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The Accused does not recall being asked any questions at the Maudsley Hospital or  given any information - beyond remarking that that the Accused had supposedly taken a bath on a women’s ward.   The Accused wondered, though he did not ask, whence Dr Steiner had gotten this story.   The Accused had heard, as the reader has heard, this accusation repeated frequently!   According to the Accused,  the victim of  psychiatry is always associated with the Cock and Bull Story - an imaginary event or an event which is misrepresented - which is alleged (always in the same words) whenever the victim is mentioned.   Usually or always the Cock and Bull story is everyday or normal behaviour which in the context of  discussion of  the victim is assumed to be a horrendous crime or abnormality (such as ‘He drank a cup of tea during his dinner break Shock Horror!’).   The Accused was perhaps not a victim of  psychiatry - or not in the usually understood sense - but ‘took a bath on a woman’s ward’ appears to be the Cock and Bull Story, all that he was to be remembered for - and that never happened.   The story must have come from the London Hospital, almost certainly via Accused-mum, which implied serious catastrophe.   But then, what could the Accused do about it?   Victims when in a hopeless situation cast realities from their mind.

It now turns out that the Accused-mum had without the Accused’s knowledge visited the London Hospital, had poured out anxieties, these were reflected back and she formed the impression that the Accused was accused of  homosexuality and that she was ordered to arrange the admission by subterfuge and to keep any connection with the London Hospital secret from the Accused.   It is likely that Dr Shepherd and Dr Steiner had picked up this story from Accused-mum and perhaps had also been fed it from other sources which they supposed were independent though, in fact, primed by Accused-mum.   The failure to discover this was to expose the Accused to misery and persecution for the rest of  his life.   But then he had been assured by Accused-mum that there was no connection between admission and the London Hospital and that she had never visited the London Hospital.   He had no reason to suspect.   The Accused had been ordered by Accused-mum that he must not ask questions nor give information.   As to why she did not wish him to do this, he had been misled.  However, he was terrified of  Accused-mum.  If  he did ask questions, if  he did give information, Accused-mum would find out... and then she would run from pillar to post and he would be in danger of  being psychiatrised and his mind destroyed.

Dr Steiner did however eventually venture an opinion.  “I understand that you do not see eye to eye with your parents”, suggested Dr Steiner.

“What do you mean by ‘see eye to eye’?”

“Not to see eye to eye is to disagree with...!”

Maybe it was his classical education.   The Accused would take whatever was said literally and only answer questions as interpreted literally.   The Accused was given no opportunity to ‘disagree’ with his parents.   Accused-mum decided,  the Accused was not asked and Accused-mum did not listen.   The Accused was not even told about arrangements and inference arranged by  Accused-mum.    If  the Accused was recognised by Accused-mum as holding an opinion differing from her own,  Accused-mum yelled the roof down and threatened the Accused with psychiatry!   So the Accused denied that he ‘disagreed’ with his parents.   In any case, the Accused was terrified of   Acccused-mum and did not wish her to learn of  some confession that he disagreed with her  which might motive her to run around accusing until he was ECT’d and converted into a vegetable.

   He had just met Accused-dad, mentioned Dr Steiner, ‘over there’.   As the story has been told,  Accused-dad visited the Accused at the hospital, but on this occasion the Accused had not been aware of  Accused-dad ‘over there’ or anywhere else in the hospital.  He formed the conclusion that Accused-dad had sneaked in to speak to Dr Steiner behind his back - and that he did so on behalf of  Accused-mum in order to put Dr Steiner onto a false lead.   The Accused needed someone to whom he could talk without the danger of  being reported to Accused-mum.   For this reason he needed friends and not an admission to the Maudsley Hospital.   He from now on felt that he could not trust Dr Steiner because Dr Steiner had been ‘got at’  by Accused-dad who was Accused-mum’s agent and spy.   Retrospective analysis throws some doubts on this interpretation of  events.   Accused-dad seems to have been more misled by Accused-mum than anyone else,  believed her stories both regarding her meddling at Cambridge and at the London Hospital, and communications between Accused-dad and the Accused had been scuppered by Accused-mum’s supervision, manipulations and deceptions.  Accused-dad may well have been generously inclined towards the Accused and would have tried to remedy the miscarriages of  justice had he realised they were taking place.

The reader has been informed that Accused-mum’s fear that Accused-dad would bring Ms Enorme to Briarwood when she was in Holland may have been a motivation in Accused-mum’s obsession that the Accused go to the Maudsley (by substituting instead a phobia that the Accused would import his friends) and that this also might have been a reason for Accused-dad’s apparant cooperation with the obsession.   In future years,  Ms Enorme was in the course of  phone calls to Accused Mum to claim that ‘I have been to your filthy house!”.   Accused-mum made her phobias or vulnerabilities too obvious and the mischievous took advantage.   Accused-mum supposed she referred to the house in  Hendon which the Accused’s were to buy later in l965.   Ms Enorme could hardly have had the opportunity to do this.   On the other hand  Ms Enorme may have visited Briarwood.

The planning regulations on Springfield Road, Leicester, broke down when Alderman Kimberlin, a former Lord Mayor, applied for and received planning permission to build a second house on his site.   This new house fronted Springfield Road.  There followed however a flood of  applications to build houses at the back of  the  gardens, on Avenue Road.   This also was contrary to the deeds of  the premises - which, in those days, were taken to be also planning law.   Accused-mum made a considerable fuss but did nothing effective.   She was afraid that any formal protest on her part would offend the eminent Alderman Kimberlin!  He was an Alderman and a Boss!   She believed that it was contrary to the rules of  society and an invitation of  victimisation to criticise a Boss.   At first planning applications for houses on the backs of  the gardens failed, but the planning notices were put onto the fences on London Road, where nobody saw them, and when one application was rejected another would shortly appear.  Sooner or later the application would slip through.   At first the council insisted that only bungalows were to be built - and indeed, that remained their rule, even though they eventually also automatically or, at any rate, eventually approved any application for anything and Springfield Road, formerly rural, was to become one of  the most densely populated regions of  Leicester!    

The person most responsible for this was Mrs Alouf (a resident of  the street).   The Townshends eventually moved out and sold the house to Mrs Alouf.   For a while a young Lesbian lady was one of  her tenants.   She made attempts to befriend the Accused.   The Accused understood the young lady to say that she had had an affair with Accused-mum.   The Accused supposed that if  she said so, then that must be true.   Although it came as a surprise, the Accused did not suppose this was such a bad idea.   The young lady insisted that since she and Accused-mum were very liberal and fun-loving in their attitudes and since the Accused was so as well, he and the young lady should get to know each other more intimately.   With the Accused there was always some cause for inhibition.   He was puzzled.   Accused-mum would hardly have broadcast such a portrait of  the Accused.   This part of  the story did not make sense.  It should not have been an inhibition, but to the Accused everything was an inhibition on account of  his mother’s brainwashing regarding his being incapable of  being loved or befriended...   However, if  we assume that the young lady had actually met not Accused-mum but Ms Enorme,  the story makes sense.   Accused-dad did portray the Accused to Ms Enorme, perhaps since that is what she wanted to hear, as a ‘homosexual’  (Accused-dad had no evidence in this direction).   It thus seems likely that Accused-dad indeed did invite Ms Enorme to Briarwood while Accused-mum was in Holland!

“Do you encounter much prejudice because you are homosexual?”, asked Dr Steiner.   The Accused said he was not homosexual - or no more so than anyone else - and he was  never accused of  being so with prejudice in mind (other than by Accused-mum, whom he did not mention).   The Accused supposed that this mention of  homosexuality was a red herring introduced by Accused-dad to prevent Dr Steiner from cottoning on to Accused-mum’s  behaviour and the manner in which the Accused had been deprived of  money.   “Do you encounter much prejudice”, asked Dr Steiner, “because you are Jewish?”.  The Accused was not aware of  being Jewish and was not aware of  being persecuted on that account (though he was to be so in l971-2).   Dr Steiner said that Accused-dad was overanxious and unsupportive because he still feared persecution by the Nazis.   Accused-dad had told Dr Steiner about his experiences in Vienna before World War ll when there had been street riots involving the Nazis and non-Nazis (as, as a matter of  fact, there had been in London!).    So again, Accused-dad had been pretending to be in charge and taking responsibility to conceal the fact that he was ruled by and terrified of  Accused-mum.

The Accused, said Dr Steiner, had, according to tests, an IQ in the upper tenth percentile of  the University population.  He supposed that the Accused would be surprised to hear this.   Accused-mum might disagree with such a view and perhaps so might the Doctor Material at the London Hospital.    But of  course the Accused’s I.Q. was reputed to be in the upper tenth percentile of  the University population.   So was as much as a tenth of  the university population  and so were one per cent of  the entire population.   There was not much future for people in this ten or one per cent.  It  was necessary to be the top one, not in the top ten per cent!   Dr Steiner however pointed out that medical students had the lowest I.Q.s (by a significant amount) of  the university population.   Medics insist that this is not so - an opinion already discussed in relation to the opinions of  Registrar Marsh.  The Accused was unlikely to find condusive companions at Medical School.   Did he find anyone who was a plausible opponent at chess?   The Accused would be better off being a mathematician.  Was he sure he wanted to pursue a medical career?

Dr Steiner had been told by Dr Shepherd that the London Hospital was notorious for its reactionary attitudes.   This was because it was near the Lndon Docks, was the hospital traditionally serving the docks and had a strong influence from the Royal Navy.   On a previous occasion an attempt had been made to discredit a woman student at the London Hospital by arranging for her to go to the Maudsley Hospital.

Dr Steiner then paused.   There was something else, muttered Dr Steiner.   The Accused was not cooperating and was not telling him or prepared to discuss it.   He was wasting his time if  the Accused did not cooperate.   The Accused felt that Dr Steiner had been sufficiently misdirected to suppose that the ‘something else’ was the alleged homosexuality - and it was perhaps because of  this misdirection that the truth never came out.   The Accused supposed that Dr Steiner had been misled by Accused-dad but it seems more likely that Accused-mum was responsible.

The Accused said it was perfectly true that his parents behaved as if  they were still living in a country ruled by Nazis.   They were terrified of  persecution.   Quite possibly Britain was a Nazi country and quite possibly their fears were not entirely unrealistic.   However, it was not helpful to live in continuous fear and the Accused’s parents’ attitudes were more likely to invite persecution than to avoid it.   Dr Steiner claimed that this persisting fear of  the Nazis found amongst Jewish immigrants in portrayed in the musical Cabaret.

Accused-dad, in l993, when he was in the main confined to hospital and rarely met the Accused, remarked that he had found Dr Steiner exceptionally bright.   Dr Steiner’s analysis of  the situation facing the Accuseds, based on virtually no information, was very perfeptive - not the prejudiced rubbish that can be expected from a psychiatrist.   The Accused’s were outsiders, not so much in the sense of  personality, but in being of  foreign origin and members of  no British Club or  Social class.   They were therefore a potential economic threat to whatever class or club with means of  survival they tried to join - unless they chose something which nobody else wanted (though the experience in Germany and Austria had been that the Jews or non-Germans had been so succesful in what nobody else wanted that the social classes or Nazis grabbed it for themselves).   However, socio-economic ostracism was always justified by the victim being accused of  belonging to some category outside the Club.   

Dr Steiner mentioned the Accusation Jew or  Homosexual.   The Accused had not at the time been accused of  either but nevertheless it was correct to suppose that the interloper is accused of  something.   The reader  may have noticed that Dr Steiner assumed that the Accused was accused of  male homosexuality in the Public School infested London Hospital.  Yet the Public School itself openly admitted to being homosexual - and in a sense which was meaningless within the Accused’s society.    The militarist had a split personality and in his ‘homosexual’ phase supposed that he was committing the crime of  failure to serve Woman for which he might be Found Out.  The militarist might even have specifically sexual behaviour in which he sought the cooperation of  a person of  a particular predetermined gender.   To those brought up outside militaristic influence or who ignored it, there was not a sharp division between friendship and sexuality and although it might be that people of   particular genders had a habit of being attractive there was no gender-fetishism or specifically sexual Neodarwinist partner-seeking.   At the London Hospital there were no neuroses, pretences, accusations or  great emotions or guilts surrounding the subject of  homosexuality - but within the medical profession in general, particularly amongst those brought up in the l930s, there were - and the most powerful and influential were particularly obsessed - since after all it was obsession that motivated them to seek power.   The alleged accusation of  homosexuality to which Dr Steiner was referring was therefore a custom not of  the excluded group or non-class but of  the class which was excluding and trying to protect itself.   This may not have been so obviously true in the case of  the alleged accusation ‘Jew’.  Nevertheless it is true that the Accused was specifically and selectively persecuted by Jewish people - though it may have been more relevent that they were German, as opposed to Austrian, rather than merely Jewish (and might also be effectively concealing that they were German.  Nevertheless if he had been accused of  being Jewish, this was a categorisation by the aggressor, in the manner of  the Dean’s “students like you” and the NHS hopsital administrators’ “You people” rather than an accurate view of  reality.   The term ‘homosexual’ can be interpreted as meaning ‘Not one of  use.  Not a homosexual or any other sort of  -osexual) but at the same time it has the alternative definition of ‘one of us’ or a particular role or means of survival permitted within the supposedly ostracising group which is part of  and consistent with their internal social system.   The Accusation, whatever it is, can also be an offer of  a means of  survival.   It may be that what is offered is being dead, an inmate of  the gaschambers or schizophrenia, being denied rights but a source of income to an army of  carers and therapists.  It may be that when economic pressures get more severe, a more favourable offer is converted into a less favourable.   But, nevertheless, by adopting the label, by conversion of  accusation into reality, the victim may be offered some means of  survival.   The author has previously argued that the self-identification of ‘Jew’ adopted by victims of  the Nazis may not have been one that realistically reflected pre-l930s Central European society - that there was a much more amophous reality of  ‘non-Germans’ who found it necessary to adopt the specific Jewish (or other) stereotype imposed.

The author has previously, in connection with Little Hans histories, drawn attention to the ‘transitional crisis’ where there is a change in the roles adopted by the mother and child - and in which the accusation by the Mother becomes a reality and the means of  survival.   There is a series of  such crises as a person grows older.   Several have already been described in connection with the Accused’s career.   Although the victim is victimised because of  the initially false accusation he is even more victimised and continuously victimised if or so long as he does not make a reality of  the Accusation.   In Accused-mum’s background -that also described by Sigmund Freud - there is always a transgression of  rule 208 involved in the Accusation, irrespective of  which transitional crisis and which age.   The outside world into which the victim enters and in which he may pass outside the mother’ control is always identified with rule 208 and the person who assists (the father) is identified as a 208 transgressor.   This particular crisis which was commonly endured by university students during the first graduate or postgraduate year, however, is most strongly and obviously associated with the Accusation of  transgression of  rule 208 which in the Accused’s case was called ‘homosexuality’ and in the case of  several young ladies in the ward ‘nymphomaniac’ (various alternative terms being in popular usage).

Difficulties arise when the victim is not in a position to convert delusion into reality.   The reader may find it difficult to believe that an attractive young lady in her early twenties may not be permitted to become a ‘nymphomaniac’.   But then in  Sigmund Freud’s favourite play Hamlet, Ophelia is given these orders that she is not permitted to get married and must enter a convent!   It has already been described how Accused-mum during her own Little Hans crisis, or one in early adolescence, was given the alternative roles or accusations of  housewife, professional housekeeper or  convent sister.   The convent sister is a version of  the ‘nymphomaniac’ or, as the author previously put it, ‘Lesbian’.   Nevertheless these young ladies at the Maudsley confessed that although were they free agents just dropped into society there would be nothing to prevent them becoming ‘nymphomaniacs’ they were under pressures from their family or entrapped by the power of  their families sufficiently to eliminate any realistic possibility of  being ‘nymphomaniac’ in any sense.   Similarly, although outside Accusers may wish to accuse an individual of  being Jewish or Black, then, although such a protective self-identification exists, the victim may not be able to adopt it.   If a person is half-caste he may find it difficult to be integrated into a ‘black’ defensive subculture (or, at any rate, it used to be so).   Similarly - althoug the Accused may have had a Jewish grandfather, as far as she was aware, Accused-mum, although brought up within Jewish society, was not Jewish and the Accuseds were not Jewish by religion.

‘Psychiatric illness’ or psychiatry is said to affect particularly women.  However, in the younger age group, those exposed to accusations of  transgression of  Rule 208, males vastly outnumber females.   During the Accused’s career there were perhaps a hundred or more young men psychiatrised for every young woman.   Nevertheless there was a ‘syndrome’ affecting young women and a diligent researcher who had some miraculous skill in avoiding discovery and E.C.T. might perhaps in a life-time have unearthed some dozen cases.   It may be difficult to discover what exactly happens to such people.  One moment they are persecuted youth ideally equipped for transgression of  Law 208 and a few years later they have apparently vanished from the surface of  the earth.   Since merely speaking to a male constitutes nymphomania - and getting married most certainly constitutes nymphomania - they might be expected, should they not become nymphomaniacs, to be in considerable difficulties.   Although there is a dearth of  evidence,  that available to the author suggests that those who succeed in becoming nymphomaniacs lead ordinary lives and it is forgotten that they have ever been accused of  being nymphomaniacs, while those who were before l975 accused but became no nymphomaniacs became schizophrenics.   After l975 the alternative of  becoming drug addict or alcoholic becomes more prominent.

The victim of  the transitional crisis may find him or herself given not merely the one accusation to adopt but given several alternatives, which bear similarities, which are alternative means of  survival which exist in his or her class structure.   When the victim is submitted to the Mausley Hospital procedure - the Late Adolescent or  Early Adult Kaffka Trial - just as the alternatives for a female were nymphomaniac and schizophrenic, the alternatives for a male were homosexual and schizophrenic.   In particular, the medical profession is one great family and one great hospital and the young men born into it had the alternative of  becoming doctors, not becoming doctors but instead schizophrenics (or patients) or if  they defied the system and qualified but did not practice, irrespective of  their personal lives, they were called ‘homosexuals’.   Virtually all these ‘homosexuals’ had Central European backgrounds similar to the Accused’s.

It has previously been stated that difficulties arise when the victim is no position to accept the Accusations offered.   Every club or subculture has its rules.   The son of  a doctor was breaking the rules if  he did not become a doctor.   The Accused in his lifetime was to come across dozens of  cases of  sons of doctors who did not become doctors lured into mental hospitals and  psychiatrised into schizophrenia.   The third alternative of  qualifying, not practicising and being accused of  being ‘homosexual’ while not necessarily so, is an eccentricity not normally available, not part of the medical social system.   An ‘alchoholic’ is just another name for a doctor or a person permitted to earn a living.   The Accused was son of  a doctor and therefore forced into becoming a doctor.  But his father, or his family, were not full members.  The foreigner’s membership, in so far as it is membership at all, unless he finds a way of  masquarading as a native, extends on for one generation.  So it was impossible for him to become a doctor.  There exist routes for entering the British Medical Profession available to foreigners or those who were not graduates of  London or Cambridge - but they were not open to the Accused.   The alternative of  ‘homosexual’ which was traditionally available as an alternative label which might save a victim being turned into a schizophrenic, although it belonged to the Military Officer Class, was not available to the Accused.   There have been no scientific studies of  the sexualities of  the Military Officer Class,  though the orientation towards sadomasochistic sexuality in 1930s Public School society was well known.   Whereas the author’s investigations suggest active homosexuality within the pre-l940 British Medical Profession (and in British society generally) by l965 the behaviour of  the medic or  medic-gerontocrat had degenerated into the bizarre.   The medics were (apart from Woman or Superbitch) on top of  the tree.   They sat in judgement on everyone else.   The average Public School boy was permitted to be homosexual in the showers and  heterosexual in the pub or  boudoir.   The medical profession however were neither permitted to realise or admit this.   Had they done so  Matron would have come down upon them like a ton of  bricks (the official Public School expression is to be ‘shat upon from a great height’).   The medical gerontocrat or psychopath therefore denied  the ‘homosexual’ nature of  his society, guarding his pretences with great emotion, and instead engaged in victimisation, persecution and accusation to an extreme degree - the Prep School Syndrome or Moron Abuse which has already been discussed.   Although this may have been a form of  homosexuality, it was therein unpleastant to be buggerated rather than to buggerate.   Thus the practical reality was that not merely was the role doctor not available to the Accused but the alternative role homosexual, being contrary to the laws which bound the Accused’s parents, was not available either - and the Accused’s view of  his own responsibilities ot the world prevented him from finding the alternative ‘schizophrenic’ acceptable.  Although presumably sufficient treatment or brain damage can always cause schizophrenia,  the Accused was not an ideal candidate.  The symptoms which schizophrenics develope depend not only on the treatment but on socialisation - on adopting thoughts and behaviour which are socially acquired and exclude reason.   The Accused was not possessed of  the socialised aspect of  personality which under some circumstances is regarded as normality and others as psychosis.

Dr Steiner referred to influence of  the Royal Navy at the London Hospital Medical College.  Harry May, it is true, had served in the Royal Navy and so had several other London Hospital consultants.   Eminence in the medical profession depended on military service.   However, the author’s researches have unearthed more evidence of  army service and army traditions being behind the reactionary behaviour of  the medical gerontocracy.   If the details are left aside however Dr Steiner would have been right to assert that the politics of  social class structure played a prominent role in victimisation (and psychiatry) and that the Military Officer Class or its internal social system had been playing a prominent role in the Accused family’s experiences.

Dr Steiner referred to a lack of  support for the Accused from his parents.   What had been happening was not merely a lack of  support but a victimisation of  the Accused by his parents - a phenomenon known to sociologists as ‘internalisation of  persecution’.   The reader has  learnt how  Accused-dad’s Onkle Max and Sigmund Freud lived under the shadow of  antisemitism.   Max’s overintelligent five year old son Herbert became a potential whistleblower or open dissident  and therefore a threat to his parents.   Thus he became ‘Little Hans’,  subjected to all manner of  false accusations,  though as a matter of  fact this proved to be for him a harmless transitional crisis,  though it was eventually fatal for the actual victim, his little sister.

Modern sociologists speak of  the Stockholm Sydrome, the victim coming to take on the values and to  join the society of  the persecutor.  The persecutors are human beings and the victim may understand the pressures affecting them and feel sympathetic.   The Accused himself tried to protect his parents even though he genuinely believed in l965 that he would be better off without them.   ‘Society’ had set up a situation in which apparently he could save himself only by destroying his parents - and he was trying to find an alternative route.   The Accused sympathised with he predicaments of  the persecutory bullies at the London Hospital and when he was to become a doctor the Accused when persecuted by seniors and colleagues still wished to protect them indeed to the point of  sacrificing himself.   His parents, his fellow students, his seniors and colleagues had only one mens of  survival and if  that was undermined, they were destroyed.   The Accused saw his own chances of  losing a battle and surviving nevertheless as far more realistic.

The man with the machine gun is the Law.   But this is also a much more general experience.   A person may be offered survival within a social class structure - but he also has to accept the rules.  Much is written about ‘exploitation’ but more usually the ‘exploitation’ is the price of survival.  Plato, as already discussed, spoke of  a ‘contract’ with society.   There is a need to accept the political realities - and these differ for different people.   Where a person flees from one country to another his experiences may not radically change.   The Accused’s parents were permitted to survive within the medical branch of  the British Military Officer Class.   As they themselves admitted they were expected to obey the ‘rules’ much more rigorously than genuine born members.   The born member was not expected to obey the rules as they were openly portrayed but instead expected to transgress them  but not to be Found Out.   This sword of  Damocles was a basis of  class solidarity.   It was not illegal to be a ‘homosexual’ (in the sense of  dissident towards the System) but compulsory - and it was those who were not so who were Accused and condemned.    It was much more Accused-mum than Accused-dad who was obsessed with the ‘rules of  society’ - that is to say, those of  the medical gerontocracy or matriarchy.   They also had a convenience to her in that she was prevented from earning an independent living and depended on Accused-dad’s income.    She protected her own security, or at any rate might have considered herself to be doing so, by defending and enacting the supreme power of  woman in social class and family.   If a person is born into a social class not only may he find that his parents depend on conformity with the ‘rules’ but he may himself be offered (and offered only) a means of  survival within that social class in which he is expected to obey all the rules - which may mean passing all the exams, eventually, and  not being too well informed and not being too bright!   Accused-mum was sufficiently consistent with the rules of  the medical profession to insist that the Accused became a doctor and to brook no alternative.    But this was not realistic.   Foreigners and outsiders were accepted within the medical profession as inferiors to the ruling Military Officer Class -but such a route was not open to the Accused.   The only routes available or apparantly available were for those who would be the equals not the inferiors of  the master-race.   As well as the Accused not being wanted amongst medics,  the behaviour of  his parents was not that of  the master-race.   They did not understand the requirements - particularly the need for substantial finance.   The Accused had no future in Medicine or in any other occupation that depended on membership of  a social class.

The Accused found himself therefore a victim of  the state grammar school obliged to defend others who were victims of  the state grammar school.   The grammar school pupil was economically ostracised by both  Working Class and Military Officer  Class, but here were are particularly concerned with the behaviour of  the Military Officer Class.   They saw the grammar school pupil as a threat, as Bolshies, as potentially overthrowing their own rule or privileges.   The weapon against the grammar school pupil was the medical profession and the psychiatrist.   The psychiatrist represented economic deprivation and persecution as the mental illness of  the victim.  Indeed, he interpreted intelligence as the mental illness of  the victim.   It is not  known how typical the situation in Leicester was of  the country as a whole, but in Leicester psychiatry was waging a war against the more intelligent young people - who were seen as not belonging to the Military Officer Class, as not accepting their station in life.   Accused-dad had been appointed in part to remedy this situation - but bogus doctors were deliberately employed to facilitate a procedure whereby young people accused behind their backs by mothers were converted into schizophrenics.

The person under threat from the man with the machine gun or the rules of  social class or who developes a form of  hysteria as a means of  survival had an alternative personality cut off from his or her rational self which, in relation to relevent issues, overrides rationality with obsession.   Accused-mum adopted all the prejudices directed against the grammar school pupil - to the point of  persecution.

In retrospect appears, however, that the Accused was not just an innocent and inept grammar school pupil.   He was a real threat to the medical profession and the class system.   He reports the meeting between him and Aubrey Lewis, after Lewis’s retirement, as a confrontation between the leader of the old Nazi psychiatry with the leader of  the New Psychiatry - a psychiatry which because of  the admission to the Maudsley Hospital was never to come into being.  Harry May accused  The Accused of having an ‘overdeveloped superego’.  Freud does not use his terminology consistently but as usually understood the Dean was using mistaken terminology.   Freud may see morality as seated in the ‘superego’ but the Superego represents the Superbitch -  the regulations imposed by social indoctrination rather than morality imposed by altruism and reason.   Rule by the ‘superego’ more reflects fear of  punishment and, therefore, selfishness!   Morality that is neither social indoctrination nor acquired through evolution by survival of  the fittest, in a narrowly Neodarwinist sense, does not figure greatly in Freudian psychology and if it does crop up there is a puzzle where to put it - but Freud does speak of, as a pathology, ‘the conscience in the ego’ (as opposed to superego.   The ‘ego’ usually is also socially acquired - the self image which the individual intends to project or his socially imposed persona - but when speaking of  the conscience in the ‘ego’ Freud means morality regulated by altruism and reason - that is, a genuine morality.  He recognises this form of  morality as having suicidal aspects and indeed not necessarily being of causing anybody anything but trouble during the possessor’s irresistable progress to martyrdom or repeated martyrdom.   The author feels that what Freud had in mind was a morality possessed by people who have some acceptance within a social class system but eventually prove too intelligent and too much at variance with their undemocratic surroundings who have a morality based on social authority and another on altruistic principles but who are sufficiently embedded within society only to see the ‘genuine’ morality in terms of  some other equally unjust version of  the social system with which they find themselves at variance.   This then is an unsuccesful struggle of  reason against the superego rather than the absence of  superego influence.   The Accused was not ‘socialised’.   He was not controlled by a ‘superego’ at all.   So, although he was a shy person who was reluctant to defend himself, he would defend or argue when he thought he had to do so defend truth or justice or  to prevent the maltreatment or self-maltreatment of  others.   In argument against the Accused, medics and psychiatrists could not defend themselves.   From the point of  view of  rational discussion rather than relying on social authority they found themselves wiped out.   They could not even begin to present a case.

Accused-mum saw herself as ordered by Society to suppress the dissidence or potential dissidence of  the Accused.  The mother whose child failed to abide by class law was obliged to denounce the child to the psychiatrist.   If  she did not do so she would be psychiatrised herself.   As she saw it she was not the alternative victim.   The child would be psychiatrised anyway - but society was a hierarchy,  a tree such that if  a branch was cut all that was distal and hierarchically inferior to the cut was destroyed.   If  the Accused was crticised, then Accused-dad lost his job.   Society was supreme authority and Accused-mum persuaded herself  because she was the representative in the family of  Society she was infallible,  that she must always get her way and must never change her mind.

Accused-mum was not just in her own theories the instrument of  Society whereby the threat of  the Accused to the laws of  social class was suppressed, but she was so in fact.   The Accused was not aware how the admission to the Maudsley had come about.   At any rate, he had been led to believe by his mother’s mysterious lack of  explanation that the purpose was to discredit him - to prevent his joining the civil service and to pretend his intended trip to Russia.  If  he did not accept the admission his father would lose his job.   He would, in fact, do so because his mother believed this hypothesis to be true - she would be so hysterical if  there was no admission to the Maudsley that she would expose Accused-dad’s vulnerabilities, that he was chasing after Ms Enorme.   Whether or not there was any substance in this explanation,  whatever had led to the admission it was some aspect of  the war of  those who proceeded via social class against those who attempted to progress ‘competitively’ or on the basis of  their own efforts and/or talents.   The Accused had supposed it would be possible to both avoid the admission to the Maudsley and to avoid repercussions against his parents, but once Accused-mum gatecrashed the interview with Aubrey Lewis that possibility was scuppered.

‘Society’ had put Accused-mum into a position of  despotic power through the parental means test on students’ grants.   The Accused had, miraculous though this might be, succesfully progressed towards independence and self-sufficiency nevertheless.   The admission to the Maudsley now gave Accused-mum further power.   The Accused had began one of  the verses he had written at the Maudsley with:-

“Your mother is that sacred cow

That can do no nothing wrong -

And if you disagree with that

You surely will be wrong!”

It was Accused-mum, when studying for G.C.E. English, had pointed out to the Accused the possibility of  such ‘half-rhymes’ as used in this piece.   It paraphrased not merely Accused-mum’s recitations but the ideology of  medicine and psychiatry.    Psychiatry was the religion of  The Mother.   Those who disagreed with the mother were declared to be psychotic and deluded and were E.C.T.’d.    The Accused’s early experiences at the London Hospital Medical College had not enhanced his confidence in psychiatry.   He found himself in the position described by H.G.Wells, reminiscing perhaps on his experiences as the first science teacher in a Public School, in his short story “country of  the blind”.    The one-eyed man enters the Land of  the Blind under the impression that he would be King.   The Accused however had never been so naive!   Wells’ hero finds himself in a society where all is adapted to the requirements of  the blind (and their enhanced non-visual senses).   He is less not more competent than the blind - and even where he is not so, that is not recognised.   The victim only very narrowly manages to escape across the surrounding mountains to avoid excision of  the pathological tumour which their psychiatrists’ diagnose is  the cause of  his psychosis and delusions.   The Accused saw E.C.T. as being the weapon of  the land of  the blind in which he had briefly sujourned.

The Accused  was not aware of  Accused-mum’s activities at the London Hospital.  Had he been so he would have had no difficulty in avoiding the admission or  in avoiding  any harm from the admission.   Nevertheless,  though he did not think she had any reason for thinking so,  the Accused realised it was consistent with her known behaviour to go around telling everyone that the admission had taken place because of  ‘misbehaviour’ at the London Hospital.   Accused-mum could now enforce her will in all circumstances.   He had no source of  income of  his own,  would not be supported by his parents if  he did not toe the line and  if  he tried to survive independently Accused-mum would claim, using the fact that the admission had occurred as evidence,  that his poverty was evidence of  mental disorder and she would run around mobilising all to put him at risk of  E.C.T..  The Accused was not aware of  any alliance between  Accused-mum and Nazis who had been victimising  him at the London Hospital, but he did realise that were to be any future Nazis Accused-mum would seek them out (or they would seek out Accused-mum) and he would be unable to defend himself because of  the threat of  E.C.T..  Accused-mum would be driven into an obsession, running around to everyone with  accusation and  agitation and would not rest until the Accused was E.C.T.’d.

There were a number of  secrets and maternal ambitions operative at this time.  One of  them was that  Accused-mum was planning the purchase of  more permanent premises in London.   She would wish to obtain an educational grant from  council in London - and did not wish any information to leak out which might reveal that the Accused was obtaining a grant from Leicester.   Accused-mum, as the Accused interpreted her motivations, wished the Accused to be the resident of  Briarwood for insurance purposes or  as an unpaid caretaker - but she would not consent to him having actual residential rights or even openly claim to be living there.   However, she did not wish the Accused to have some independent residence of  her own.    The Accused had left the London Hospital Medical College with the intention of  not returning before he was able to finance himself ... but Accused-mum would now be empowered to drive him back to his studies.   The initial pretext for the rift between the Accused and his mother was that she insisted that he reside at the London Hospital Students’ Hostel.   She would now be able to force him to live there.   Accused-mum had often lamented how his father had had to visit his uncle every two weeks to collect an allowance.   Accused-mum always imposed on the Accused what she supposed to be atrocities imposed on herself or  Accused-dad.   Parents do this, irrespective of  how thoroughly they are determined not to.   Therefore the Accused could expect to be made to report to his mother every week for an inadequate allowance and to be under continuous threat of  this being refused.   Accused-mum could also be expected to use her powers and influence to prevent the Accused from playing chess.   The Accused supposed that after this admission to the Maudsley for which no explanation was produced there was no chance of  his working for the civil service - and he would also in general be under too close a supervision by his parents and permanently too impoverished to solicit employment in any other direction.  He was his mother’s slave.

Thus brilliant though Dr Steiner’s analysis may have been, it was not directly relevent to the situation in which the Accused found himself.   It was possibly an accurate analysis of  Accused-dad’s experiences - though currently the ‘Nazi’ attitudes were more personified by Accused-mum!   Possibly also they were a more accurate description of  what was to follow in the Accused’s career rather than what had already happened.   The Accused, indeed, was to be persecuted for supposedly being homosexual and Jewish!   The Accused did not know why Dr Steiner should refer to the London Hospital Medical College - and out of  fear of  Accused-mum he did not dare ask.   He had not there been accused of  being homosexual or  Jewish but had been victimised for being a Cambridge student, grammar school pupil and having proceeded via a competitive rather than social class route.   These victimisations had been succesfully beaten off and indeed it seemed very much as if  that had been the intention.    This had been an initiation ceremony, a proof of  adequacy for the office of  Chief  Bolshie.   It even seemed as if  great care was taken never to accuse the Accused of  anything that was justified or which might stick.   If  there had been no admission to the Maudsley,  that victimisation would have been in the past, though the fact that the admission had taken place  automatically renewed it with a vengeance.   He was to be forced back to his studies, but the outcome was now hopeless.   Nevertheless, the Accused was not aware of  any connection between the admission and the London Hospital, did not know why  Dr Steiner mentioned the London Hospital - and, as it turns out, it would have been far better had he asked.

The Accused made one brief attempt to put Dr Steiner more in the correct direction by pointing out that his mother considered him to cause blame and disgrace which endangered the Accused’s  job as a child psychiatrist.   He had not done anything, he explained, there was no actual reason for blame or disgrace ..it was more his mother’s delusion or phobia.   However, Dr Steiner was visibly shocked.  “Surely they don’t blame you!”, he exclaimed.   It appeared that he regarded Accused-mum or the Accused’s parents at fault.   But the Accused had only alluded to a tip of  an ice-berg.   Accused-mum had been continuously making meaningless accusations of  disgrace and shame against the Accused, continuously blaming him for what she supposed to be her own maltreatment, for the greater part of  the Accused’s life - and was utterly obsessed.   It seemed to the Accused that  Dr Steiner would take an unsympathetic attitude towards this  parental behaviour.   He therefore denied what he had said and did not pursue the issue further

It was however not the London Hospital but Accused-mum that mattered.   Without assistance from Accused-mum nobody at the London Hospital was a threat!   From the Accused-mum point of  view, it was not permissible to speak of  ‘prejudice’.   To her, accusation was guilt and disgrace.   The term prejudice implies that those who accuse, regarded by Accused-mum as ‘society’ may be mistaken or unjustified.   That was unpardonable heresy that merited psychiatry.   Also, Accused-mum could not expect to approve of  the soft attitude Dr Steiner adopted towards homosexuals and Jews.   Homosexuality was Accused-mum’s major obsession (or at any rate, money was the obsession but it came out as accusation of  homosexuality).  To her homosexuality was synonymous with sin or  the psychiatrisable.   The prevention of  homosexuality was the purpose of society and psychiatry.   The Accused recalled Accused-mum using the term ‘Jew’ against Accused-dad as a term of  abuse - and Accused-dad vehemently denied being a Jew.

It may in some circumstances have been very useful for the Accused to be accused of  intelligence.   Also, commonly, parents do not object to such an accusation.   But Accused-mum reacted as if  she was consumed with jealousy.   Claims that the Accused suffered from intelligence were shouted down with accusations of  delusion of  grandeur and threats of  psychiatry.   Similarly any allegations of  academic or other achievements were shouted down by Accused-mum.   Dr Steiner did suggested that the Accused on account of  this ‘intelligence’ was maladapted to medicine and that he should rather be a mathematician.   The Accused knew this.   He had been forced into Medicine.   The admission to the Maudsley was now to be used by Accused-mum to prevent him abandoning his studies or seeking an alternative.   When he had expressed his own preference for mathematics, Accused-mum had threatened him with psychiatry.   Accused-mum would make the Accused’s life intolerable if  he did not study medicine and it was questionable that she was herself able to face up to the possibility.   If  the Accused admitted that he did not wish to be a doctor  Accused-mum would find out.   He had always had to keep quiet about this!

The Accused was surprised at the way Dr Steiner would talk about the Accused playing chess as if  this wa ssomething that was going to remain in his life.   Dr Steiner did not suspect that Accused-mum was intractably opposed to the Accused playing chess, which she identified with homosexuality,

Whatever opinion Dr Steiner expressed to the Accused or to anyone else had no relevence to events.   Only Accused-mum mattered.   Only the interpretation Accused-mum gave to events would affect the outcome.   After being interviewed by Dr Steiner,  Accused-mum had departed to Holland.   It would therefore not have been possible for Dr Steiner to deliver to her any advice - but as the Accused saw events, she would in any case not have accepted it.   The analysis which Dr Steiner presented opposed Accused-mum’s unchallengeable obsessional beliefs and were she to know that Dr Shepherd and Dr Steiner had such opinions she would have destroyed them!  Or if not so,  Accused-mum never heard what she was told anyway further than to imagine or pick out of  context what accorded with her phobias, obsessions and expectations.   The outcome would have been that the Accused would have been tormented for the rest of  his life with the accusations Accused-mum claimed had been made at the Maudsley.

Dr Steiner may have had negotiations with the Accused’s parents, perhaps Accused-dad.  However, he would have thought it was an achievement to negotiate the Accused’s return to the medical college, supposedly an allowance from Accused-dad and eventually a room in the London Hospital Students’ Hostel.   So little had he been told that he was not aware that it was the Accused’s refusal to live at the hostel that had provoked the break between him and his parents - and that the admission was now to be used not merely to force the Accused back to his studies against his will but to force him into the hostel.   It was not realistic to expect parental finance.   The Accused needed independence.

Dr Steiner had no further comments to make until the Accused left the Maudsley.   There was a maximum permitted period of  admission to the Maudsley Hospital.   Accused-mum however returned from Holland in time for this, thereby achieving her supposed motive of  keeping the Accused  under supervision and and away from Accused-dad while she was out of  the country.   Mysteriously,  it was arranged that the Accused would leave on the same date and time as David Davis.   This was well-intentioned on somebody’s part but did not fully appreciate the realities - that without escape from the rule of  Accused-mum the Accused was not realistically permitted to have friends. 

Dr Steiner’s final words when the Accused was about to leave were: “Why don’t you have a course of  psycho-analysis.   Your father will pay!”.

So after all this time,  Dr Steiner had still missed the main points.   The Accused suffered no psychological disturbance.   Accused-mum did.   Indeed, Accused-mum herself believed she was suffering some manner of  insanity.   In the Accused’s view, there was no need for her to visit a psychiatrist and no benefit to be conferred.   However, whether there was benefit in it or not, it was not going to take place because  she was wife of  a doctor, because of  the disgrace it would bring her, because it would deny her any future possibility of  employment.   She was a Supreme Authority.   It might seem to the reader that Accused-mum was an ideal candidate for psychoanalysis.    Further evidence on this point was to emerge in later years - but at the time the Accused felt that Accused-mum’s repressions or refusals to accept facts as being other than as she made them were so strong that she would she would have cooperated with no attempt to release them.    Accused-mum’s behaviour would have been called ‘hysteria’ by  Josef Breuer and in more recent times would have been called Munchausen’s Syndrome,  though that is not what was meant by Munchausen’s Syndrome in the l960s (when it was the telling of  entertaining but obviously implausible tall stories - in the manner of  Bill Tyers.  For every implausability, when pointed out, a further story is produced glibly and without hesitation.   Nobody believed the stories of  Baron Munchausen, but everyone believed the stories of  Accused-mum!). ‘Hysteria’ is claimed in textbooks to be purposeless or of  no survival value.   However, quite generally,  not merely in Accused-mum’s case it does have a purpose but a purpose determined by a narrow set of  rules or motivations which are cut off from more general consciousness, motivation or morality.  Or the ‘hysteric’ has several personalities, each with their own motivations.   Accused-mum’s hysterical personality took over whenever any matter arose which affected The Accused’s finances.   ‘Psychoanalysis’ is effective only when the ‘hysteria’ no longer has any purpose for the possesser.

The present disourse can be regarded as having some resemblance to psychoanalysis, an airing of  past traumata.  But it is not clear that the Accused ever had any need to air these to himself rather than to other people in the hope of  remedying injustices.   In l965 there was much that the Accused did not tell - though Dr Steiner did not know what this might be, was misdirected into an irrelevency about homosexuality and did not know what to ask!  The Accused nevertheless had not repressed any memories.  He did not reveal because he did not choose to do so - and because he was not asked!   Since there was nothing repressed, there was hardly any reason for psychoanalysis!

“Your father will pay” was an expression that the Accused had repeatedly heard when persecuted for being Not Working Class.    It was the answer to everything,  the universal refusal of  help.   While there was not necessarily any need for cash for psychoanalysis,  the term “Your father will pay” represented  misunderstanding of  the Accused’s situation.   Accused-dad did as Accused-mum ordered and he did not pay!  If there was one underlying cause or  reason for the admission to the Maudsley Hospital it was that Accused dad would not finance the Accused.   Had he had an independent income under his own control it could never have taken place!   It may well have been untrue that the Accused, as Accused-mum claimed, was not eligible for state benefits or banned from employment and the Accused perhaps should have been given some help in that direction.   

The Accused waited with David Davis outside the door to the Maudsley Hospital, with a heavy suitcase, for Accused-mum to arrive in her car to take him back to Olive Road.  He had no practical alternative.  He had no money, could not afford transport, had nowhere else to stay.   However, as soon as she arrived  Accused-mum started yelling that she did not know who David was and did not wish to take him back with the Accused.   She appeared possessed and there was no way the Accused could reason with her.   As the Accused had understood it,  the Accused had agreed to living in Kilburn only on the condition that he would be free from parental interference and that he would be free to invite his own guests without any parental supervision.   Accused-mum had agreed to this and Dr Steiner had also said that Acccused-mum had agreed to this.   The Accused had now only stepped out of  the door of  the Maudsley Hospital and already  Accused-mum had broken her promise.

The Accused had a long history of  being traumatised this way.  Perhaps on that account the traumata were more permanently effective and more permanently impeded friendships than they should have done.   The Accused was never to forget this and effectively it put an end to his friendship with David Davis.  Accused-mum did eventually take the Accused.    The Accused however sat at the back of  the car suffused with fear.   Accused-mum then tried to be friendly and left the two youths alone except for providing them with a cup of  tea but while David was there the Accused sat terrified, saying very little...  They did occasionally meet again - usually at Elephant and Castle, near to which David was working.   It appears to the author that the Accused had been so badly affected by his previous experiences that  he added to his predicaments.   It is not obvious that he had any reason to have been terrified of  Accused-mum when David came to visit (though this one visit by David Davis was the one and only occasion on which anyone visited during the Accused’s stay at Kilburn) and he may have been too timid to explain to David how it came about that he was spending time in Leicester or living in Leicester when David was given the impression that he was living in Kilburn.   The Accused was always afraid that whatever he might say,  Accused-mum might find out.   David eventually returned to his home town of  Portsmouth.  Perhaps had the Accused had some home that was more genuinely on his own this would not have  happened and had the accused  acted with more independence and self-confidence they would not immediately have drifted out of  touch.

When the Accused had commenced his studies at Cambridge in l961 he had planned to move to London in l964 - but this was to get away from his parents.   The news that his parents had taken up a double residency in London came to the Accused in l963 as a catastrophe - and his attempts to survive nevertheless were impeded by his mother meddling with his affairs at Cambridge.   During his early months in London his parents had not so much financed him but meddled into his affairs, hounded him and secretly undermined his efforts.  He was then forced against his will to proceed in studies which he could not afford and which provided no  future and was forced to live with his parents in circumstances which he felt left him isolated and without company.   Other people were allowed independent incomes and independent homes.   His friends everywhere were marrying girls to whom the Accused had introduced them - because the friends had incomes and a future.   Everyone else of  his age was allowed to live with friends.   Nevertheless the Accused found himself accused by his parents of being a ‘homosexual’.   What exactly is anyone supposed to do in such a situation.   Legend has it that this is the type of  circumstance in which young men and young women indulge in numerous brief or perfunctory transgressions of  rule 208.  The Accused claims that before l973 and after l975 he hardly engaged in any transgressions of  rule 208 at all.  But what is a person to do in a such a situation?   That the Accused had been without income, or starving or refused employment or  a home was ignored  - and he was accused of  an irrelevency with no meaningless in the circumstances.   The Accused through the parental means test on students grants and through his mother being able to arrange a psychiatric admission by pressurising people who did not even know him had been denied what are regarded as basic human rights - and permanently to the right to income and  employment - and he was rewarded for this by being accused of  being a ‘homosexual’.   If  he was indeed the most intelligent and educated youth of  his generation, it might seem that society could have had a  use for him.   However, it appears more than that he was denied any place on  grounds of  his social origins, on account of  his having foreign parents,  that he was for this reason treated as degenerate, inferior, without any right to live,  therefore denied employment and finance and on that account it was taken as proved that he was inferior and unfit to live.   It was assumed, in accordance with the best  Neodarwinist traditions,  that the unfit to live are forced into multiple transgression of  rule 208 and the alleged inferiority was identified as transgression of  rule 208, whether or not this was true, appropriate or relevent, and that also was taken as proof of the congenital inferiority.

The Accused was to  visit Dr Steiner  regularly at the Maudsley Hospital regularly  after he returned to the London Hospital, in October l965,  but  this did not contribute to  Dr Steiner’s knowledge and  the Accused discovered no further information.   At the time the Accused felt he was short of  money,  that the price of  a  journey  to the Maudsley and back was the price of  a meal  and he was therefore not very  condusive to conversation when he arrived.   On one occasion,  Dr Steiner had obligingly forgotten to tell the Accused  on one occasion on which he arranged an appointment that he would be on holiday.   So the Accused was met instead by his co-research worker (on gambling machines), a particularly dishy blonde youth.   No doubt this was very  generous... but there was still a misunderstanding.   The Accused was not a seducer of  blonde psychologists, however beautiful they might be.    There was nothing wrong with  blonde psychologists,  but the Accused was inferior, inhibited, always had an excuse for offering a cold shoulder.

The Accused lost touch with Dr Steiner after he qualified in medicine in l969.   As the Accused saw events - on the basis of information from Accused-mum,  the admission had occured to discredit him but not in connection with his medical career.  KGB5 however had no case against him and had to manufacture it by creating the fact of  the admission which the Accused would be unable to explain.   So they threatend to expose Accused-dad’s dalliance with Mme Enorme should the admission not take place.  Accused-dad was also later to say that he was offered a peerage should he succeed in having the Accused committed.   For this reason the Accused has several times written to Prime Ministers asking for his hereditary peerage!  The threat was only effective because Accused-mum believed it.  She would be so obsessed, without any admission, that she herself would expose Accused-dad.  Nevertheless the Accused supposed he could avoid any grief for anyone by negotiating behind Accused-mum’s back -his reason for arranging to meet Aubrey Lewis.   This plan had been scuppered, however, by Accused-mum gatecrashing the interview, resulting in her inevitably becoming so obsessed that he had to hide in the ward for protection.

Nevertheless the admission had been used for Accused-mum’s ends -to force him into a medical career.  It was also to be used to prevent the Accused from undermining the military officer class politics, ideology and practice of  the medical profession.   The Accused-mum realised that his mother was likely to claim that he had brought her disgrace and shame at the London Hospital and had been punished by being imprisoned in the Maudsley, with the aim of  preventing ‘homosexuality’.   This was consistent with Accused-mum’s known ‘Munchausen Syndrome’ behviour.   Had there been any reason for supposing that this was true the Accused would have had no difficulty in proving he had been victimised and in averting further persecution.   But it was impossible to disprove something that had never happened (and was not to be openly alleged by anyone other than Accused-mum, who refused to make any version of  her information public).   No case could be made without evidence!  It can be more difficult to disprove  a false accusation than a true one, particularly if  it cannot even be proved that the Accusation or what  Accusation has been made -  the keystone of  psychiatry!   Nevertheless the Accused supposed that it was part of  the deal that KGB5 would provide compensation via Accused-dad and was surprised that he was given no assistance during his subsequent tribulations.  He also supposed that his parents would tell the truth once his father had retired - and was surprised that this did not happen!

Adifferent story was to emerge during subsequent decades.  The Secretary of  the Maudsley Hospital informed the Accused in l974 that there was no record of  the Accused ever having been admitted to the hospital and that there had never been a Dr or Professor Shepherd, Shepard, or anything similar (Dr Michael Shepherd was then Professor of  Experimental Psychiatry at the Maudsley).  Despite a promise made in l965 the Accused found himself permanently unable to contact Dr Shepherd or  Dr Steiner.   Neither the London Hospital nor the Maudsley Hospital was ever to give any information.  Accused-mum refused to answer any question relative to the admission (other than the comment that Dr Last had accused him of  saying ‘Can I help you?’ which the Accused supposed he had done as a casual acquaintance at the Anglo-German Medical Association).

In l980, when Accused-dad was already suffering from Parkinson’s disease and was retiring from his jobs,  Accused-mum started accusing the Accused that he had brought disgrace by ‘misbehaviour’ at the London Hospital and that this concerned the Maudsley Hospital -but she refused to say more.  The Accused in l981 tried to mobilise two General Medical Council Psychiatrists to procure for him any documents that might rest at the Maudsley and to hand them over to him without comment.   They would not be able to understand them and, in particular, would not be able to deduce what was Accusation from Accused-mum rathr than from any other source.   This they promised to do.  Nevertheless the Accused was shown no documents and the psychiatrists claimed in a report that ‘behaviour was observed at the London Hospital and the Accused was accused at the Maudsley Hospital of  the personality disorder’.   It seemed to the Accused that these psychiatrists had found no documents and that they had misinterpreted what the Accused had told them.  He pointed out several errors in their story but instead of an admission the story was false the Accused’s ‘corrections’ were incorporated into a rewrite of  the same allegation.   If  evidence existed the Maudsley would have it -but the Accused was again informed that no records existed!

Accused mum then, around l982, produced another story.   She had received (in l964 or l965) a letter from the London Hospital containing “complaints”.   Although written to her, the envelope was unaddressed, the flap was open and according to Accused-mum had flown through the postal aperture alongside the Briarwood front door and then upwards one yard and forwards and sideways two yards to the surface of  a large antique satinwood chest of  drawers.   The Accused assumed that he was expected to make the obvious deduction, that if this was true then Accused-dad must have put it there...but in later years Accused-mum was to admit that this had never occurred to her.   Because there was no address on the letter it had been (averred Accused-mum) misdelivered to Alderman Kimberlin, the Lord Mayor, down the road, and to the Bishop of  Leicester, next door.  The letter had been read by their wives, thus causing Accused-mum great shame and disgrace.  “I felt like suing the hospital” (for their negligence) Accused-mum would declare when telling this story.

The text (the ‘ccomplaints) of  this alleged letter, which has never been found and may not have existed, was “I wish to speak to you on a matter relating to your son’s career”.  Accused-mum refused to say whom it was from.   The Accused supposed however that if  such a letter existed it must be from Mr Laird of the London Hospital concerning his proposal that the Accused be given ten pounds a week financial support.   Shortly before his death, Accused-dad was to admit such approaches and confessed that he ‘did not know’ he was supposed to provide financial support to the Accused during his studies.   Accused-mum shortly before her own death also admitted that she had been approached by both the London Hospital and the Maudsley Hospital in relation to the Accused’s finance as a student and had supposed that the £50 ‘scholarship’ from the state was intended to be for the Accused’s uptake and that nothing further was required!  The Accused felt that a demand for money for the Accused was a breach of  the first law of  heterosexualism (money passes from man to Woman) which would inflame maternal accusations of  homosexuality and demands for psychiatry.   Accused-mum refused to say who had signed the letter and gave no further information.

[Mrs Williams, the Bishop’s wife, was famous for having written her autobiography.  Bishop’s wives had a habit of  releasing their dogs into the Briarwood garden, which provided an excuse for chatting with the Accused through the hedge.  The Accused does not recall any Mrs Kimberlin.]

Accused-dad also had never commented on the admission further than to deny that he had ever visited the London Hospital or  had been author of  the suggestion that the Accused enter the Maudsley (which is what Dean May had claimed).   He was now not greatly conversing with the Accused and still responded to the subect with irritation, exclaiming on one occasion:-

“You were mentally ill”, declared Accused-dad, “proved so by the Greatest in the Land”.

The Greatness of  an opinion had no relevence to scientific truth.   This was not a statement characteristic of  Accused-dad.  Presumably he was referring to the Army Chief Psychiatrist, Sir Aubrey Lewis.

“The Greatest in the Land appears to have blundered”, replied the Accused, “I have been l00% rational, incapable of  mental disorder”.

“Exactly so!”, retorted Accused-dad,  “That is precisely what you are!  But some would consider that an abnormality”.

“It has been my impression that irrationality is normal and that mental disorder is a variation of  or synonym for normality”, replied the Accused, “But that is no excuse for psychiatry persecuting or destroying rationality.   Human survival depends on it.  When everyone else has lost control of  reason, somebody has to remain in contact with reality.   It is a matter of  personal responsibility.  I did not ask for this duty.   It was trust upon me!”

The Accused formed the impression that what Accused-dad was really saying was that the Accused had failed to provide consideration, affection and support during his mother’s psychosis.  Instead of  responding to emotion, he had been calculating.   The Accused felt he had had no choice.

Accused-mum also produced an astonishing allegation:-

“You were a homosexual.  Corrupted by an older man!”

Perhaps not so astonishing other than in that Accused-mum did not know what this allegation of  hers meant.   The reader will recognise it as a familiar Bolognism.   To the mother, the outside world over which she has no control is identified with homosexuality.   The father is the ‘homosexual’ with the responsibility of dragging the child into this outside world.   It was unfortunate that Accused-mum did not realise this was the interpretation of  her belief ... and it would be many years before Accused-mum overcame her obsessions enough for the Accused to explain this.

Aubrey Lewis also appears to have been beset with the ‘older man’ concept which belongs to the Public School.   Acording to Accused-mum when interviewed by Aubrey Lewis she had been ‘ordered’:-

“Chess players are homosexuals.  Keep him away from these people!”

This is obviously also a Bolognism (a phrase always repeated in the same words that becomes the basis of  compulsive behaviour).   To the Accused an interpretation immediately came to mind!  “Homosexual”is Ministry Defencespeak for ‘not us’ or rival ministries.  What is now known as the Government Communications Headquarters was then known as the Chess Club or Government Golf and Chess Club.  It was part of  the Foreign Office.   The second part of  the Bolognism must be a version of  the first.   Reds are found under the bed as well as in it.  There are also communists.  So this is a reference to the Accused’s intended trip to Russia.   But every Bolognism also contains its own opposite.   There is the real or rational self and the self a person adopts as part of  a social class or society - and the motivations are opposed.   “Those people” was the expression regularly used by Accused-mum for the unnamed agency responsible for the admission to the Maudsley - synonymous therefore with the Accused’s ‘KGB5’.  It is the Public School, the Accusers, who are the real homosexuals.  So this means “Keep the Accused away from psychiatrists”.

Around l984 either Harry May died or  Accused-mum supposed that he had died.  Now Accused mum claimed that the letter to which she had referred had been written by Harry May.   But had it?  According to Harry May, he knew nothing of  such a letter.  At least one forgery already figures in this story.   Accused-mum was still in her mode of  continuous yelling and ignoring anything the Accused said.  He was unable to explain to her therefore, that in accordance with bureaucratic tradition a Dean may not even know the contents of  a letter which he had ‘signed’ and  had not necessarily himself  appended his signature.   For the author to be identified it was necessary to quote the reference code.  If this was quoted,  Mr  Webb, the college registrar, could unearth a copy of  any genuine letter within seconds.

Accused mum however made frantic phone calls, quoting no reference code, unaware of  the routines to be adopted in identifying letters.  The were long inquiries and delays.  She is likely to have been speaking to Mr Webb and it is likely that nobody knew anything about this letter.  However Accused-mum’s interpretation - as she saw it, the unquestionable fact, was that she was told nothing because the offence was so serious that it could not be mentioned - that is to say, homosexuality!

An interview was eventually, after much confusion and several phone calls, arranged.   Accused-dad refused to cooperate.   He tried to dissuade Accused-mum from attending the interview.   Accused-dad was always afraid of  the police and authorities, she explained.  He could not handle such situations. She however was a trained social worker.   In other words, she was to take Accusation as guilt, was to deny the Accused a defence and instead to hand him over to psychiatry!

Accused-mum was accompanied to London by Accused-dad.  However at St. Pancras Station he suddenly left, saying he had another appointment.   This version therefore allows the possibility of  Accused-dad separately having approached the Dean, without Accused-mum’s knowledge, on the same day as she visited.   Accused-mum was at the London Hospital interviewed by the Dean.  Accused-mum was over subsequent years to report that Mrs Littlewood and other friends were telling her this was impossible.   A  Dean is a very elevated and remote person.  No parent ever comes to meet a Dean!  Certainly the appearance of  a woman in the Public School Headmaster’s Office would cause consternation!   Whoever told Accused-mum this is likely to have recognised Accused-mum’s story as cock and bull.  They were trying to tell her that she must have imagined her story.  Her interpretation however was that the Accused’s crime was so heinous as to merit attention that in previous history was unknown.   Nevetheless Accused-mum described the Dean as a young man, at the most thirty years old, and  Jewish.  Being Jewish he had a mother and he was unmarried and lived with her.   Accused-mum saw the alleged accusations of  homosexuality as being concocted by Jews, whom she supposed to be particularly prejudiced against homosexuals, and the accusations against the Accused were supposedly doing the rounds of  the synagogues.   For this reason, when moving in l965 to a Jewish district of  London, she became anxious that the Accused’s existence would be concealed from her new companions.   The person Accused-mum described more resembled the registrar who was during the Introductory Course the Accused’s ‘tutor’.

“The Dean” started by informing Accused-mum that the Accused was “suffering from a psychosis” or according to other versions, by accusing him of  homosexuality.   Accused-mum then burst into tears.  “I felt like telling him/them it was all your father’s fault”.  This refers to events already related in l953.  On that occasion, however, she writes that Accused dad has driven her insane and is afraid he will do the same to the Accused.   It turns out that Accused-mum was more aware that it was she and not the Accused who was suffering from a psychosis.  When in later years she was asked: why did she tell the Accused lies, why did she make up stories, why did she not openly admit she knew nothing whatsoever about the Accused’s affairs, she admitted that she regarded herself as accused and that she was trying to defend herself and avoiding humiliation.  This acount of  her bursting into tears does not accord with the Dean’s description of  Accused-mum as ‘perfectly rational’.

The Dean then recited his further accusations.   “He is telling me how to do my job”, began the Dean.   The Accused had done so only when the Dean had asked him to.   It sounds therefore very much as if  the Dean assumed that the Accused, who knew nothing about these events, had set Accused-mum onto the Dean in connection with the persecutions at the London Hospital (about which Accused-mum, at least until this incident, knew nothing).   This from Accused-mum’s point of  view was the most serious accusation of  homosexuality.  It represented failure to recognise Authority.

The Dean added that he had ‘received a letter’.  This Accused-mum also took to be a very serious allegation, though it did not occur to her to ask whom the letter was from and what were its contents.   Accused mum in the l990s reported that she had also told this story to Dr Steiner who had not taken this seriously.  “How do you know there ever was a letter?”, he had asked, “If he says there is a letter, ask him to show you the letter.  It would not surprise me if  that would be last you ever heard about any letter!”.   So Dr Steiner was not that naive!

Then, according to Accused-mum, the Dean alleged there had been ‘complaints by other students’.  Perhaps Accused-mum realised that this was a regular feature in the psychiatric Kaffka Trial (though not true) and had recently been false made against the psychologist Dr Varma.  But the Accused considered this allegation impossible.  He therefore made vain attempts to home in on this aspect of  the story in the hope of  demonstrating all was misinterpretation or delusion.   Dr May’s discussions lasting several hours with the Accused were an eccentricity.  The Dean was a rigid believer in the rules of  hierarchy.   He did not entertain complaints from students.   The students had no way of  approaching him.  If they had done, he would have told them to go away and sort out their own affairs.   Similarly, whether or not the Accused was persecuted by two of  the students on Bomford and Ellis, for students to go to the Dean behind their colleagues’  back to complain about another student was Not Done.

The Accused was also accused of ‘taking a bath on a women’s ward’, which aspect of  the story suggests that the events were taking place in November 1964.   Accused-mum however had the same reaction to this fiction as the Accused!  She was mystified why a bath should have a gender or that the gender of the ward was relevent.   This she felt had been very sensible behaviour - saving money!

Accused-mum (according to her story) was ‘ordered’ (sic) that the Accused must enter the Maudsley Hospital under the care of  the ‘progressive psychiatrist’   Sir Aubrey Lewis.   This would not harm his career.   ‘These days we no longer have such attitudes’ (a phrase to be repeated frequently by Accused-mum).  In fact, said the Dean, if  the Accused accepted the admission, he would eventually be offered a house-job.  On the other hand,  if  he refused the admission, he would be expelled.   The Accused felt that the Dean might be entitled to make such a claim to the Accused - since he would recognise it as nonsense -but authority figures whose lies did not influence the Accused had a habit of  repeating them to the more impresionable Accused-mum! (As his tutor had done at Cambridge and the next Dean, Dr Ellis, was to do).  A girl student at the college had under similar circumstances been admitted to the Maudsley and she was doing fine. [She was on Bomford and Ellis with the Accused, took a very dim and resentful view of  this male chauvinist pig victimisation and later left].

However, said the Dean, there was no chance whatsoever of  the Accused accepting the proposed admission.   The Accused ‘refused absolutely’.   What does the reader make of  that?   Does the Dean in fact suppose that the admission to the Maudsley is  Accused-mum’s proposal and telling her it will not take place, shifting the responsibility to the Accused?   It requires no genius at clairvoyance to anticipate that the Accused will refuse the admission, but did the Dean suppose that was the end of  the matter?   Nobody could have anticipated the strength of  Accused-mum’s obsessions and the methods she would use!   However the Dean is claiming that the Accused already knows about the proposal and has already refused.   The only readily available explanation of  this is that on the occasion in l965 when the Dean informed the Accused that his ‘father’  had visited to propose and demand an admission to the Maudsley Hospital Accused-mum was in the hospital, the Dean was interviewing her and was interrupting the interview to speak to the Accused.

Accused-mum, when she had an obsession, however, had a one track mind.  She took the Dean to be ordering her to arrange the admission by subterfuge and deception since the Accused was certain to refuse!   The Dean then ‘ordered’ Accused-mum to keep the interview and the connection between the proposed admission and the London Hospital a secret from the Accused so that he would not ‘cause trouble at the hospital’.   This is a typical manoevre of  the conman - finding an excuse for concealing the accusation from the accused.  Accused-mum did keep the secret.   It was only after she believed Dr May was dead that she considered herself absolved from her promise and revealed to the Accused the part allegedly played by the Accused.  However, Accused-mum was in an obsessional state and also was unfamiliar with vernacular English speech.  English was to her the accusations by the master-race.  Surely what happened was that the Dean realised that Accused-mum had made fool of herself and was telling Accused-mum to forget about the discussion and the proposed admission and, to avoid humiliation, not tell the Accused about it.

Accused-mum herself in later years admitted that she assumed that the Accused was accused of  homosexuality because ‘they accused you of  nothing’.   It is claimed that Conan Doyle once sent telegrams to his friends: “Flee immediately! All is discovered!”.   He then had considerable difficulty in preventing them from taking the next ship out of  the country and in convincing them that nothing was known or discoverd.   If a specific accusation is made, the victim defends himself.   If  he is accused of nothing however he fears that his greatest secret or the most effective accusations will be made if  he inquires further.   This is the basis of  the psychiatric kangaroo court and the type of  victimisation directed against the Accused at the London Hospital.   The Accused then and subsequently took the line of asking “Of what am I accused?”.  He would never be told..but this approach was unique!  Nevertheless, surely Accused-mum should have asked herself: “If  they want to expel him and they have reason to do so then surely they will?  If they need an admission to the Maudsley Hospital which would automatically create  reason, then surely that means they have no excuse already?”.   Surely it should have occurred to her to consult the Accused to discover whether he knew about any accusations against him.  Was it not the Accused’s own affair to decide what would happen and his right - quite apart from his calculations being a good deal more reliable than Accused-mum’s ?

Accused-mum for several years either did not answer such questions or merely quoted the matriarchal allegation that it was her affair and not the Accused’s.   When faced with a repression or some question she did not wish to answer in such discussion she always began yelling accusations of  shame, disgrace and homosexuality.  Eventually however she admitted that she had behaved as she had “because I was so ordered” and  “it was the task I was set”.   

The Accused reports that his mother prior to the admission was behaving as if  hypnotised.   Perhaps this is why  Josef  Breuer describes such hysteria as a ‘hypnoid state’.   Accused-mum did not have obsessions which were inconsistent with her existing system of  obsessions.   She interpreted her own obsessions as the orders or infallible statements of  society or other people.   Rather than  Accused-mum having been hypnotised it sounds as if  her behaviour was from inner motives and that she was suppressing any information or  consideration that might contradict her objective.  Thus perhaps Accused-mum suddenly discovered that she wanted to spend several weeks with the Anglo-German Medical Association in Holland.   Both she and Accused-dad claimed that this was the first occasion she had ever been away on her own and the first occasion she had abandoned the Accused to his own devices.   It wasn’t - but that she believed!  “How am I going to keep him out of  mischief”, she wondered.  “How am I going to prevent Accused-dad from  giving him money?  If he is Accused, then if  I am absent, I will get the Blame?”.  To Accused-mum the psychiatric ward was the ideal solution!  Even if  she did not think up the idea initially, it was very convenient!    

 Accused-mum believed she was sworn (or hynotised) to secrecy and did not implicate Harry May until she thought he was dead and she was absolved.  The Accused had supposed that Dr Last’s accusation that the Accused had addressed him with the words ‘Can I help you?’ had taken place at a meeting of the Anglo-German Medical Association.  Later in the l980s she supposed that Dr Last had died.  Now she said that she had been interviewed by both Dr May and Dr Last.   Mr Webb, when receiving the mysterious phone call from Accused-mum, perhaps, had supposed this must be some Central European problem and had contacted Dr Last.   Dr Last accused the Accused of  saying “Can I help you?”.  Accused-mum still refused to listen when the Accused tried to explain the circumstances of  this remark.   In the l990s she did listen and revealed that she had not supposed that Dr Last was masturbating but that he was conducting a psychiatric examination.  At no point had Dr Last conducted a psychiatric examination of  the Accused and had he done so the Accused would certainly not have resorted to such a hackneyed joke (the victim saying what the psychiatrist is supposed to say).   The Accused had never suspected that Dr Last had been involved!  Why should he be?   Accused-mum’s repetition of  the story were not consistent..sometimes she said that Dr Last was the Accuser and that he sent for Dr May for support and sometimes that Dr May was the Accuser and that he sent for Dr Last for support.   So now we find that the person Dr May supposed to have been Accused-dad may have been Dr Last.  The London Hospital has numerous staff and they do not necessarily ever meet one another.   But who was it that forced his way into the Leyton lodgings, which Accused-dad also denied?   But the evidence now falls in place.   It is possible now that Accused-mum was being interviewed by Dr Last.   On the basis of  her laments Dr Last ran to Dr May, demanding that the Accused be sent to the Maudsley.   Dr May immediately conveyed this to the Accused, supposing that Dr Last was Accused-dad and then conveyed to Accused-mum that the Accused had refused the admission.

Dr Last’s meddling then set up a pretext for the series of  kangaroo courts about baths in women’s wards.

