced.  The Accused’s Leicester friends who had not been forced to go to university and had found careers were getting married.   In fact, he might know they were getting married before they did.   Men often imagine they are playing a double game, with no intention of  getting married.   The Accused would then be told by such people that they had broken up with their girl friends.  The Accused would then already know what would happen next.   There  would be a tearful reconciliation and within a fortnight he would hear they were engaged to marry.   The Accused fully approved of  this and regretted that in some cases the marriages did not last.   He would not even have any phobia of  marriage himself - even to a woman.   It was a matter of  marrying the right person, somebody with a similar view on life to himself.  But this was not realistic.   He did not have a means of  earning a living or any prospects of  a home of  his own.   He was the victim of  the ‘competitive’ educational system and the parental means test on students’ grants, in practice politically motivated devices to prevent the reproduction and survival of  degenerates!   He was a person of  no value.   Also he was severely shortsighted - which could very well be congenital - and he was in no position, handicapped by his shortsightedness, to take on a protective masculine relationship.  There did not, as far as the Accused was aware, women who were in the same position as the Accused, of  the same low socioeconomic status and adjusted to the same socio-economic circumstances.   Also, there were not many female mathematicians around.   Lord Byron had grabbed the last of  those.  Nor female poets.  The last one of  those, Lord Alfred Douglas had bagged (and he also had a lot of  money).    It was more realistic, though still not very realistic, to set up male relationships, even though not necessarily sexual.   The Accused did not form sexual relationships.   The author has been unable to discover more than three, somewhat temporary, during the l960s.   To the Accused sexual contact was the only proof of  the sincerity of a relationship, but the Accused could not respond to the most obvious an unequivocal sexual approach from either gender.   He could not believe that anyone could have any attraction towards him.  However unequivocal the evidence, there was always the possibility, however slight, that he was being set up,  that he would be seen as having deluded himself that he was not universally unacceptable and had been rejected - and that this would reach his mother, who would react with hysteria and persecution.  The Accused was walking in fear.  He imagined that his life was aptly described by the title of  a popular television series - No Hiding Place - from his mother.   He would wander around by day or by night suffused with this fear of  maternal espionage.   The Accused recalls an occasion when he was with a fellow student in the college basement which contained the washing machines.   This was provided with windows, some six inches high,  which were at the top of  the wall but from outside where at ground level.   The Accused reports that the fellow student made some comment that was not unequivocally hostile.   The Accused was paralysed with terror because he feared that his mother might be spying through the windows.   This is not paranoia.   She might have been looking through the window.   The chance might be one in many billions, but there is nevertheless what medics call a probability greater than zero - and to trigger maternal hysteria would be catastrophic.   This type of  behaviour had the unfortunate side effect that the Accused was effectively himself rejecting offers of  friendship and therefore, on occasion, doing other people serious disservice.    But this has nothing to do with homosexuality,  even in those cases where it might have become involved.    It is the consequence of  the parental means test on student’s grants, of  the victimisation of  those born outside social classes who are denied what are seen by others as human rights.   Accused-mum identified not being married with ‘homosexuality’ and recited the dogma that it was because they were homosexuals that unmarried people were punished with refusal of  paid employment and psychiatrisation.   Neodarwinists form similar theories whereby homosexual behaviour in human or other species is identified with genetic inferiority or  unfitness to practice and is punished by euthanasia.   However, if  there is any truth in this theory it seems more that the economic rejection,  the refusal of  the right to live, which leads to psychiatrisation, comes first and in the absence of  this right to survive there is also a denial of  the type of  relationship that is described as heterosexual.   But  the behaviour known to medics or the Public School as homosexual is also a symptom of  social class membership and a different version of  right to survive.    The behaviour of  the victimised is not -osexuality at all.   It is not unequivocally proved however that social class membership and the right to survive really cultivates the best in humanity or  the essentials of  species survival and that persecution, socio-economic ostracism and psychiatrisation eliminates what is bad or what is inconsistent with survival.

The Accused claims that he had not heard of  the word ‘Gay’ being used in the English (as opposed to American) language as a synonym or near synonym was ‘homosexual’.   However, this may be contradicted by another story.   The Accused was wandering along a Cambridge street on the Northern side of  the town when he passed a building with a large ground floor verandah in front of  which there was a lawn and a street gate and low fence.   A handsome young man standing at the gate when he walked by eagerly suggested that he drop in to partake in a cup of  coffee.   The Accused was surprised.   He did not expect handsome young men to seek his company - and continued to assume that they did not.   Nevertheless, he allowed himself to be persuaded to enter the building to partake in this coffee.   There was no coffee, but the inhabitants informed the Accused that they were publishing a newspaper entitled ‘Gay News’.   There were printing presses in situ and piles of  this newspaper awaiting distribution.   The articles did appear to predominantly concern men reported as canoodling with other men and written on the assumption that they were justified and victimised rather than deserving of  persecution.   The Accused, however, could not persuade himself that this could really be so.   It had to be some trick.   He had been educated within his mother’s Bowbyite ideology according to which there are no homosexuals and those who are ruthlessly and deservingly eliminated.   As the Accused understood the world, if  these newspapers were as they appeared to be,  then the perpretrators stood to be evicted,  to be turned out of  Cambridge, indeed from Britain and the world, to be refused any form of  income or employment and subjected to life long imprisonment, though that would not prove to be very long.   What if Woman caught a glimpse of  these journals.  How could that be avoided?   “Surely you can’t get away with this?”, asked the accused, somewhat with hesitation, because he could not believe he had not misread or that there was no some manner of  deception.  “Where could you sell these newspapers?  Who would buy them?   This, surely, is not a commercial proposition”.  He was assured however that commercially the magazine was very successful.   The inhabitants of  the building continued to suggest that the Accused remain for the non-existent coffee.   He could not believe any of  this however, could not accept the relevant facts of  the situation.   Nobody wanted his company.   He took his leave.  It was suggested that he drop in whenever he felt so inclined - but the Accused did not believe that anyone would wish him to drop in anywhere and, in any case, could not subsequently remember where the building was - though he had been impressed by these young men and by them speaking to him as if  he was a human being and an equal rather than their turning down their noses in the manner of  the master-race with which he found himself everywhere surrounded.    The turns out to be a journal called ‘Gay News’.   Maybe, like everything else, it came from Cambridge.   The author does not know whether or not this was the same Gay News.

Ken Lund, his roommate and some friends decided to have a collective twenty first-birthday party.   It is not recorded whether the Accused was invited.  Ken assured the Accused that he was in fact twenty and would have another twenty-first birthday party the next year.   The next year Ken turned out to be twenty-two, only the Accused had a twenty first birthday, and there were no parties!

A plot also enfolded that the college debating society would hold a balloon debate?  In this the speakers each represent some famous person and all except one are thrown out of  the balloon which has run out of gas and carry no more than a single person without crashing into the snake pit below.   General Kitchener wins because he shoots everyone else in the balloon - which proves that he is the fittest and survival of  the fittest is essential for the survival of  the species (though it might help for Mrs. Kitchener to remain on the balloon and General Kitchener, despite being a patriarch and supremely fittest may be a bit past it as far as concerns species survival).   It was part of  the plot also that the Accused would participate in this balloon debate.  In l972 the Accused was travelling on a bus to Lincoln and sat next to a youth wearing a Saint Catharine’s Cambridge scarf.   This youth confessed that he had heard of  the Accused.  He had read in a college magazine that the Accused had successfully defended Isaac Newton in this balloon debate.   Unfortunately,  the Accused’s performance was not quite so triumphant!

Whyever should the Accused be asked to speak in a balloon debate.   The Accused did not know - but in later years produced grandiose explanations.  He had to represent the scientists.   There was nobody else to represent the scientists, who was both artist and scientist and had the linguistic talent to defend the scientist.   He was the twentieth century Isaac Newton - so also in the sense of  being the politician or potential political leader amongst the scientists.   The future of  the scientist in Britain, he claims, depended on him and because he could not evade matriarchal persecution, scientists were banished from the land and replaced by ignorant and intellectually unreliable Experts.   But the Accused had never attended a meeting of  this college debating society.   He had no reason to suppose it contained no scientists.   We know, in fact, that it did.   The Accused, surely, was not needed to defend the scientists and (despite being told that he was) and was so inept as a public speaker that he was hardly suited to the task.  Maybe the Accused’s friends were just trying to be nice to him, to encourage him.

“What is a balloon debate?”, asked the Accused.  This was laboriously explained to him.   The Accused was somewhat surprised and puzzled that he should be considered for this function.  It was felt that somebody should represent the scientists, he was told.  He could represent Isaac Newton.   The Accused was surprised that he should be recognised as a scientist.   He felt humiliated in the company of  scientists because he was a medic.   Medics, in so far as they were scientists at all, were the dunces amongst scientists.   If  they insisted, suggested the Accused, he could on behalf of the scientists represent Christine Keeler.   Er.. yes.. Stephen Ward was a suitable candidate for the balloon, but the Accused might wish to be Isaac Newton.   No not Stephen Ward, Christine Keeler.   Yes, Stephen Ward.  That was an excellent idea.   Not  Stephen Ward, Christine Keeler.   Here, in this copy of  the Daily Mail guide to the Profumo Affair, was a photograph of  Stephen Ward.  Here was photograph of  Christine Keeler.   The audience wished to hear from Christine Keeler, not the late Dr Ward.   Ward had admired Miss Keeler, but it was Miss Keeler that was admired.    Now that Dr Ward had committed suicide there existed also a case for Stephen Ward.  Nevertheless, the Accused, in his capacity as scientist, would represent Christine Keeler.  Yes,  they might well adopt his suggestion and invite Stephen Ward into the balloon - but the Accused might prefer to represent a scientist...Who was a scientist?  Wasn’t whatisname a scientist?  Was he called Galileo?  Was it Or was it Isaac Newton?  Was he a scientist?   None of  the (other?) scientists present spoke.  So the Accused confessed that Isaac Newton was a scientist.   Maybe the Accused might wish to represent Isaac Newton.   It became clear that what had already been decided was not that the Accused would speak in the balloon debate, but that the Accused would represent Isaac Newton.      

When the Accused briefly encountered Miss Keeler twelve years later he found her a pleasant young lady without any evident demonic horns.   However, the story in l962-3 was that highly respected oligarch John Profumo, son in law of  Winston Churchill, and Minister of  Defence, had befriended Dr Stephen Ward, a society osteopath, who had not discouraged the Minister from exploring the perineal regions of  his young friends Christine Keeler and Marilyn Rice-Davies (who also had some Israeli name).    Newspapers therefore made efforts to procure photographs of  the Keeler perineal region or, failing that, of  the beauteous form to which it was attached.   The financial subsidies provided by Mr. Profumo however did extend to provision of  covering of  said perineal region.   Despite this contribution to public decency,  Profumo however was criticised  because  Dr Ward and Miss Keeler and, indeed, Mr. Profumo and Miss Davis, were also acquainted with a boring Russian diplomat.   This might appear very generous of  Miss Keeler.  However there existed rumours that stimulation of  the perineal region loosened the tongue.   Or possibly substances that enhanced the probability of  perineal stimulation also enhanced the probability of  tongue loosening.   It was also supposed that Mr. Profumo, as Minister of  Defence, might be in possession of information which was not intended for the ears of  Russian diplomats.   Although this is somewhat unlikely, he might be setting a bad example.   If the entire Ministry of  Defence regarded itself free to indulge in heterosexual activities, then should there at any time be such secrets in such a ministry,  they could no longer be guaranteed to be secure.   This is why women were subsequently more routinely employed as civil servants.   They do not engage in heterosexual activities and are usually married to Public School Boys.   It was also considered unfair that Mr. Profumo, who was not nearly as pretty or entertaining as Mick Jagger, should be privileged to have such an enviable friend as Ms Keeler.  Mrs. Keeler remained loyal to her friend Stephen Ward whose erstwhile Public School companions however conspired to drive him to suicide.   So , as events were viewed in l961-2, Miss Keeler was astonishingly beautiful and she allowed herself to be bored by astonishingly boring people.   She was not so different to, say, Romeo and Juliet, except that there is no evidence that Romeo and Juliet were beautiful or boring. 

The reader has been introduced to Helen, the most beautiful woman in the world (except for Cassandra) who became involve with the most stupid son of  an eminent and generous daddy available.  Isaac Newton, by contrast, was the cleverest man in the world (except for Cassandra).  Those who imagined themselves to be neither beautiful nor woman, and some who did, therefore regarded Christine Keeler as exploiting her beauty, of  using it to set up, or to try to set up, a place for herself in the world and a means of  survival - and blamed her for all the misery that intervened.   Similarly Isaac Newton was viewed with jealousy, resentment and as threat by all who supposed themselves to be neither clever nor men, and by some who did, and as a threat and they joined the pack of  hounds plotting his destruction and psychiatrisation.   On the other it might be supposed that Christine Keeler exploited her beauty successfully (though we do not know for sure).  Similarly, Isaac Newton was clever enough and lucky enough to overcome the persecution and evade the psychiatrisation.   So Christine and Isaac might have been for from the Neodarwinist point of  view, winners and therefore the fittest and worth preserving.

Isaac Newton and Christine Keeler therefore were similar cases/  On the other hand, whereas Christine’s beauty was genetically endowed,  it is not clear that cleverness is so as well.   Isaac may have been forced to be clever by pre-existing persecution.   Also, so long as Mr. Profumo did not buy her too many clothes, it was obvious to all that Christine Keeler was beautiful.   It might not be so obvious to all however that Isaac Newton was clever.   Also, although Isaac managed to evade victimisation and psychiatrisation in his era,  in the twentieth century it would have been unlikely that he did so.   The Accused was not however motivated towards the Neodarwinist glorification of  the winner.   He was on the side of  Cassandra - the most beautiful woman in the world and the cleverest man but victimised, a failure and psychiatrised.    The Accused did not wish anyone to be victimised or considered inferior because they were supposedly not beautiful or supposedly not clever.   But, at the same time, people should not be victimised for being beautiful or clever.   Such attributes were not just the commercial property of  the owner, but existed for all.   All people should live in equality and brotherhood, or sisterhood, irrespective of  their qualities or lack of  them - and all qualities or lacks of  them should be considered admirable attributes, not grounds for jealousy.   The Accused was not required to take on the role of  the artist and to faced with the easier task of defending  Christine Keeler.  He was required in the role of scientist to defend Isaac Newton.  That was not so easy.   The chances were that the audience would prefer Christine to Isaac as a roommate.   Scientists are incapable of  making speeches - and the Accused was more incapable than most.   He did not prepare a speech - since he was incapable of  preparing speeches.   He would not have known how long it took to recite a page of  written word.  So the Accused droned on for over an hour reciting the life history of  Isaac Newton to the politely silent sleeping audience.   Whatever might have been the worst attempt at addressing an audience in history - this was worse.   Ken Lund rose, on behalf  of the audience, to excuse the Accused’s dismal performance as due to ‘inexperience’.   He had however made the mistake of  treating the subject too thoroughly, leaving  nothing for anyone else to say or discuss.   Mr. Lund was being generous.   However, the outcome did not depend on the quality of  the speech.   The room was full of  scientists.   Isaac Newton is  a Cambridge hero - the symbol of  the university and  its founder in its modern form.   Isaac Newton was the only passenger who could operate and repair the balloon. 

The Accused’s expectation that as Treasurer he would have some control over the management of  the Poppy Day finances proved a misguided hope.   The organiser was an engineer, a  Mr. F. Hardy.   The Accused, indeed, was invited to the initial meeting of  college Poppy Day organisers - a collection of  boring perfectly Public School Boys, or mostly so - most of  them engineers.   They turned up their noses at the Accused.  He was a pleb, not of  their class.   Except maybe John Oakes, who was organising the raffle, the main source of  Poppy Day income.   At the end of  the first term Mr. Hardy asked the Accused to sign blank cheques (two signatures were required), claiming that he had to make purchases during the vacation.   This did not seem entirely convincing.    The Accused refused and  said that if  Mr. Hardly needed any bills to be paid he should get in touch with him by phone during the vacation.   He contacted also the bank manger who ensured him that no cheques would be honoured unless they bore the necessary signatures.  When the Accused returned next term he discovered that money had been taken out of  the account without his knowledge or consent and without the necessary signatures appearing on the cheques.   The bank manger could not produce a satisfactory explanation.  “I thought that...”.

The lion’s share of  Poppy Day takings by Cambridge colleges was derived from the raffles they organised.   Apart from that the expenses, whether justifiable or not, might even exceed the takings.   The raffle income was positively correlated with the number of  undergraduates in the college.  Trinity  College generated more income than any other - which might be explained by it being the largest college.  However,  rumour also had it that they used more aggressive sales methods.   Trinity College raffle tickets were allegedly for sale in pubs throughout Cambridgeshire and beyond.   The Accused found that it was impossible to arrange sales of  raffle tickets without paying commissions.   Accordingly the Accused paid allowed commissions of  five per cent for sale of  lottery tickets he farmed out.   The Accused was informed however by John Oakes, the raffle organiser, that this was not permissible.   The Accused felt suspicious about this edict.  He was suspicious about the whole Poppy Day set up.   The Poppy Day income was derived predominantly from the raffle and sale of  newspapers.   There would be, as was traditional, a fair with stalls constructed of  steel pipes (as used in scaffolds) but the numerous engineers were not going to devote their talents to this but, instead, hired contractors.   So what were they there for?   It was evident enough that this fair would not cover its expenses - and this was true also of  other planned events.   This was quite true, admitted Mr.  Hardy and his acolytes.   But the loss running events were needed to attract the crowds into the town to buy the newspapers or keep them in a mood for buying raffle tickets next year (These were sold in advance of  Poppy Day).   The Accused felt nevertheless that loss-running should be somewhat better organised and organised with finances in mind and at a university rather than college level.  But when the Accused still wondered how expenditures could be justified from the point of view of  running a charity rather than as running a private business or exploiting a money mountain he was informed by at least some of  the organisers that there was no serious belief in the charitable purpose and that the real objective was for organisers to entertain themselves.   The virtue displayed concerning these commissions seemed to be at variance with the organisers’ impression given of  regarding the celebrations as their private party.    The Accused did pay the commissions but paid them from his own pocket - so there the full amounts were paid into the lottery fund.   But then it turned out that the organisers were presenting bottles of wine to those who had sold the most lottery tickets.   The author presumes this means they were presenting them to themselves.   Except that the Accused had sold by far the largest number of  lottery tickets and was not awarded any bottle of  wine!   This did appear to be a commission in excess of five per cent!

The Accused’s function on the poppy day was limited to operation of  a counting house.   Before the Accused had received any money (and the bank account had run up a large overdraft) he was subjected to demands for ‘floats’ for various events, it being claimed that this money would be returned later or, as the perpetrators put it, the money collected would exceed the float.   No agreement had been negotiated in advance for these floats, there was no way of  authenticating the demands made by people walking in asking for money for this and that.  No float was necessary.  If these youths were so convinced they could recoup their money they should risk their own.   No funds attributed to these events were to be received and no money acknowledged as repayment of  float was ever returned.

The Accused learnt that there was to be a party.   The Accused knew from his chess club fund raising events and from more general experience that although parties are always justified in advance as profit making that they invariably make a loss  and he knew also that losses are regularly sustained on selling alcoholic drinks, usually in the form of  extra expenses which are concealed until the accounts are supposedly completed.   This party was to take place in the evening, after the funds had already been deposited in the bank.   The Accused asked Mr. Hardy repeatedly whether extra expenses were to be incurred because of  the party or because of  the drinks bought for the party.   He ran through all the known excuses for the presentation of  previously unaccounted bills and all the real or imginary extra financial demands from the suppliers of  drinks that were known to man.  He was assured absolutely that no there would be no further expenses.   The Accused suggested that a sufficient sum should be left into the Account instead of  being paid to the University central organisers to cover any unexpected or concealed drink or party expenses.   In particular, no information whatsoever was produced about this party, it merely being said that it would pay its way, though no explanation was produced for this opinion.  While this party was in progress considerable suspicion arose that expenses had not been accurately reported.   There had been a failure to obtain information - a lack of  cooperation.   Mr. Hardy appeared to be evading the Accused and the Accused was forced into trying to contact him at the party.  He was not allowed in on the pretext that he had not bought a ticket (who, if anybody, had?)  - on orders supposedly of  Mr. Hardy.   The doormen refused even to transmit a note to Mr. Hardy.

The Accused transferred the college Poppy Day funds to the University after again being assured that there could not possibly be any more expenses.   Then, the Accused informs us,  Mr. Hardy suddenly decided that there was still several hundred pounds owing for deposits on crates delivered by ‘the brewery’.   Crates are containers which contain bottles.   As far as the Author is aware, breweries do not charge deposits on crates, but if  they did they would charge them in advance and refund the money in return.   Then, according to the Accused, Mr. Hardy discovered there was no money from the  party.  So Mr. Hardy arrived in the Accused’s room under the absurd impression that the  Accused might be in possession of  this supposedly missing money.   It seemed to the Accused, he tells us, not surprising that there was no money from the party and also that Mr. Hardy was belligerent, bullying and had arrived with the intent of  robbery.    Mr. Hardy did depart with twenty pounds taken from a door in the Accused’s room.   This was not enough to pay the debt, of course, and the Accused was reduced to the humiliation of  going to the university Poppy Day  organiser to ask for the money back.   So the Accused also came into possession of  what were purported to be the unpaid bills.  The Accused was received very politely by this great dignitary, in his room at St John’s College, who revealed that a person believed to be Mr. Hardy had already previously tried to contact him in a manner he reported as bullying and undiplomatic.   How would the Accused like to join the university organisation next year?  He should not underestimate himself.   The  Accused nevertheless supposed he knew nothing at all about such organisation and did not have the necessary skills.   Perhaps he should have pursued the suggestion further.  Then Mr. Aston, the college treasurer arrived, with some accounts of  his own, claiming that £200 was missing or, at any rate, that there was no way of  determining that it was not missing and indeed for all that anyone knew any amount could be missing.   The Accused did not reveal the insult and theft he considered he had suffered at the hands of  Mr. Hardy and his colleagues and  his other opinions on their financial operations.   He felt however that it was unjust that he should receive the blame for this.   Mr. Aston in later years confessed that he suspected that the poppy day finances were mismanaged  but that he did not consider the Accused responsible.

St Catharine’s College collected the third largest amount on Poppy Day amongst the Cambridge colleges.   This was in line with it having the third largest number of  undergraduates - after Trinity and St Johns, which collected the largest and second largest amount.   St Catharine’s raised at least the second largest amount per student.  If  there was financial mismanagement at St Catharine’s in l963 it would therefore have been no more than in any other year or in any other college.

The first year students were nearer the Accused’s age and more of  his own character than his class contemporaries.  When Bob Hewitt, a geography student, originally introduced himself he persuaded the Accused to visit a nearby pub, the Eagle, popular with St Catharine’s students (two or three might sometimes be found there), and suggested a game of  darts.  Bob, realising that the Accused possessed limited skills, put on an act of  being possessed by even more talent.  The Accused was sufficiently taken in by this for himself to simulate even greater incompetence than that with which he was possessed.   When  the Accused mentioned that a character called Jack Spot Comer described himself as ‘king of  the underworld’ replied that this was not correct.  The Commissioner of  the Metropolitan Police was the king of  the underworld.  He decided on the priorities - which criminals were to be sabotaged and to which to turn a blind eye.   His father was an officer in the Flying Squad.   In retrospect it has to be suspected that Bob’s father was the Mr. Hewitt, who, after blowing whistles, had resigned from the police, wrote about his experiences and became a journalist.   Bob Hewitt, who had acquired the rare luxury of  a girl friend at the university, tried to persuade the Accused to visit, on Sundays, the Jazz Club at the Red Cow, at which a famed musician, every week, entertained the audience.   The Accused was so out of  touch with social realities that he did not do so for shame that he did not play a musical instrument.  Foreign students were rare at Cambridge, even at St Catharine’s College, which in the novels of  the former Cabinet Minister Mr. Hurd specialised in foreign potentates, but a Mr. Lee, from Singapore, arrived to study medicine.  He was to be awarded first class honours in everything.   Nevertheless, to the Accused’s astonishment, he appeared to consider the Accused more than the other medical students as his social equivalent.   The only other foreign student at Cambridge of  which the author was aware was a West Indian, also at St Caths.   He was however rather more suspicious of  the Accused, supposing him to be a whitey, and took offence to the Accused pointing out to him that he had been led to believe that West Indians were descended from African slaves but that he seemed more to have pale skin and perhaps even looked vaguely Chinese.   The reply was that the slaves had come from all over the place, but the innocently intended statement or question caused offence...

In those days still customary for the Student President at St Catharine’s College to be nominated by the boat club and appointed without opposition and without any election taking place.   At other Oxford and Cambridge Colleges, and at other universities and at medical schools it might be the Rugger Club - but there were not elections.   The Accused decided to substitute democracy for boat and rugger clubs.   He invented an imaginary People’s Progressive Party at the College, which advertised itself with leaflets and with press publicity (through creating pretexts for reports in the Sennet university newspaper).     The Accused stood also as the People’s Progressive Party Candidate for the student presidency.   John Oakes was the boat club nominee - and there turned out also to be another candidate.   The Accused’s candidacy was not intended seriously.   It was more that he felt that there should be elections rather than what seemed akin to gangsterism or  the imposition of  a master-race oligarchy.   There are few if any genuine issues involved in student elections (further than whether there should be elections) and the issues invented by the Accused were more for the purposes of  generating press coverage.   The use of  media methods in student elections was previously unknown.   The Accused claims to have learnt them while popularising his chess club, though the Accused may also have incorporated into chess club management devices he learnt at Cambridge.    The People’s Progressive Party would thus be reported in Sennet as having demanded that the Junior Common Room had new curtains - with the result that all other presidential candidates and spindoctors demanded new curtains and the college produced new curtains to avoid further discussion!   So there was, before any elections took place, a series of reforms which had been suggested for no other reason  than to create press coverage and had not been intended to be interpreted as anything else.  Britain’s traditional methods of  appointing leaders has a tendency to precipitate people who re highly unsatisfactory,  representatives of  social classes or clubs of  privilege, and who do not represent the masses.   The privilege system at universities had evolved beyond this.   The largest college club, whether Rugger Club or Boat Club, had  wide choice of  candidates and they tended to choose somebody who did not represent the worst features of  such clubs but rather was acceptable to all, more a progressive than a traditionalist.   Those who did not belong to such large clubs were in no position other than to nominate someone in their own narrow circle.   Where there was a more democratic system,  then it might turn out that the democratic process precipitated the nominee of  the (small and exclusive) Tory Club, who might turn out to be a school prefect or Nazi!  John Oakes, who was nominated by the Boat Club an eminently acceptable candidate and  was going to be elected.   At this point, the introduction of  actual elections, rather than nomination by an elite generated hostility - as did the introduction of  media methods.  This was contrary to ‘tradition’.   ‘Why should you appoint yourself President?”, traditionalists would ask the Accused, “Why should they vote for you”.   It mattered little who was elected,  but everyone knew that there was not the remotest chance of  the Accused being elected.  He could not even expect to get as many votes as the third candidate who had surfaced in response to there being an actual election.  The objection was to the process of  election itself.    If someone is elected a President, leader or representative,  it is unlikely that he will be seen as qualified to be such other than by himself and unlikely that he will be seen as representing anyone but himself.   Or at any rate, he will not be seen by all as their legitimate representative.   It might seem that a monarchy, or a President appointed by The Boat Club or  by nobody at all is an extreme version of  the inappropriate leader or representative.  This is not how it appeared however to traditional Cambridge students, or to an eloquent minority.   The traditional Cambridge students saw a monarchy or oligarchy, appointments that were imposed, or emergent from some invisible secret process as a means of  avoiding the inevitably unsatisfactory  outcome of  a democratic process.   Also, in Public School dominated Britain there was still (as there still is) a tendency to regard the leader or representative as not so much a person who had to be acceptable to the plebs but as a person who had to be acceptable to the Boss - and there was a pre-judged and often misguided view of  the Boss who then found himself negotiating not with a representative but a yesman.

The candidates for President were expected to hold a speech to advertise their wares.   Whether the others did so or not, the Accused turned up at the meeting, sat at the table and, in a manner, addressed the assembly.   It so happened that buns served at dinner were occasionally rock hard.  This did not matter.   There were plenty edible buns available and, if there were none on the table,  the students needed only to ask for a new supply.   Nevertheless,  there were considerable numbers of  these rock-hard buns.   So, in his “speech”  the Accused decided to conduct what he considered an amusing scientific demonstration.   He threw a succession of  these rock hard buns onto the floor and around the room, with the result that they shattered into little pieces as if  they had been made out of  glass.   The Accused had nothing against college meals.  He did not wish it to be assumed that he had.   This property of  extra-hard buns, however, was a scientific discovery.   The audience would expect the buns to squash rather than shatter.  He had to make some attempt to amuse the audience.   However, quite apart that being in those days no way to conduct an electioneering ceremony (It was the Accused invented the future tradition that anything was justified if  it generated publicity), some college dignitaries, landed already with the cost of new curtains, new furniture and other expenses, were further convinced that the Accused might be a troublemaker.  There were no genuine controversial issues - or none relevant to the question of  who should be elected.   There was possibly the issue of  whether the college should join the National Union of  Students, but this surely was a question for plebiscite anyway, with the President’s opinion irrelevant .and the Accused, in any case, in common with the other candidates, and with everyone else, did not believe the college should join the National Union of  Students.

However, before any election took place,  John Oakes, who belonged to the college mountaineering club, fell off Scaffell Pike and badly damaged a leg, which doctors decided had to be amputated.   John was still recuperating in hospital.   The Accused was approached by a delegation of students who suggested to him that the other presidential candidates should drop out so that John Oakes would be elected (as next year’s president) without opposition.   The Accused replied that if  the other candidate dropped out, he was perfectly willing to do so too.   That was no problem, they replied.   He would drop out.   They appeared surprised that the Accused was persuaded so easily.   Well, surely, John Oakes was going to be elected anyway.   Had the Accused not dropped out he would not have obtained many votes!   Whether the Accused was aware of  the justice of  the decision or whether he was a scheming politician seeking the maximum advantage,  the answer would, surely, have been the same!

There was a  yearly ballot to determine which newspapers and magazines were to be provided in the Junior Common Room.   When out of  date, they were given to students who had applied for them, also, if  there were more than one applicant via some manner of  lottery.   The Accused received Nature magazine, the New Scientist and Scientific American - which nobody else wanted.   Despite the Accused declaring that it was otherwise,  the organisers insisted that the traditional manner of  holding the newspaper ballot was rig-proof.   Students could insert into the ballot box only one ballot paper on which up to five (different) magazines could be nominated.  So in the ballot held in l962 (for the next academic year’s allocations), to prove the point, the Accused cast nine votes for the Beano, a childrens’ comic.   No secret was made of  this however.   It was done deliberately to prove the inadequacy of  the procedure.  The Beano would probably have been elected anyway - and it was elected by exactly the same process as the rest of  the magazines.   However the ballot had been unfairly rigged, it was declared.   The Beano was not to be provided.   Ralph Timms, however, ensured that it was regularly supplied.

It was amongst Dr Comline’s duties to invite his pupils once a term for entertainment and punch.   The invited students would be ferried by car to the village of  Comberton, where Dr Comline lived.   His address was just Dr Comline, Comberton, Cambs.   The headmaster of  Brentwood Prep School would have gone up the wall.  Most students, indeed all except the Accused, reacted to their embarrassment by being very quiet, uncommunicative and well behaved.   The Accused reacted to embarrassment by trying to put on an eccentric and amusing performance.   Since he was obviously a pleb out of place amongst nobility and would be feeling very uncomfortable,  Dr Comline’s wife Daphne was in the habit of  selectively chatting with him.   College dignitaries wives on such occasions (also so in London) chose to speak to the Accused as an adult or equal while his colleagues were apparently regarded as children.   The regular technique was to accuse the Accused of  being a psychologist and to ask his advice on some weighty issue (or it might have been advice on income tax, insurance, or some medical issue.  The Accused was assumed to be an expert on everything...).   The Accused confessed that he was no psychologist or, if  he was,  his being so was not relevant to the question, but in his opinion...

Accused-mum had bought the Accused what Dr Comline described as a canary yellow jumper.   This apparently was not a Public School colour.   But the Accused wore it anyway.   He did not see why not.   However, he did not always wear this sweater.   He was sunbathing, in shorts, on the main court -that is to say, preparing an essay - when a porter arrived to inform him that Colonel Portwey, the former master, was put off by not being adequately able to peer up his legs with a telescope from his window.   Colonel Portwey, apologised the porter, was an old fuddy duddy.   It might be diplomatic and save the porters from further summons if  he sunbathed somewhere else.   American tourists who came to view the college might object to sunbathers.   The Accused confessed that he had been under the impression that this was the college main court and not the American tourists’ main court but if  they preferred Christine Keeler he would phone her up and she would come down.   However, it turned out that Christine Keeler would not suffice either.   American tourists objected to sunbathing.   At any rate,  it was possible that there existed an American tourist who might....

The Accused was at times astonished by the naiveté of  his college colleagues,  supposedly the most intelligent young men in Britain.   A great crowd of  college students sat themselves for hours in front of  a television set viewing what they supposed was a rocket or  space probe heading for the moon - that is to say, a picture of  a rocket that remained immobile for hours on end.   “How do you think they take the picture?”, he asked, “is there another rocket following behind with a camera?  Or is there a frame sticking out from the back of  the rocket onto which the camera is attached?”.   The Accused was informed that he was being excessively sceptical.  Of course the picture shown was the actual rocket travelling to the moon.   Why else should they show it on television.  “Look, now!”, he replied, “It says on the bottom of  the screen that the picture is ‘simulated’”. “Oh, I don’t know what that means..” “Doesn’t simulated mean that it is a model, not the real thing?”  “Does it?  But it is bound to be the actual rocket.   Maybe simulated means something else or something else is simulated.   It is the actual rocket, but the space around it is simulated...”

Sir Compton McKenzie, a Scottish novelist, had written an autobiography of encyclopaedic dimensions.   This was reported in the Guardian newspaper which enthused over the extraordinarily accurate memory of  the novelist, recalling events when he was two days old and, in particular, remembering in detail who had performed in a cricket match when he was some early age, maybe five years old.   The Accused’s college colleagues when visiting his room would similarly enthuse over Compton McKenzie and the cricket match.   

“Is the recollection accurate?”, asked the Accused.

“Oh, yes.  He can remember all the players ..and the scores..  Isn’t that amazing?”

“Not particularly.   You can only verify whether the memory is correct by referring to an old newspaper.  If there is such a newspaper, then Compton McKenzie could have read it as well.   If  the facts are verifiable, then, also, there is no proof  that they have been remembered.”

The other student would then stare at the Accused in astonishment.   This had never occurred to them!  The Accused would then point out that Compton McKenzie was a novelist, not a scientist.   Whereas scientists had to be accurate in their reports,  novelists had to be creative and entertaining.   The Accused doubted that Compton McKenzie, as a novelist, made any attempt or claim to be recording accurate memories.

It might be that memories per se were accurate.   But could we be certain of  this?   Could a memory perhaps be a physical entity - a collection of  chemicals or nerve fibres, maybe?  In that case, memories could be retrospectively readjusted.   It was, surely, common even at the moment of  perception to fill in an incomplete picture.  If people were told something had happened again and again, they remembered that happening even when it hadn’t.   If somebody had watched a cricket match, then maybe he might then have a dream about the cricket match - and maybe he might afterwards remember the dream.   The Accused himself could recall a cricket match he had watched when he was five years old.  If he put it into his mind to write a story about it would be very difficult for him to avoid extending his visual memories from partial pictures to more complete pictures and then to suppose that the amended picture was that which had been originally seen.   People were forever trying to prove that they had memories of  the moment of  their birth, memories of  life in the womb or of  previous incarnations.   It became a competition to show who had the best memory.   Scientists, however, had to take what was unproved as unproved.  Very early memories could easily result from being continuously told by parents and thereby developing a picture of  events that was misinterpreted as a memory.    The comrade might try recording some experiences in a notebook and then a week later or a month or year later recollecting what had happened from memory and comparing it with the earlier report.   Compton McKenzie’s autobiography was more likely to be entertainment by a novelist than accurate report by a scientist.   In future years amazed Guardian journalists were to discover that Compton McKenzie’s report of  the cricket match was grossly inaccurate and more an amalgamation of  several matches held years apart together with some embellishments.

The Accused happened also to read in the Guardian that a journalist claimed to have seen a crowd of mods, rockers or mods and rockers pushing an unfortunate mod and rocker over a cliff.   When his college colleagues repeated this story the Accused would ask: “Draw a map of the front at Brighton.  Show where the crowd was situated and where the youth was pushed away - and, in particular, where the journalist was standing.   The colleagues appeared not to have a detailed knowledge of  Brighton, with which the Accused was familiar through playing in away matches against the Sussex county chess team.  He would draw a map.    The reported story, he said, seemed impossible.   Since chess tournaments took place on the seaside and on bank holidays, the Accused was familiar with mods and rockers.   They went to the seaside to get away from the adultoid world.   They knew that that world had a Neobowlbyite ideology and when potential reporters were present they might put on an act - but he had never encountered a case of  other than pretend violence - and when the visitors had dispersed the alleged two sides - and there was not really any difference between mods and rockers - went on their business as friends.   False reports might have been made for the purpose of insurance claims.   The whole story of  a crowd of  youths congregating on a cliff and then proceeding to the edge like a pack of  alleged lemmings was unlikely - but even if  it had happened, the journalist would have been unable to see what went on at the edge.  He would have imagined some event and imagined he was seeing it.

Nevertheless,  the Accused’s college colleagues would also report that they themselves had seen a crowd of  mods-and-rockers pushing a young man over a cliff at Brighton.   One or two might have done so.   Perhaps there was some evidence for the story after all.   But over several weeks numerous Cambridge students reported to the Accused they had seen this event.   Also many people who were not St Catharine’s or Cambridge students.   The Accused already had discovered that the more people who appear as authentic witnesses of  a statement, particular when there is close agreement in reported events and language used, the less likely it is to be true.   The Accused did make inquiries in Brighton and on the mods and rockers grapevine.   There was no confirmation of  the story.  Some youths at the Red Cow recollected that they had expected to go to Brighton but that a change of plan had diffused on the grapevine and in the last minute they had gone somewhere else. This did not prove that the reported event had never taken place ..but the evidence was that the witness statements were spurious.

But then Mick Miller told the Accused that he had witnessed this event in Brighton.   Mick Miller was the most reliable person on earth.   He was a superior version of  the Accused.   On inquiry Mick Miller stuck to his story - confirming it several times.   The Accused then went through the whole tale and explained that it was a matter of  some importance to science whether he had in fact seen the event or whether he had perhaps read about it in the Guardian.   He then admitted that he had read about it in the Guardian.   The Accused asked whether Michael had merely named the Guardian because he had named it.  As far as he recollected the story had, over a period of  several weeks, been in several newspapers but he could not be certain which.   Michael, however, averred that it was definitely the Guardian.

A young lady, Valerie Story, was shot and maimed and her friend murdered near Bedford,  where Nick Stewart, his mother and his three younger brothers were now living.   James Hanratty was tried for murder and rape, found guilty and hanged.   The judge, who lived a few doors away from the Stewarts reported that, judging for his behaviour at the trial, Hanratty was ‘obviously guilty’.    The Accused felt that this could either be a sound judgement or prejudice and that it was irrelevant to his own feeling that there had been a miscarriage of  judgement.  As  the Accused saw the events Hanratty was a known criminal.   He recalled that there had some weeks previously been a report of  his being found guilty of  some crime and when Hanratty was accused of  the murder he remembered the name.  Perhaps he had merely read the report of  the magistrates’ court hearing - but he thought it was an entirely different case, a robbery case.   So the Accused supposed that the jury were preconditioned  by this previous newspaper report to regard Hanratty as a guilty person.   It was the Accused’s impression that no evidence against Hanratty had been presented.   He had formed the impression from newspaper reports that the verdict depended on a dramatic identification in court by Valerie Storey of  Hanratty as her assailant.   He felt that her identification was too dramatic, too certain - as if  she had some ulterior motive.   Was she under the impression that compensation depended on the guilty verdict.   The jury and the public were put into the position that if  they did not find Hanratty guilty they would be insulting or  hurting  the now wheelchair-bound victim.  There was not, as the Accused saw the case, any proof  that Hanratty was not guilty but there was no proof  he was guilty.   The  Accused felt that further investigations were in order.   There was the coincidence that about that time also a psychiatrist at the Towers Hospital, Leicester, the deputy superintendent, had been found dead, presumed to have committed suicide.   The story was that he had become addicted to drugs in consequence of  his profession or in making himself  an experimental subject in research.   One possibility, the Accused presumed, was that there existed in the vicinity of  the crime a collective of  witches.   The Accused however was unable exactly to identify the site nor to get any further relevant information.   

The Accused mentioned to Accused-mum that he considered the verdict to be incorrect.  At that time nobody else had any doubts about Hanratty’s guilt.   Accused mum yelled with horror at the Accused’s suggestion he might not be guilty.   If  he suffered from such eccentricities, such delusions, if  he was heard making such statements, he would be locked up in a mental hospital.   The unanimity that Hanratty was guilty persisted - and the Accused retained his own opinion.   Paul Foot later  conducted investigations and wrote many words towards the conclusion that Hanratty was innocent.   Numerous witnesses to an alibi had been concealed from the court and there was evidence against another suspect, a Peter Alphons who, indeed, had been considered originally to be the main suspect.   The evidence against Hanratty was merely that someone using his name had previously used the same hotel room as Alphons... and Alphons seemed a more likely suspect.   The Accused was in future years to cast doubt onto many court verdicts - not after years but at the time of  the verdicts, when nobody doubted the verdicts and  when anyone who doubted the verdict indeed might be victimised.  Although all these verdicts  (except for Hanratty and Beverley Allitt) have been belatedly upturned on appeal, in most of  these cases he regarded the evidence and defences produced by the journalists who promoted the belated defence to be as inadequate as the orginal case against the Accused.   Over subsequent decades there were several appeals against the verdict, based mainly on allegations of  procedural errors or what were technically procedural errors by the police but errors such as those familiar with police procedures knew were made commonly but not necessarily maliciously.   These appeals were expected to be successful but were not - and this was attributed to the hidebound nature of  High Court Judges.  The Accused himself had found these in general to be far from impressive.   In the course of  these appeals newspaper recollections of  the original court hearings did cite evidence against Hanratty that was previously unknown to the Accused, but nevertheless it definitely appeared that the investigation had been inadequate,  that the evidence did not constitute proof and that, on the basis of  evidence presented in court and on the basis of  evidence then known was not adequate for a guilty verdict.   In 2002 there was to be another appeal which was universally expected to result in the original conviction being upturned.   However, it was leaked to the press that, by request of  both the defence and prosecution, the genetic makeup of  semen  collected from Miss Storey soon after the murder had been compared with that Hanratty’s brother (since it was not possibly reliably to identify the graves of  people who had been hanged) and it was concluded that it was most likely that the rapist and, presumably the murderer was close relative of  Hanratty’s brother (which Hanratty was presumed to be).   This report was confirmed during the 2002 appeal.   To outside observers, as opposed to  High Court judges, it still seemed that the evidence as presented at the trial was inadequate and that there were too many unanswered questions.  However, their Lordships upheld the verdict  and added that Hanratty’s guilt had been proved by the genetic evidence.   This evidence has not been published in detail.   It is only stated that there was a 98%  probability that Hanratty was the rapist (assuming that the brother and other near relatives were excluded.   Those of  us not familiar with the procedure would like to know more about how these probabilities are calculated.   In cases when evidence has been published,  the calculations have been dubious.  The defence however indicated that their remaining arguments were that the appeal was against the original verdict and not  the evidence after the event and that the method  of  genetic analysis used was prone to produce false positives through what they called ‘contamination’.   They claimed that genetic material attributed to Hanratty might have been taken from items of  clothing which were either handled by Hanratty during the trial or might have handled by someone who had handled Hanratty. They  did not, however, seem very convinced.   On the other hand, ‘expert’ evidence in court cases has been spurious in a large number of  cases and the attempt to show that or whether a particular person is guilty by searching for genetic evidence differs from investigation by scanning specimens produced by people who are not otherwise suspected and comparing them to a previously analysed specimen.   As matters stand,  there exists always the possibility that evidence may be revised,  there has been an unexpected verification of  a verdict which came to be regarded as reached by unsatisfactory means.    There were to be several cases where DNA evidence contradicted the Accused’s own investigations.
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