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Accused-mum, in her latter years, would say that people, medics in particular, did not realise that other people came to them merely to pour out their anxieties, to have someone else to speak to, and not for any action to be taken.  This is a common mistake in the assessment of the role of the medic - who is apt to consider himself not to have time to listen to outpourings and resorts instead to psychiatric short-cuts.  Accused-mum was in the habit of volubly expressing her fears as if they were facts.  Nothing could shut her up.  The Accused discovered, towards the end of her life, that if she was allowed to proceed without interruption for long enough, she then became entirely rational.  We do not know whether that was always the case or whether nobody had previously had the time to listen.   She had in her eighties become much more rational than previously though might still be trapped into laments or inappropriate action when she was afraid of losing money - and it is unlikely that money was not behind the behaviour that led to The Accused’s admission to the Maudsley Hospital in 1964 - money spent by Accused-dad on other women rather than on The Accused, but because she did not wish to admit to herself that such expenditure existed The Accused instead became the victim.

Accused-mum was so beset with her own phobias that not only did she represent them as facts but they became facts.  It was necessary therefore for The Accused to pass out of his mother’s control through establishing financial independence - which Accused-mum saw as a dangerous prospect and identified with homosexuality.  The possibility of  financial independence facilitating -osexuality of some description can hardly be denied.

The Maudsley Admission forced The Accused back into medical studies and provided Accused-mum with the further weapon of the psychiatric threat.  She supposed that the occurrence of the admission, though it was she who had arranged it and without her it would never have taken place,  to constitute an edict that she must henceforth exert even more rigorous control of  The Accused or discouragement of his independence.  If it were not for the confusion created and the deleterious effect on The Accused’s subsequent career that would be all the explanation of the admission that would be needed.  But instead we are committed to searching through Accused-mum’s world of phobias for a specific explanation.  Some such potentially contributing factors - such as the effects of the menopause and hormone treatment thereof have already been mentioned.

The Accused had entered Medical Studies, even if unwillingly so, via a State Grammar School and the Cambridge Open Scholarship System, when younger than his competitors, and had then been awarded the Cambridge 2nd MB two years before the usual minimum age.  Cambridge University has not teaching hospitals - for all the difference it would make - and then passed onto clinical medical studies at the London Hospital Medical College.  The ‘competitive’ route is not necessarily supported by parents, financially or otherwise, and, indeed, the parents may not know a great deal about the students’ career.  Behaviour on the part of  Accused-mum that might be attributed to jealousy was so severe that her knowledge of the Accused’s affairs remained minimal or was replaced by a set of delusions and accusations which were more her own though she would attribute them to other people.  Because this combined with a habit of secretly interfering and drumming up victimization which depended on her being led on into being the leader and agent of the persecutors, a sword of Damocles permanently hung over The Accused.  Accused-mum had been educated, supposedly by John Bowlby, that upbringing was a battle between the wise parent and the misguided child - which may be an appropriate ideology for the Public School but not for the State Grammar School, where the pupil depends on his own efforts and achievements.  The Accused would not be told of  interventions into his affairs and his opinions or facts that he presented were ignored - indeed, automatically labelled delinquencies or delusions and, if there was a response at all, generated threats of  psychiatry.  If  Accused-mum became aware of  any of  The Accused’s wishes, we are assured, she did all she could to prevent him achieving them!  The Accused was severely affected by the parental means test on students’ grants and by   his shortsightedness, had no prospects of  finding the necessary finance and helpful friend with a driving licence to help him attain the essential driving licence for himself.  He was not thus the ideal candidate for a medical career!

The Accused found himself severely victimised when he commenced his clinical medical studies at the London Hospital.  This was because the careers of  British medical graduates depended on their being awarded pre-registration jobs by their teaching hospital.  The London Hospital had students of its own in addition to a handful seconded from Oxford or Cambridge for clinical studies.  There were those at the London Hospital who felt that their rights, security and long-term survival were threatened by what they saw as interlopers - which The Accused was both in the sense of  being a Cambridge student and a former grammar school pupil (for which the term ‘Bolshie’ was used).  There was also a severe prejudice on the part of the members of  the Southern Military Officer Class, to which senior doctors and nurses tended to belong - people older than The Accused rather than his contemporaries - against what they thought was the threat to their preserves or power represented by members of other classes who proceeded ‘competitively’ rather than through inherited class right.  Whatever interpretation be given, The Accused found himself victim of  organised persecution when he entered the medical college in l964 - persecution which on the basis of  facts rather than misrepresentations would justify the award to The Accused of considerable Compensation.

It appeared that between September 1964 and February 1965 these difficulties were being internally resolved at the London Hospital and that The Accused was allocated a role appropriate to a Bolshie which did not put him in competition with anyone else.  But it turned out that Accused-mum’s finger was in the pie, that it proved necessary for The Accused to interrupt his studies in March 1965, on financial grounds, with the aim of  setting up an alternative career to finance his eventual return to medical studies.  This was then stymied by the Accused being admitted to the Maudsley Hospital, the Institute of  Psychiatry.  Or he may have been admitted.  Not even what he was doing there is clear.  

The known facts concerning these events were then a mystery and muddle and have remained so.   The Accused was not aware at the time of any factual connection between the London Hospital Medical College and the admission, if admission it was, to the Maudsley Hospital.  The physicians who attended The Accused, it appears retrospectively, supposed there was such a connection though in fact they were unaware that it was not the London Hospital but Accused-mum who was the relevant motive force and that inevitably Accused-mum would set up a belief that there did exist such a connection - that the Accused had been inadequate as a student or was defective in character and had been punished by the Admission.  This set up a retrospective reconstruction.  Although The Author prefers not to state so quite so directly, The Accused, by most criteria of  judgement, was the most highly educated and intelligent medical student in Britain and was already at this early stage making significant discoveries in the medical field.  The ‘interview system’ - or selection on the basis of  family background or class - called sometimes ‘personality’ - may emphasise other relevant criteria but it has a relatively low respect for education and intelligence.  Workers and students in the health services did not see themselves, as the general public did, as securely placed - and they were not securely placed.  The were under continuous threat and affliction with anxiety.  It was not unnatural therefore for the Public School Boys to protect their closed shop and the ideology and beliefs of  their closed shop.  There is a long tradition of  medics condemning the intelligence and education of  non-medics or outsiders as mental disorder and of inflicting psychiatrisation that replaces the intelligence and education with mental disorder.  As it happens, despite dramatic and bizarre efforts during the Accused’s first four months at the London Hospital to denigrate intelligence and education (those were the words used) as it applied to Cambridge graduates and Bolshies - nobody at the London Hospital accused The Accused of any mental disorder!   This is an interpretation which only arises retrospectively because the admission to the Maudsley Hospital took place (not that anyone there either supposed that The Accused suffered from any mental disorder).  Nevertheless it does arise retrospectively just as if  such an accusation actually occurred - for which reason it was important to The Accused to establish what exactly happened!   The Accused could not just forget about it since although initially perhaps nobody other than Accused-mum knew or cared that The Admission,  about which there appear to have been no records, took place... Accused-mum, if  The Accused found himself again victimised, which he would, would spread stories and involve herself in conspiracies or succumb to conman gerontocratic bullies and put The Accused in danger of being psychiatrised.

The Accused made inquiries over subsequent years - and decades.  At the Maudsley it appeared as if the admission had never taken place.  There was no information at the London Hospital or anywhere else and Accused-mum refused to reveal any facts.  The Accused found himself working in hospitals which did not usually employ British medical graduates or even medical graduates at all as resident doctors and he found himself on the one hand expected to rectify a backlog of decades of  maladministration and on the other found himself victimised for doing so successfully.   Gerontocrats lived in fear of  whistles being blown or fear that there might be credible witnesses who could not readily be deported.  Their defence was that any potential whistleblower can be threatened with psychiatrisation or psychiatrised.   The psychopathic elements at the same time perpetrate what might be whistle-blown and at the same time sit on the secret psychiatric tribunals.  This meant that The Accused found himself victimised because of events at Cartoon Hays Hospital in 1971-2, and because he knew the truth about happenings elsewhere, and found it necessary in 1972 to abandon his job and home in fear of  Accused-mum and the threat of psychiatrisation.

The reader can learn about this in later chapters of this volume and in the next two volumes.  The Accused had been assured that his parents did not believe that any accusation against him had existed at the time of the admission to the Maudsley Hospital (though his mother might be expected, if  in an emotional state and pressurised by gerontocrats to act as if it had).  However around l980 Accused-mum began to produce versions of the story of the admission to the Maudsley which were obviously delusional and incredible but nevertheless asserted that there had been ‘complaints’, ‘misbehaviour’ and disgrace heaped upon The Accused’s parents.  Inaccurate though her memories may have been, Accused-mum believed she had been partially absolved from an oath of silence because, she believed, Harry May was now dead and that a promise made to a dead man (though it may not have been made to Harry May at all) may not be binding.

As the story evolved over the fifteen years after that it emerged that Dr. Last had been the prime agitator.  The Accused had had not reason to suspect him - and his evolvement seems to have arisen from his own emotions or mental disturbance or through his being led on by Accused-mum.  It seems now also likely that Dr Last was the person supposed by Dr May to be Accused-dad whom he reported as coming to him to insist that The Accused by admitted to the Maudsley Hospital.

The Accused wished to set the record straight.  In l981 he submitted a complaint to the General Medical Council on the general issue of the misuse of  psychiatry as a disciplinary procedure and the condemnation of young people to diagnosis and permanent psychiatrisation on the basis of delusional claims made in their absence by parents - as happens in our account of  Malcolm Hartwell’s experiences.   He mentioned some specific instances and named Dr Last in connection with the admission to the Maudsley Hospital.  The Accused assures us, however, that he then had no reason to suspect Dr Last and that he merely deduced a theory that he might have been involved.  The Accused had no other way of  establishing facts other than to make accusations which might provoke denials.  The General Medical Council, as the Accused may subsequently read, reacted by persecuting The Accused for the next two years,. trying to establish a claim that the Accused suffered from a mental disorder!   In this they failed.  However, in l995 The Accused was to receive a summons from the GMC which, in greatest likelihood, was provoked by a fear that he might blow the whistle on circumstances surrounding Accused-mum’s death.  The letter was a catalogue of fabrications - including the allegation that The Accused had in l981-2 confessed to a mental disorder and agreed to supervision by a General Practitioner.  He asked the GMC for the opportunity to draw attention to these errors but instead was subjected to a mock trial which commenced with an aggressive lawyer presenting the fabrications as if they were facts, with The Accused, through the nature of this procedure in which false facts were assumed to be true, unable to deny the fabrications.   During three years of  victimization by GMC lawyers The Accused was accused of mental disorder, though it was not known in what sense and no evidence was presented.  Eventually in l998 The Accused was deregistered by the lawyer, the admission to the Maudsley Hospital being given as a reason.  In fact, it is an essential reason - since if the Accused was at this stage being persecuted, the rest was persecution!

Accused-mum finally, some three weeks before she died in 1995, not may weeks therefore after the second summons from the GMC,  produced a more rational account of  the secret events at the London Hospital.   It is true that The Accused had been aware all along that events might have been exactly thus - and even on arrival at the London Hospital in l964 feared such a sequence, which was consistent with Accused-mum’s known behaviour - though he did not know until he sifted through his parents after his mother’s death, nearer the year 2000, that there had been a similar intervention by Accused-mum during events at Cambridge when an attempt was being made to dissuade him from reading the Pt(ll) in Psychology.  Accused-mum, it appears, had been running around to susceptible gerontocrats for some time creating a great tissue of  misunderstanding!  However, The Accused had not mentioned to Accused-mum the possibility of the story she eventually told and it unlikely that the Accused’s suspicions invented it.   There are circumstances within Accused-mum’s account that are factually correct and which she neither learnt from The Accused nor from any other party who might have contributed in creating a false memory.

There had been no summons or letter from the Dean - a previous claim which had seemed to The Accused unlikely.   The Accused had cut himself off from his parents.  Accused-mum endeavoured to hunt him down.   She traced the Chingford lodgings and arrived after he had already moved into other lodgings.  Mrs Chingford Landlady was an Essex girl, a former London Hospital Sister, addicted to one-upmanship.   She was tormented by Accused-mum who in the attempt to reassure herself would not stop asking  questions until she had provoked a real or imaginary accusation.  Mrs Landlady spotted Accused-mum’s vulnerability - and Accused-mum reacted to her as an authority figure rather than a person with troubles of  her own who needed to be understood.

        “But at least he does not smoke cigarettes!”, pleaded Accused-mum.

        “But he does!”, Landlady triumphantly exclaimed,  “His room used to be full of  packet of cigarettes”.

The author has heard a story that The Accused won these in gambling arcades and subsequently sold them - that is, that he bought, with gambling tokens, on behalf of other people and was on that account and because the sum paid in tokens was higher than the eventual refund price, was not liable to excise tax.

        “The other students are all nice!”, exclaimed the Landlady. 

  This was a favourite dictum of  the landlady, who had seen these students only once, which may have been a reference to the other students being sixteen years old, prettier than The Accused and not old enough to shave.  Accused-mum did not realise that the Accused had moved away before these students had even arrived - nor that they, as he did, had moved away soon after because the rent was too high.   Accused-mum supposed The Accused was being accused of being not nice and, therefore, homosexual - a topic with which Accused-mum was obsessed.  In an earlier version of  the story Accused-mum had insisted that the Dean had told her that there had been complaints from other students (and that the other students were all nice!).  This seemed to The Accused unlikely since The Dean was neither interested in the views of other students (except, apparently, The Accused’s!) nor concerned himself with their internal affairs.   Accused-mum had taken it that if there were complaints they had to be accusations of homosexuality.  The story was consistent with Accused-mum’s view of reality rather than actual reality.   Accused-mum now admitted that the Dean had never made such a statement.   Accused-mum now admitted that this was not an accusation of  homosexuality and that no accusation of  homosexuality had been made by anyone.   This had just been her assumption.

At Cambridge landladies are appointed by the College and paid by the College, the student being sent a bill for reimbursement at the end of term - an arrangement which reduced the frequency of economically induced mental disorders relative to other universities.  The landlady is thus a college employee and also sends daily reports to the College - or supposedly so.  Accused-mum did not realise that at London, and at other universities than Oxford and Cambridge, the landlady is the students’ employee - and that it is necessary not to let the landlady become too much of  the upper hand!  Accused-mum’s misunderstanding had been encouraged by Mrs Chingford having reported that she had been a nursing sister at the London Hospital - though Accused-mum did not realise that Mrs Chingford had long since retired from the London Hospital and had set up with her husband a private hospital or  old people’s home of  her own.

Accused-mum, on account of her earlier experiences in Scotland, had a phobia of landladies and regarded them as superbitches and authority figures.   Accused-mum was therefore convinced that this landlady had gone round the London Hospital making accusations against The Accused and creating trouble for him.   So Accused-mum rushed to the London Hospital to use her skills as a social worker to rescue the Accused.. though she appears to the author to have taken several months to rush from Chingford to Whitechapel.   Nobody knew why she had arrived at the London Hospital and it was she who proposed the idea that there were complaints against The Accused.   Accused-mum found herself interviewed by Dr Last and the young man she supposed to be the Dean.  Accused-mum now said that Dr Last was Jewish rather than German.  Last was a common Jewish name.   There was a Jewish hospital, she pointed out, named after such a person on Golders Green Road. 

It is now known that Accused-mum visited Cambridge on some occasion in l963, without Accused-dad, or interviewed in the absence of  Accused-dad, and then told Accused-dad that the Accused had been Accused of  mental disorder, which he had not, and that The Accused had been refused a place on the Pt ll (Psychology) course, which was untrue.  There was an element in this of  Accused-mum levelling against The Accused accusations that had been made against her by Accused-dad, herself or others.   Accused-dad had then , as his opposite number at Goldsmith’s College, written a letter to the Cambridge Professor of  Psychology, Oliver Zangwill, in which letter he assumed that such accusations had been made.  The possibility arises, therefore, that on this occasion too Accused-dad intervened after having been told a false tale by Accused-mum and that he was, in fact, the Dean’s mysterious visitor whom we now know to be the person who cooked up the notion of an admission to the Maudsley Hospital.  But for Accused-dad to refer The Accused to the leader of the opposition (or, assuming that Accused-dad was The Leader of the Opposition, the Chief of  Police) and The Accused did meet Dr Last on that final occasion outside The Dean’s office.   We suspect now that Accused-mum was in the building at the time and that Dr. Last was liasing between Accused-mum and the Dean.   There is also the mystery of the anonymous person claiming to be Accused-dad who broke into The Accused’s lodgings.

Although Accused-mum now unequivocally admitted that The Accused had been accused of  nothing, she continued to maintain that she had been ‘ordered’ to arrange an admission to the Maudsley Hospital by trickery and deception - it being certain that The Accused would refuse - that she was told that The Accused would be expelled if she did not succeed and would be awarded a house job eventually if  she succeeded and that she was ordered to conceal from The Accused the connection between college and admission and the fact that she had visited the college.   However, this is likely to have been a misunderstanding, a delusion and obsession that was largely manufactured by Accused-mum herself and the manner in which Accused-mum now related events came close to admitting this.

        “I have been very foolish!”, she lamented.

Accused-mum was under the impression that Dr Last, who was the London Hospital’s Department of  Electroencephalography, was speaking to her in the capacity of  being a psychiatrist, that he had adequate knowledge of  The Accused and had performed upon The Accused some manner of  psychiatric examination.  He had not.  He may have been influenced by Accused-mum’s statements - and it may have had an effect that her statements contradicted those made elsewhere by The Accused or those in records.   In particular, Accused-mum found it impossible to accept as fact anything on the part of  The Accused that might appear as academic success, or success on the chess board, or any other form of success or favourable opinion.   She told stories about his having supposedly spent an extra year at school because he had failed exams, denied that he had taken the Pt.II(Psychology) at Cambridge or that he had taken or been awarded a degree - claiming also that his third year at Cambridge was spent preparing for and taking previously failed exams.  If The Accused had attempted to correct his mother on such points he was shouted down and threatened with psychiatry!  This was also a reason for The Accused being reticent at the Maudsley Hospital itself.   The world of The Mother is always regarded as supreme.

But surely Dr Last had been acting in a very irresponsible or criminal manner.  He had been acting in the manner of  a psychiatrist.   An explanation had over the years emerged.   In l934 Accused-dad had qualified in Medicine at Vienna and Accused-dad in Berlin.  Both had promptly moved to Britain.  How Dr Last obtained the necessary British citizenship and British qualifications is not known.   Perhaps he didn’t.   Perhaps that was the problem!   Dr Last landed a job as the superintendent of  a small Essex mental hospital.   This was a considerable achievement  ..and a secure job, unlike Accused-dad’s more adventurous job in the army.   Mental hospital superintendents, although absolute dictators on their own territory, were regarded as fools by the intellectual elite.   On the other hand,  Accused-dad was reputed to be the greatest intellectual, spy and psychiatrist in history.  Accused-dad was chosen to be a ‘Fellow in Child Psychiatry’, working and being trained by Dr. Kimber at Hill End Hospital together with  pretty Jewish girl, a Dr Rosenberg.   Dr Rosenberg was then unable to find a job because she was Jewish.   But then Dr Last appointed her as his assistant.   She reported that all was different at Dr Last’s hospital, even though he was ‘German’.   The fact that she was Jewish was ignored and never mentioned.  No doubt Dr Last, feeling persecuted in a foreign country, was not unattracted by this pretty Jewish girl.  However, Dr Rosenberg had not been brought up in the mental hospital tradition.  She spoke commonsense and not psychiatric jargon.   Dr Last supposed this was ‘Child Psychiatry’, a complex intellectual psychiatric theory beyond his understanding and that he was being humiliated and rejected by the erudite Dr Rosenberg.   Dr Last was however forever hearing about this Dr  Graf, the world’s greatest intellectual, psychiatrist and spy!

Dr Last’s hospital was closed down.  In compensation he was employed as electroencephalographer at the London Hospital.   But in the eyes of  his fashionable colleagues he was ‘only the electroencephalographer’.   Although he knew himself to be more intelligent and a better doctor than these fashionable colleague,  who pretended to be English,  he was shunned by them as not in their league.

Dr Last was asked to perform with the other psychiatrists on the l965 Introductory Course.  He was not usually asked to perform for students - unlike Accused-dad, who was a part-time professor of  psychology.   He was nervous.   He did not wish to be humiliated before his self-opinionated snob colleagues.   Then the Accused appeared who also was rumoured to be the world’s greatest intellectual, psychiatrist and spy.   Although the Accused was not pretty by British standards,  the males of  Dr Last and Accused-dad’s culture, although not as tall as the English, were more built as Hercules than as Adonis.   By their standards, the Accused was Miss Universe.   So initially the Accused was both Accused-dad and Dr Rosenberg,  but more Dr Rosenberg humiliating him with the mysterious intellectual ‘Child Psychiatry’.   The Accused was to learn however from Dr Last skills as a general medical practitioner - which he was to find useful when he himself was mental hospital doctor surrounded with unusual medical phenomena found nowhere else.   Then the Accused deserted Dr Last.   Then Accused-mum appeared with her tales of  being persecuted by Accused-dad and the Accused.  Now the Accused was Accused-dad and Accused-mum was Dr Rosenberg.   Dr Last had to rescue the fair lady from the dragon!

Accused-mum admitted that she had been misled and had blundered.   The Accused had lived through unnecessary misery.   But she expressed no bitterness towards Dr Last.  She recognised him as the greatest victim.

         “Can you imagine how he felt...what misery his life must have been?”.

She was aware of this, perhaps.

The Accused had interviewed Aubrey Lewis, retreated into the Ward to escape from Accused-mum’s potential threats and been told by Dr Shepherd, who had replaced the retired Aubrey Lewis, to leave and come back on a later occasion by  Dr Shepherd.   Perhaps he was not expected to return - but The Accused did not like to let people down and returned some weeks later either because he did not realise that his mother was going on holiday anyway,  that this was sufficient to deal with her obsessions and that the admission was unnecessary  and/or because he felt he would disappoint  Dr Shepherd if  he did not return.   The Accused did have this absurd softness of  heart, a reluctance to hurt or offend anyone!   Accused-mum now said that it had been the Accused’s own decision to enter the Maudsley Hospital, that he had negotiated the admission without his parents’ knowledge and that he had vanished without prior notice.   His parents had not expected him to accept the admission and  Accused-dad  had been very hurt by his doing so.  She had arrived home (in London) one day and  Accused had mournfully informed her “Roland has gone!”.

Perhaps there was here another misunderstanding!  Sir  Oscar Wilde  Bart. in his ‘De Profundis’ speaks of  ‘shame’ and this presumed to be a confession, that there has to be something to be ashamed of.   But this is not so.   The Accused’s whole life was shattered because Accused-mum gatecrashed the interview with Aubrey Lewis and his neurotic and extremist attitudes towards alleged homosexuality inflamed her obsessions.   The Accused had done nothing for which he could be blamed.  But there was nothing to save him from the ultimate disgrace, as society regards it, of  being admitted to a psychiatric ward.   There was, once this happened, no explanation to offer.   This is humiliation or shame.   There was after that nobody to whom he could or dared to speak. Any person who admits to being admitted to a psychiatric ward or  ever mentions it (even in the context of it having been an injustice) condemns himself..   This was not something of  which The Accused would have spoken even to the parents who had arranged it.   Before the Maudsley Hospital The Accused was acknowledged as one of  the most intelligent and educated youths of  his generation and with a bright future.   Once he his mother had gatecrashed his meeting with Sir Aubrey Lewis, everything was lost!

Accused-mum was interviewed by Dr Steiner.   However, she then went on holiday to Holland.   She had no knowledge, she was to say when giving her final account in l995, of  the admission, had no knowledge of  the outcome.   She identified the admission with the interview with Aubrey Lewis and therefore his ‘orders’ to Accused mum to keep him away from chessplayers and homosexuals.   This had been an obsession and was the explanation for the Accused in his subsequent life being repeatedly tricked by his mother,  by her repeatedly and unexpectedly wrecking all that he had reachieved.  He would repeatedly try to build up all again only for his mother to wreck all again by deceptions, trickery or sudden irrational obsession!

It could be argued that had The Accused’s parents been more financially and otherwise supportive of his early career and had there been no admission to the Maudsley Hospital, he might have become a physician or psychiatrist and that would have transformed Medicine and Psychiatry.   But then, had his parents been more supportive he might have then taken the opportunity to get out of  Medicine altogether and become perhaps the alleged Secret Service Chief.   It was the admission to the Maudsley that forced The Accused back to the college when he had already left and was planning to move into other directions.   Also, had The Accused’s career been more successful he might not have gained the experiences necessary to promote understanding.

It might appear that in l964 there was no medic, old or young, who could, as a scientist or theorist, compete with The Accused.   He was a threat to orthodoxy and ignorance.   Only his parents and the threat of psychiatry could keep him down.   His parents were employed to do this and nobody condemned him more vehemently.  In the l980s his parents were claiming that The Accused had ‘misbehaved’ at the London Hospital and had thereby precipitated the admission to the Maudsley Hospital, which had brought shame and disgrace to his parents and had seriously damaged Accused-dad’s career.   Towards the end of their lives, however, both of his parents admitted that they had always agreed with his views, that they had acted out of fear of persecution.  They now regretted that they had impeded his career, which, they felt might otherwise have been a scintillating occurrence.

The reader has been acquainted with the likelihood that the real reason for the Maudsley Admission was financial - that his parents could not or did not wish to pay for his studies or feared that if he earned a living Accused-dad would have to pay more tax or Accused-mum would lose her supposed job paid by Accused-dad of looking after The Accused.   The admission to the Maudsley was intended to blame his poverty on him rather than their failure to provide - and to force him back to medical studies and to prevent him from earning a living.   Accused-mum identified ‘homosexuality’ - her obsession - with The Accused being possession of  money under his own control.   Accused-mum’s final word on this is that she did not know whether the claim by The Accused that she may have been propelled in l964-5 by alarm at pressure from the London Hospital that Accused-dad more convincingly finance The Accused.  She said however that finance was mentioned at the Maudsley Hospital and that the doctors there suggested the cruel arrangement that ensued.   She also said that she was told at the London Hospital at the time of  her first secret visit and again subsequently, by John Ellis, that a contribution of at least ten pounds a week was appropriate.  Accused-dad’s final word on this is that he did at some point encounter some approaches about finance and that he had not been aware that he was expected to provide finance towards The Accused’s studies whether at Cambridge or at London.  The reader will recall that when a letter arrived from the Director of  Education prior to The Accused commencing studies at Cambridge,  Accused-mum made a great scene and he was not to be paid an allowance! 

The solution to the mystery which has been suggested is not perfect.   Accused-mum in her memories, when she described what was supposedly one interview, would amalgamate several interviews, including those at Cambridge and one later with Dr Ellis.   Perhaps several interviews took place at the London Hospital during l964-5, including one perhaps even, before the Accused had commenced his London studies, with his Introductory Course ‘tutor’ (who knew nothing about him).   We do not know what conspiracies took place.  Perhaps also there was one or more approach concerning the Accused’s finances.   The Accused was to discover from documents unearthed in the late l990s that the London Hospital had fee-paying students (whose fees were not paid by the state).   This might to some degree explain the apparently low academic standards.   The Dean is more likely to have had dealings with and behaved as a Public School Headmaster towards parents of  fee-paying students.   It was usual for the Headmaster when negotiating fees to give the impression that pupils were inadequate, that he was doing the parents a favour.  Because of  the problems in the Leicester education department in l964 there would have been delays in the payment of  the Accused’s fees which, perhaps, led to the impression that he was a fee-paying student and the Accused’s parents may have been approached under this misapprehension.  [In later years the Accused’s parents, misled, as the Accused puts it, by Dr Ellis, did, without the Accused’s knowledge, unnecessarily pay fees, or so it The Accused’s parents have claimed, even though he himself was remained inadequately financed].

Accused-mum eventually died because of  her Munchausen’s Syndrome - her capacity to plant opinions or  to create a create a consensus by running around from doctor to doctor, from A to B to C to D to E saying ‘B says, C says, D says...’.   In order to save money she got herself admitted to a hospice under the false claim that she was dying of  intestinal obstruction caused by a carcinoma.  She lost control of  the plot and ended up prematurely dead.  It is likely that in the very similar manoeuvre which led to the admission to the Maudsley Hospital was also primarily financially motivated.

Accused-mum sometimes used the expression ‘My Great Shock’ which apparently had some connection with the Maudsley Hospital.   It may have been the death of  her mother, the menopause  or  a phone call from Mme Enorme or  some other circumstance already mentioned or some other.  According to Accused-mum Mme Enorme was not at this time Accused-dad’s only lady friend.   Mme Enorme had eight children.   Another had five children.   This could have been expensive.  The Accused claims on occasion to have shared his bed  in Leicester with the son of another one of  The Accused’s lady friends and  the grandson of  another was in the latter l970s to be a member of  his chess club.  Accused-mum in latter l964 turns out to have been collecting leaflets on bereavement and widowhood - and may therefore have been fearing that Accused-dad was in declining health.   Perhaps the Great Shock was an amalgamation of  events which Accused-mum treated as if one.

In her final account Accused-mum said that she was unaware that The Accused had abandoned or interrupted his medical studies in March 1965.  She was apparently under the impression that the admission was necessary for him to remain at the college, that he wished to remain and that she was doing him a good turn by manoeuvering him into this admission by elaborate deception and fraud.   The notion that The Accused was in danger of expulsion if he did not accept an admission to the Maudsley is ridiculous.   There could exist no grounds for expulsion without it and rather, if any attempt was made, The Accused had clear-cut grounds for suing the college in the Courts.  Accused-mum saw herself as ensuring that The Accused remained at the College, unaware that The Accused wanted to leave (and had left).  Accused-mum never bothered to ask The Accused anything nor took any notice of  anything she said.  But she  was during most of  September to April 2004, when, apparently all this took place, out of touch with The Accused - which, she said, she was too ashamed to admit to her interviewers.

The Accused’s parents, his mother in particular, were afraid that they would be hammered by the government for double residency - for having rooms in London - and later a house in Hendon - in addition to Briarwood, the castle in Leicester.   This was therefore concealed during Accused-mum’s dealings at the London Hospital, the Maudsley and elsewhere, creating confusions which rebounded against The Accused - who had to cooperate with the concealments.   Accused-mum also supposed that The Accused, if he or his parents moved away from Leicester or had partial residence elsewhere, would no longer be eligible for payment of any grant or tuition fees by Leicester Council - and nothing could persuade her this was not the case.  She was also hoping for financial support from a London council - Barnet Council eventually - towards her intended Open University studies, for which purpose it was necessary to conceal, she supposed, not only that she had a residence in Leicester but that The Accused was being paid tuition fees via Leicester.  Letters from Leicester Council concerning such fees were confiscated by The Accused’s parents and not shown to The Accused.  An excuse for this was that they were regularly framed as letters addressed to Accused-dad, with copies in a separate envelope addressed to The Accused.  Accused mum would rant that such letters were none of  The Accused’s business and that he was not entitled to see such letters.  The Accused discovered a number of potentially significant letters amongst correspondence of his father discovered at Briarwood in l988.  This included a correspondence of March-April  1965 during which Accused-dad, presumably under pressure from Accused-mum, who hatched such ideas, attempted to obtain a grant for illness from the council in place of a grant for The Accused to study!  Dr Elf Thomas, who was acquainted with The Accused’s and had been more aware of The Accused’s circumstances than his parents were themselves, stated the obvious at length and very politely and without revealing he had any acquaintance with The Accused’s affairs.

Historians are deterred by incompatible facts.  But incompatible facts regularly occur.  They are part of human nature.  The right side of the brain does not know what the left side is doing.  So The Accused’s parents did know he had left the college.  Or perhaps they supposed that he had been expelled  before this voluntary departure.  They had been out of touch with The Accused and while they had been out of touch Acccused-mum came up with this story that he would be expelled if she did not drive him to the Maudsley Hospital.  She had had no contact with him, had not driven him and was unaware that matters were proceeding perfectly well at the College.   This would explain the degree of her obsession that he must enter the Maudsley when they eventually did meet.  Either this interview at the London Hospital took place while the persecution was still rampant or it took place but was assumed o refer to this persecution and put back time!  The correspondence with Dr Thomas reveals a possible motivation behind the admission - that it was intended to generate sickness benefit - but not, presumably, money under The Accused’s control.  The admission did provide The Accused with free board and lodgings while his mother was on holiday in Holland!  The author points out, however, that even had The Accused not left the hospital he would have had no compulsory teaching courses until October, the time of the next clinic-pathological course, which was when he, in any case, resumed and Accused-mum may have suggested to the Dean that he wangle a form of sickness allowance during this period in lieu of tuition fees.  It is on the cards that Dr May, who had expected The Accused to remain as a hanger-on, never became aware that The Accused had been admitted to the Maudsley Hospital during the period or that, if that was so, that this was other than an elective period of study.  Dr Sterner, at the Maudsley, thought he was obtaining information from Dr Last or Dr May, but actually was receivingi information from only Accused-mum.  Dr last had no other source of information and this is likely to have been true of another informants he supposed existed.

While the admission was taking place Accused dad was approached by the Austrian government with a request that he subsidise his mother’s medical care.   The Accused wrote to the Austrian consulate with some bitterness.   He had been persecuted and refused a living in his native country and had been driven abroad.  His father had died under mysterious circumstances, supposedly from a heart attack when he was in perfect health.   He had been denied access to the body and, indeed, was not told where it was.  Others in a similar position had been given substantial financial compensation while he had had to struggle without assistance.   It would be more appropriate for him to be offered compensation instead of  a demand for money!  Perhaps this put such thoughts in his mind when he spoke to Dr Steiner.

It turned out also from the correspondence discovered in l988, that during the period when The Accused was at the Maudsley Hospital that a relative who was not known to the Accused had died in Hollywood.   This had resulted in a distribution of  legacies to relatives.  One went to Accused-dad (whose cost of women appeared to exceed his income) and another to the Accused’s cousin Stephen, who also lived in Hollywood (Accused-dad’s relatives seemed to).   This provided the finance that enabled Stephen to come over to see The Accused - but The Accused received nothing.   Had his existence not been concealed he would have, in accordance with family traditions, have received the lion’s share - because he bore the family name and if  he could afford to marry would be in a position to perpetuate it.   The Accused is the last of the line.  This tradition leads to accusations of  homosexuality by the womenfolk who seek to enforce the first law of  heterosexualism. So Accused-dad rather than The Accused became entitled to this homosexual money and, although he only got the thousand pounds, this went to Accused-mum and/or Mme Enorme and not The Accused.  The admission might, therefore have taken place to prevent The Accused finding out about this or revealing his existence.).     

Ever since Ingrid had returned to Vienna The Accused’s parents had withheld all letters written to him by relatives and had ensured that he had no contact with them. There turned up in l988 also a case addressed to the Accused containing his late grandmother’s papers which had been delivered in l968 but concealed from him.   It turned out from copies of letters therein that also during the period of  the admission she had been writing around -  to the British Medical Association and the Austrian Consulate - trying to contact the Accused.   Accused-dad had written to her that the Accused refused to answer her letters (which he never received).   Accused-dad lamented with accusations against the Accused.   Oma had replied that the Accused was a ‘fine upstanding young man’ and that Accused-dad had been misled by ‘malicious people’.   The Accused supposed she meant Accused-mum.   The specific problem relating to Ma however is that she wanted The Accused to inherit her money - or her collection of postage stamps, which she considered to be valuable - whereas Accused-mum anted the money for herself (via Accused-dad inheriting at least half of it).  This opposition to The Accused becoming Oma’s heir was a long-standing obsession with Accused-mum about which the reader has already learnt and the papers in the case revealed further shenanigans which will be discussed in later chapters.  In her l995 reminiscences Accused-mum says she was unaware that Ma had always intended to leave her estate, trivial though she supposed it to be, to The Accused, that she did not know that Oma had discussed this with The Accused already in Abergavenny, that she knew nothing about the postage stamps nor that Oma had already been sending them, that she did not realise that Oma had written to The Accused about the money deposited in l963 in Ireland to pay for his studies, that he had replied, nor that Oma had made arrangements that the money would automatically go to St. Dunstans if his parents tried to grab it, which, in March l964, they did!  That is hardly credible!  But so apparently Accused-mum persuaded herself it had been!

It turns out also that during this period Accused-dad obtained an approach from the Austrian government asking to pay for accommodation made available to Oma when she was no longer as young and healthy as she had been previously.  Accused-dad replied with some emotion, saying that he had been refused employment in Austria because his father had been Jewish.  His father had vanished mysteriously soon after the Nazis took over and it had been claimed that he had died of a heart attack - though his heart had previously been perfectly healthy.  He had been given no monetary compensation for this discrimination though others who had survived had been so - and that it would be more appropriate for the Austrian government to offer him money instead of asking for it.  The letter is reminiscent of the account given by Dr Steiner of the prejudices against The Accused after his meeting with Accused-dad.  The Accused had at that time never been accused of  being Jewish or homosexual - or not with any malicious intent - and that after all, was what his persecutors wanted him to be!  Accused-dad almost certainly had been so accused (of being Jewish, homosexual and everything else) and not only so by Accused-mum.  

As previously stated, The Accused, when he first encountered his mother’s obsession that he must enter the Maudsley was not aware that she was planning to go on holiday to Holland - which took place over the period the admission.  If he had done so he would at the time have explained away the obsession as fear that Accused-dad would bring Ms Enorme to one of  her houses in her absence (He did so to Briarwood and not, as she subsequently supposed, on a later occasion, the Hendon  house).  Since she could not admit this to herself she became strongly possessed instead with the fear that Accused-dad would spend money on The Accused in the absence of her supervision, which became motivation for the admission.  This might also explain Accused-dad’s failure vigorously to oppose Accused-mum’s machinations.

Accused-mum’s retrospective reminiscences may be unreliable and may be influenced by the questions asked by the Accused.   However she reported also that her obsessions had been fueled by the disputes between the Accused and Roger Scone extensively reported in the local press (mainly by the Accused).   Bill Oakfield had been conducting a vendetta against the Accused ever since his son appeared in an under-13 B team whereas the father supposed an  A team would have been  more prestigious.   According to Accused-mum she received nuisance calls or abuse from Oakfield directed against the Accused which she had taken seriously and had affected her mental state.

John Vivian procured for the Accuseds a yellow Labrador dog whom they called Sven (The Labrador, which is not averse to northerly climes and water, is an ideal companion for a Viking).   When the  Accused’s were staying in Cricklewood the Accused would take Sven for runs in the nearby Gladstone Park, running at top speed while the dog  kept up with  him.   Accused-mum, accompanied by the Accused,  searched around for a house to buy in London.   Accused-dad was not inspired by this further threat to his purse.   Accused-mum was obsessed with property, he confessed.   He himself, he confessed, would be perfectly happy with a little room.

If  the Accused had been more confident of  his friendship with David Davis he might perhaps have stayed in London more permanently after the admission to the Maudsley.  But he returned back to Leicester (though occasionally traveling visiting London via Accused-mum’s car).   The Accused had earlier in the year moved to Briarwood after interrupting his studies in the hope of  being able to attend unmolested by his parents to the task of  finding a way of  earning  a living.   His parents had however also mysteriously returned,  his father inexplicably remaining off work, his parents had remained and hounded and hounded him until he had retreated to the  Maudsley Hospital.   On that occasion it was Accused-mum who was hounding.   The Accused, after the admission to the Maudsley, still hoped , as before, to attend to earning a living, not to return to the college.  There was surely now little point in returning to the college.  A situation now evolved however with Accused-dad again being on holiday and this time it was Accused-dad who was hounding and hounding and hounding the Accused to return to the medical college.   The Accused repeatedly said he did not wish to return - or not yet.  He had been promised that he could stay away as long as chose.   The Accused would lose his place at the college if he did not return, Accused-dad would agitate and it was Accused-mum who took over when he rested!  No he would not, said the Accused.  If  he thought that he should write to the Dean asking him to confirm it, said Accused-mum.    As it stood the Dean had promised, thought the Accused, but inquiring again would give him the opportunity of changing his mind.  But he could not convey this complicated argument to his anxious parents.   Whoever was Accused-dad so anxious to get him out of  Briarwood? - wondered the Accused.  His father was bound to return to work, he told himself.   Sooner or  later his parents would leave and allow him to attend to his own affairs.  But week after week after week the Accused was hounded and hounded and hounded.   The Accused decided eventually that unless he gave in his father would never return to work and his parents would never leave!   So the Accused reluctantly arranged to return to the Medical College.

In later years Accused-mum would confess that she had had unrealistic notions.    She had inspected, for instance, houses on Bishop’s Avenue,  the Millionaires’  Row in North London inhabited by Lord Sainsbury and Emil  Savundra.   Emil had been in prison for two years in Pakistan after being accidentally implicated during an Interpol investigation of false insurance claims for imaginary shipping cargoes.  Possibly under other circumstances this conviction might have been regarded as dubious but it served as background to prove Emil was a criminal when his Fire, Auto and Marine Insurance Company Collapsed.   This company had undercut its rivals.   So perhaps he had made unrealistic calculations and perhaps he was a criminal.   It was alleged that he had been relying on cash flow, that money from new policies paid for the claims on the old ones but that the premiums were actually too low to cover expenses.   On the other hand, it may just have been that he was foreign, not a member of  the club and undercutting those that were.   When a company collapsed the owner was regularly accused of  false accounting or criminality though if  companies did not collapse their owners were not so accused.   A foreigner had a greater chance of being Found Out.  Those who were in the club would protect their own but, when the opportunity arose, ganged up against and pulled the rug from under outsiders.   When Savundra was still flourishing he claimed that he based his insurance praemiums on the same published risk statistics as his rivals but was cutting profit margins, rather than charging unrealistically low praemiums, to attract more business.   He could be expected to make arrangements with other companies so as to insure himself against unexpectedly high claims, but if  he was undercutting his rivals perhaps they were not excessively cooperative.    The author therefore cannot be certain that Savundra was any more crooked than the average millionaire.   Another celebrated criminal of  the period was  John Bloom, a  Jew who sold washing machines.   In his case too it was not clear that he was any more dishonest than the average millionaire.

Paul Nutt inured his hip playing football and was detained in an orthopaedic hospital nine miles from Leicester.   The Accused cycled out to visit him.   The nurses obligingly drew the curtains around the bed to provide privacy.   The Accused failed to understand the reason for this and waited outside until the curtains were drawn back.   This did not happen until the nurses presumed the Accused had finished his visit, did not know that no visit had taken place and The Accused left.

 The Accused went with Peter Killick to a chess tournament at Butlin’s at Bognor Regis.  

    “Hello campers! Wakey! Wakey!  Sorry.. it is only five thirty.  I’ve made a mistake.  You can go back to sleep again”.

   Alan Edwards excelled himself at this tournament by drawing in the last round with the Romanian Grand Master Drimer whom the Accused had been teasing with jokes about KGB minders.   KGB jokes always went down well with chessplayers from Iron Curtain countries - and with the KGB.   Chessplayers however were never allocated KGB minders of  the seductive quality reserved for James Bond and Public School Boys.   They had to be satisfied with overweight, middle-aged hulks who closely resembled the caricatures that appeared in newspaper cartoons.   The Accused is believed to have beaten at least one International Master - but that only because he had never heard of him!  The Accused regularly beat International Masters so long as they were foreign, he had never heard of them, they were surrounded by no propaganda and played the King’s Gambit.

The Accused was in the habit of  anticipating defeat against the better known British young players and would, therefore, take measures to ensure such defeats.  This resulted in the publication of  brilliant games played these brilliant young players against The Accused’s Dover Attack.  (1e4  a6).  The theory was that brilliant young players were theory experts whereas The Accused was not .. and the Dover Attack, supposedly, was not theory.  As a matter of fact, not only were these brilliant young players to write books about the Dover Attack under other names, but nothing, unless it is downright bad, avoids theory and The Accused did not particularly succumb to theory, even though he didn’t know any.  The Dover Attack, under such circumstances proved unsuccessful.

Harry Golombek, the Times chess correspondent, remarked, when The Accused whined after his game with George Botterill .. that George was a patzer, not a great master such as The Accused, that an injustice had been done, it was due to the light ... George is a chess player of considerable stature and The Accused would not have made such comments about an opponent, if any such exist, about whom they might be taken seriously, that the Dover Attack was a ‘sort of  Sicilian’.  1..a6 against anything or everything is nowadays considered quite sound .. but The Accused usually played the sequence 2..e6 and 3..c5 (against 1 e4, 2 d4 and 3 Nf3).  This carries the danger of inviting tactical or sacrificial variations of the Sicilian Defence, such as the Centre Gambit a tempo behind.  . 2 c4 is also a move .  Botterrill played 1 e4 a6 2 d4 e6 3 c3 c5 4Nf3, establishing a strong   and, eventually, as happens on these occasions caused trouble with e5 and an attack on the castled king. (with a bishop sacrifice on h7).  The Accused had supposed that this ploy did not work though George followed it up by a standard routine with which The Accused was not familiar - and perhaps not George either, since he spent a considerable amount of time working it out.  Perhaps The Accused was upset that Mr. Botterill had not played 1 e4 a6 2 d4 e6 3 Nf3 c5 4 e5 .. with which The Accused’s opponents, as White, had not fared particularly well.  He felt perhaps that Botterill had been cheating by choosing a supposedly solid unenterprising set-up instead of going for the attempted immediate refutation.   But it does not seem to the author that The Accused had much to complain about.  If Botterill won with consummate ease, without having to exert abnormal skill or effort, that does not mean he was playing badly.  The Accused has on some subsequent occasions tried the transposition 1e4 c5 2 c3 a6 with much the same outcome and so against less distinguished opposition.  The reason for The Accused’s annoyance was perhaps that the game made him think that 2..e6 might be the wrong move and that 2..g6 might be better.  The Accused was at that time under the delusion that 1e4 c5 2c3 was refuted by 2 g6 and a fianchetto.

This tournament was a failure.  They were all failures.  But The Accused, in fact, did not do too badly despite the lighting, his lack of talent and his play being even worse than his lack of talent dictated.  Bob Wade would claim that The Accused had some internal psychology that prevented him from winning games.   If so.. this may have been the memory of  how his mother had tormented him during the British Boys Under Fifteen Championship at Plymouth.  The Accused, when playing in tournaments might wake up screaming as he  recalled these events or he might suddenly recall them when playing a game.  Bob Wade asked The Accused whether he would be playing in the Premier at Hastings.   The Accused did not know what he was talking about.  That tournament was well above The Accused’s class and entry by invitation only.

 The Accused went to Skegness with Mick  Stokes and Johnny Clifford and perhaps some other friends of Mick Stokes by train... as a day at the seaside, not to play chess.... and lost contact with them soon after arrival and did not find them again until shortly before departing.   The Accused has written an epic poem about this adventure.

When  Accused-mum travelled to and fro by car between Leicester and London she sometimes took with her  the Accused and the dog - and occasionally Accused-dad.  Accused-dad tried to avoid Accused-mum’s car.   Accused-mum was over-cautious in towns or built-up areas, annoying other drivers with her snailspace progress and her religiously enacting the routines she had leant which, judging from the noises produced by the car might not have been appropriate.  However, once on the M1 motorway she supposed that the seventy mile an hour speed limit signs meant that she was not permitted to drive at a lower speed.  When driving the small Ford Anglia (later models of  which were called the Popular, the term Anglia being transferred to a more modern car) or  the Hillman Imp the car would vibrate furiously.   The Accused would sit in the front passenger seat with his muscles tensed and his feet pressed against the front panel as a precaution against a possible crash.  He would however seem calm while his father, if present, would tear out his hair with anxiety on the back seat.    On one occasion - when Accused-dad was not present - Accused mum’s breaks failed and she travelled for miles at eighty miles an hour with lorries on each side.  The Accused wondered whether this was creating a aerodynamics which was keeping the car, which appeared to be out of  control,  on an appropriate path.   Accused-mum however drove back to Briarwood without interruption, the breaks recovering somewhere en route.  Accused-mum was surprised that the Accused had shown no signs of  fear (or, as she had put it, had not been afraid).   There was no point in being afraid, answered the Accused.   As a matter of  fact, he was not afraid.   He felt that God, after his having been granted such thorough preparation for his mission in life, would not sacrifice him so soon.

The evidence was consistent with this theory.   Another illustration took place when he was crossing Leicester’s Charles Street to take himself from Granny Street to London Road (the continuation of Granny Street).  This is a crossing where cars are in the habit of  swerving into Charles Street at speed, posing a hazard to pedestrians.    Suddenly such a speed merchant tore round along the road.   The Accused calculated that he could not guarantee avoiding a collision.   So he decided to jump upwards and then over the bonnet of  the car as it passed by.   This turned out more to be vaulting, or somersaulting, with the hands on the bonnet and the legs swinging over above...which was more automatic than calculated. The Accused has been incapable of voluntary somersaults and acrobatics.  He then calmly continued to the other side of  the road.   The driver looked horrified, accelerated and sped off with a great screech  like a streak of  lightning.

Accused-mum, with the dog  Sven, succumbed to one of  her characteristic self-injuries on the lines of  the admission to the Maudsley Hospital.   She formed the delusion that the London landlord, Mr. Benjian, objected to Sven.  He did not do so at all!  But this Accused-mum repeated over and over again in her usual obsessional manner.   She was enacting  a Heterosexualist  St. George’s Reaction on the dog.   [The Accused’s term for what later came to be called Munchausen’s Syndrome by Proxy.  The fair maiden whines at St. George who then rescues her by slaying the dragon - which was not her intention - as opposed to the heterosexualist St. George’s syndrome in which the intended St. George spares the dragon and takes responsibility and blame].  Accused-dad, tormented by these continuous laments, when the Accuseds were staying in Leicester, advertised in the Leicester Mercury for someone to adopt the dog,  A free dog was a bargain.   A gentleman duly arrived for the dog.   He appeared just a little too affectionate towards the dog to be credible.    The Accuseds felt that he was a conman and Accused-mum suspected he wanted to convert Sven into sausages.   But they let him go nevertheless.   Then Accused-mum whined that she had not expected Accused-dad to take her whining seriously, had not wished him to advertise in the paper and not wished the dog to be taken away.   But to The Accused this was just another performance of  his mother in the role of  Mistress Takeaway.   She took away everything,  allowed him no company and had now taken away his dog (who, with the fleetfooted Accused, had had a happy time).   Accused-mum appeared to be unable to resist acts of  cruelty.

The Accused supposed that Olive Road was unrealistically far away from the Medical College.   Such and such  person, Accused-mum would yell, travelled fifteen miles a day to attend such and such a Medical School.   But then such and such a person drove a car!   Accused-dad found it was possible to travel by tube, Via Kilburn High Road, or  by train (joining the tube at Liverpool Street or  Stratford or walking from Liverpool Street).   One of  the Accused’s objections to living with Accused-mum was the freezing cold at Briarwood during winter.  The Accused came to the conclusion that wherever his parents lived it was freezing cold.   At Olive Road Accused-mum would rush into his room either to switch off the gas fire to avoid expense or  else would yell that he was sitting too close to the fire,  though the room more than two inches from the fire was an ice-box.

The arrangement was much more successful than might have been expected.   Accused-mum did not abuse the Accused and there were no arguments.   The Accused was even given money!   The Accused would be cooked breakfast each morning.   There was, however, a snag.   The Accused had to get up at five in the morning.   He was not likely to get back home before eleven at night.   He was therefore using up a great deal of  energy.   So, despite the fact that he was provided with breakfast and despite the fact that it was in the long term useful to conserve money The Accused always hungry despite the breakfast and bought another breakfast en route to the college!   It was not that Accused-mum provided what anyone else would consider inadequate meals.   The Accused had a high metabolic rate, underwent continuous activity and had an enormous appetite!

The Accused regretted that he could invite no friends to Olive Road.   It was impracticable.  So much time was spent travelling that the Accused had no time other than for that and for attending college.   Possibly the Accused spread out or interrupted the journeys to avoid boredom.   The trains in the morning seemed to choose their routes at random.   They got there eventually - but appeared to travel all over Greater London,  each train taking a different route, sometimes with several changes.   The Accused recollects travelling back by tube rather than train - and if his memory is correct in that presumably the same weekly ticket sufficed for both.

One objective of  weekly and monthly  transport tickets is to make the techniques of  fare dodging no less expensive than paying the required fare.   It also gave parents or well-wishers the opportunity to pay the fares for potential criminals.   But had The Accused chosen to dodge fares, then the chances were that the ticket collectors recognised  that young folk who travelled without tickets could not afford to pay for them and would either ignore them at the check-out or accept their story that they had boarded at the previous station and accept the minimum fare in payment.   After all, such small tips accumulated and this policy might have been the most efficient, profitable and painless way of  milking the market.  The Accused, had he chosen to dodge fares, might also have supposed that he had a free hand until he was caught, which might take a long time or not occur at all, and that no serious action would be taken on the first occasion and that even then the second offence might take place with a different ticket collector or at a different station and provoke little reaction.

However, there was at Whitechapel Tube Station a ticket-collector who had in the whole London Transport network no equal in keenness.  He delighted in apprehending the ticketless and demanding the full fine - on which he obtained a commission.   Even so,  had The Accused been in the habit of  dodging fares or chosen to make a practical study of  the methodology, there were adequate techniques available for evasion of  this paragon of ticketcollectorly virtue.   It was advisable for miscreants despite dodging always to be able to produce a valid ticket.   This could be bought on the outset of  the journey as a minimum fare ticket, a ticket to the next station, in the hope that while travelling around and wandering from carriage to carriage and inspecting  intermediate stations a valid ticket to the eventual destination could be found.   Or the Accused, had be inclined to save on fares, might have bought a ticket for only part of the journey, got out at the valid destination, and walked.  If he did that, he could also have gotten out at the intermediate station and there bought his ticket back, even though intending to return from what was his eventual destination.  Or he could have paid the full fare in the hope of  nevertheless finding a valid ticket and using it for another journey on the same day - handing in preferentially the found ticket lest there should be a query and he could then produce the correct one.   Whether the dodger had a valid ticket or not, the objective was to walk out of  the destination without showing it.  There were certain railway stations at which there were never any ticket collectors at some or all exits or  at particular times and at those or other stations there might be no tickets for sale, making it compulsory for anyone who claimed to have embarked from such a station to pay on arrival at his destination.   A person choosing to exploit this loophole might get out temporally at such a station to check that there were no ticket vendors and/or collectors and to ensure that he was actually travelling from that station!  It might not be economical to plant ticket collectors during non-peak hours at entrances which at such times were hardly ever used.   Tube stations in that respect were less predictable than railway stations but there did exist some with little known alternative entrances.   London Transport staff themselves were apt to be unaware of  these routes.  This was especially true where a lift was used and there was also some dungeon-like winding staircase.   Had the Accused so chosen he could have, if apprehended on such a staircase, could have devised some convincing excuse, such as that he had in the first place come down that staircase on an exploratory mission and had not come on a train.  But such tunnels were unlikely to have been manned and The Accused would have travelled at such a speed as to evade any busy-bodies.  He was the only person, he might explain, who knew that signs declaring “No Entrance”, “No Exit”, “Emergency Exit Keep Out”, “Danger! Stationmaster Only!” marked such alternative routes.   The Accused was Sherlock Holmes in training and it might be deemed necessary to discover the full layout of  every tube station.   He was aware, he could explain, that Danger and Keep Out notices were bluffs,  knew what he was doing and would make no insurance claims if an old tunnel caved in.  “Now that you have told me”, he might have assured any busy-body, “you have done your duty  and it is not your fault if  I take no notice!”.   The Accused, he could explain, was in a hurry and could run so fast that it was faster for him to take the staircase than the lift.   Had the Accused resorted to such devices he would have made sure that he invariably outran the lift.   The miscreant who thus emerged at a ticketless station could then walk or buy another ticket for a further destination.  Dodgers heading for Whitechapel Tube Station could also get out at Aldgate, Aldgate East or Mile End, should the coast have been clear, and then either walked or  bought a ticket to Whitechapel.   Such a ticket, if not collected, could then later be used for travel in the opposite direction after forgetting to buy a ticket at Whitechapel.  Ticket collectors did board railway trains but the but just about any train constituted a possible to route to almost anywhere - and the hardened criminal would know on which trains and at which times there were apt to be no collectors or get out before the collector reached the carriage and catch the next train.   Such criminals would also habitually claim to have boarded on stations where there had boarded, even though they may actually have changed trains.    The technique was to create a train of  evidence that would confirm whatever story was produced.

Respectable London Hospital students who rarely travelled by tube and knew little about it did  occasionally accumulate criminal records through brushes with the Keen Ticket Collector and, after the event, would tell their colleagues that they had been guilty and could not afford tube fares.  The student would tell the Magistrate that he had intended to pay his fare and, after much wailing and much anxiety, the Magistrate would issue a conditional discharge and a zero fine and the Dean did not expel the student after all.   The student who had whined to his friends that he had been caught red handed thenceforth tell his friends that he had merely inadvertently forgotten to pay or that his money had been nicked by a pick-pocket.  The Fat Controller, by these occasional scalps, could not significantly have enhanced his own income or  that of  London Transport - not more than he would have done had he cultivated an army of  customers handing him minimum fares.   All he did was to create extra work for fare dodgers.   Had the Accused  chosen to dodge fares he would have evaded the Fat Contoller entirely.   At the next station along,  Mile End, there was no ticket collector,  or a minimum fare ticket would be accepted if there was and, the criminal taking advantage of this would in any case take his minimum fare ticket or intention to pay minimum fare, up the unmanned staircase.  Such criminals might be intending to use the same ticket twice or in any case be in possession of  a ticket picked off the floor during the journey.

The Accused wondered even whether the Fat Controller’s bullying was ideal customer relations or within the Law.   If the Minister of  Transport passed by he might not be impressed by this behaviour.    The Accused feared that the Fat Controller might be taking a risk, that he would end up ill-rewarded for his keenness.   On one occasion however the Accused fell foul of  the Fat Controller.   He showed his ticket from Kilburn High Road.

        “It’s got yesterday’s date on!”, triumphed the Fat Contoller.

        “Oh, I didn’t notice that...It was bought today nevertheless”.

Those who bully or who are convinced of  their own opinions are apt to insist that they are right and deny the truth of  any reply.   The Accused had come across this frequently at the London Hospital amongst more bullying elders.   When realizing that the accuser could not be persuaded or would accept no facts The Accused  would just mutter “If you say so!” or “Maybe you are right!” or something equivalent and terminate the conversation.   The Accused assumed that such people knew very well that there was no substance in their accusations and that his response would not be taken to be a confession.  This would happen, for instance, when he innocently mentioned in some context his taking the scholarship examinations to Cambridge, having been awarded a degree, having won some chess tournament or  anything else that was unacceptable to purists such as Accused-mum and those with similar religious beliefs at the London Hospital.   The Accused was later to discover that such flippant comments made in response to browbeating and bullying were taken to be confessions of  guilt!   A psychiatric examiner or  an Accused-mum does not allow the possibility of  defence or denial or of  the Accuser being wrong.

The Fat Controller was not a psychiatrist or Accused-mum and was in the habit of  obtaining confessions.   Those who rely on bullying or browbeating are apt to do so!   Then those confessions  convince them of  the validity of  their technique!  The Accused on this occasion however refused to confess.

    “Well, the ticket was nevertheless bought today.  The Machine must have been printing the wrong date”.  

    “Oh no it didn’t!”

    “Oh yes it did!”.

    “Oh no it didn’t!” 

    “Oh yes it did!”

    “Oh no it didn’t!”.

[The conversation may not have been exactly so.  The Accused was not in the habit of repeating himself.  This routine is standard in pantomimes.  Mick Stokes would occasionally reply in pantomime style to some remark of  The Accused’s ‘Oh No it isn’t!’ and then repeat this when The Accused maintained his stance.  The Accused was not familiar with much of  British culture and not with pantomimes and would be puzzled at Mick’s choice of  language and intonation and not fully comprehend that it was not intended to be taken very seriously.   There have been other occasions when The Accused’s ignorance of  British culture led him to taking what was said too seriously or in the wrong sense - but he was not as regularly so afflicted as Accused-mum.]

    “How exactly does the machine work?  What happens if there is a power-cut?  It might show the wrong date, might it not?”.

    “No, it mightn’t!”.

    “If you phone them up they can check up..”

    “I’m not going to phone them up!   You haven’t got a valid ticket.   Either you confess or  it is a ten thousand pound fine and six year prison sentence!”.

    “The number on the ticket is somewhat obscured...and it does appear to have the wrong date...but nevertheless it was bought today....”

It did seem by now to The Accused that these facts did suggest that this was yesterday’s ticket.... perhaps he had shown the Fat Controller the wrong one.   Nevertheless, he felt, on thinking it over, this was the correct ticket... or the correct ticket until proved otherwise.   So the Accused paid no fine and left his name and address.  For several months the Accused was to hear no more of  this.

Dr Harry May, the Dean, on the Clinic-pathological course was to reveal himself in his alternative persona of  bacteriologist and teacher.   He was a superb teacher.   The students were taught to recognise the commoner bacteria and their cultures - not in great detail but more as classes, such as Cocci,  Streptococci and Escherichia.  But on one occasion Dr May showed his slip:-

    “Every year I ask the same question”, announced the Dean, “to determine which student is exceptionally clever...” (sic!)

    “So the London Students, or some of them”, the Accused thought to himself, “know the question in advance.....”

    “Mycobacteria, which cause tuberculosis, do not absorb stain”..declared the Dean...

    “As a matter of  fact”, thought the Accused, “To some degree they do.. and they can be recognised under the microscope even without stain...”.  But the Accused had been taught the technique of  staining Mycobacteria as part of  this ‘A’ Level  Zoology course... It is attributed to a Dr Leischmann and involves addition of sulphuric acid

    “Because they are surrounded by wax!”, continued the Dean.

    “What the hell is wax?”, wondered the Accused. This surely was not a term used by chemists.  Did he mean candle-wax or spermacetti?  Was ‘wax’ another name for long-chain hydrocarbons?  Whatever the case, what was called wax was dislodged by heating it rather than by attempting to dissolve it in acid.

    “The question is,”, continued the Dean, “how to can the stain be made to combine with the wax?  To deduce this by use of  your intelligence you have to be exceptionally clever!”

A student immediately shot his hand up!  “Add sulphuric acid, Sir!”, exclaimed the student.

The Accused, who was well versed in organic and inorganic chemistry (which London students were not) was astonished at this audacity.  Whyever should it be supposed, other than by trial and error, that sulphuric acid, rather than nitric acid, vinegar, caustic soda or Distillate of  Woad or, for that matter, heating the preparation (which is what sulphuric acid does) should enhance the stain and should do so without damaging the bacteria!

“That is right!  You are an exceptionally clever student!  What is your name?”.  The Dean took note of  the name.

The Accused was astonished also that this student, after such praise, did not own up.. and that the Dean, after asking this question year after year had apparently not cottoned on!   This was a confirmation of  the Public School concept of  ‘intelligence’, learning or education, saying what had been taught to say.   But the student felt sorry for the student and for the Dean rather than resentful.

The Dean was a brilliant teacher, nevertheless, and did enable his students distinguish between the various categories of  bacteria.  The Accused regularly had to compensate for his incompetence by relying on this own observations or  methods...and on this occasion picked up also means of  establishing these distinctions which were not taught.  Salmonella cultures, for instance,  have a distinct visual appearance.   This cannot be described beyond that it ‘looks like Salmonella’.   So the Accused now knew also that the mysterious substance described as ‘stuffing’ in dead chickens sold in shops with the aim of their being transferred to cooking pots as a solid mass of  Salmonella.   This did not bother the Accused greatly.  The diner did not have to eat the Salmonella,  but he did not mind eating it.   It did not survive cooking ..was unlikely to survive his gastric juices,  did not flourish in a gut full of  its own normal bacteria, was relatively harmless and could be expelled with antibacterial drugs.   The Accused did not know whether the chickens also carried Salmonellae rather their being merely being shoved post-mortem as delicious stuffing.   He was inclined to think it was shoved in.   But supposing that the chickens were infected with Salmonellae...he recalled that  John Vivian had mentioned in passing that feeds of  farm animals were impregnated with antibiotics.   To a medic this sounded a strange procedure, and perhaps it did also to vets, though they had to put up with it.   The teaching in medical schools was that administration of  prolonged courses of  antibiotics without the short term aim of  curing some specific disease resulted in the proliferation of  bacteria or strains of  bacteria resistant to the antibiotic (in the administered doses).   These antibiotics in chicken-feed would enter not merely the chickens but the humans who ate the chicken.  Indiscriminate administration of antibiotics thus is believed to eliminate ‘normal’ bacteria which are harmless or necessary and to substitute ‘pathological’ bacteria.  The theory is consistent with experience.  Humans regularly suffer bouts of  gastroenteritis if they are administered antibiotics - which is avoided or cured by administration of  lactobacilli as yoghurt or otherwise.  [Incidentally, there is currently a theory that such elimination of  lactobacilli by an antibiotic environment predisposes to AIDS whereas the lactobacilli confer immunity].    

It could be that there a few  Salmonellae in the guts of  dead chickens, a few remain after preparation and that they then proliferate in the stuffing that is shoved in.   Until the l980s only the Accused knew that Salmonellae were being sold in  Supermarket Chickens -  and he would eat the chickens and the stuffing despite this knowledge.   Perhaps the microwave oven was then coming into vogue and methods of  cooking were less thorough than those of  Accused-mum.   The propaganda media held a campaign against ‘reheating’ or ‘recooking’ so that when a chicken was preserved after a meal it would not be cooked before being eaten again.   The Accused would try to remonstrate with acquaintances.   They had come to believe that the act of  heating a cooked chicken caused a sudden  spontaneous creation or multiplication of  Salmonellae.   Because Experts had said so it must be true!

    “Meat has to be cooked thoroughly and then, if  left overnight, be thoroughly cooked again!”, the Accused would lecture, “It kills the bacteria!...not that it really matters.... ”. 

 He would eat the cooked chickens unreheated and reheated to demonstrate their harmlessness but to no avail!

The Accused was not acquainted with modern life and was unaware that ‘reheating’ is a term applied to moderate heating achieved by pressing a particular button on the microwave oven.  As a result of  the Expert Advice, the victims, instead of  using a different button on the oven and cooking the chicken fully,  after they had cooked it once, did not cook it again!

Salmonella also sprang into popular panic as supposedly being found in eggs.   The ebullient lady M.P. for South Derbyshire shot her mouth off...and farmers lost lots of money.   The Accused looked carefully at the propaganda.   It was assumed to refer to chicken’s eggs, but all references were to ‘eggs’ or ‘dried eggs’.   They could have been pigeon’s eggs.   The Accused recalled that his mother, when he was three years old, had taught him that duck’s eggs - which could be used in dried egg powder - might be infected with bacteria.   Hen’s eggs however were protected with a membrane which prevented the hen’s bacteria intruding during formation and laying of  the egg.

    “Do you mean ‘hen’s eggs’ or do you mean ‘eggs’?”, the Accused would ask, but never obtained an answer.

Accused-mum continued her house-hunting, accompanied by the Accused.   Although nobody would have guessed it, The Accused did not guess it and her behaviour impeded such a possibility, she was also hoping that the Accused would import a wife, probably to Briarwood rather than London,  whom she visualized as an Accused-mum clone.  The husband’s mother  Accused-dad would say, loses a son but gains a daughter - and the Accused’s parents had always wanted  a daughter.

One of  Accused-mum’s financially more realistically priced finds was a bungalow on the North Circular Road.  The Accused was attracted to it because the River Brent flowed along the back of  the garden.   The Accuseds however commissioned an architect friend, or friend of  a friend, a Mr. Lush, to perform a survey.   To their disappointment, he charged a fee.  He also gave the house an exceedingly bad report.   It had been constructed during the Jerry Building era.  There would be noise, vibration and other inconveniences from the North Circular Road  - and there was nowhere to park cars.  It should not be bought at any cost.

    “Why employ an architect?”, ruminated the Accused.  “To do so means paying money to be told what you can discover for yourself.”

The house was perfectly sound.  The architect, surely, was paid to deride the house - to put the purchaser into a negotiating position vis a vis the vendor.  which perhaps he was employed to do, to put the purchaser into a negotiating position.  If the proposed purchaser rejected house after house because of such adverse survey reports, she would accumulate great expense in architects’ fees, perhaps more than the cost of  buying a house that was eventually going to fall down - though it could, if necessary, be propped up.

Maybe it was possible for the layman with commonsense to discover what a trained architect could observe or discover.   The Accused, with the practical experience gained from Accused-mum at Briarwood and after visiting so many houses with Accused-mum, and with his now not inconsiderable experience of houses, perhaps should have been possessed with this common sense.  Nevertheless, it turns out that his sentimentality over the River Brent had clouded his judgement or powers of  observation.  Mr. Lush was absolutely right.   This particular row of houses and this particular house was already in the l980s already deserted, boarded-up and derelict and although some effort was made to rescue even these houses during the l980s Thatcherite Low Interest Housing Boom and the later Low Interest Rate Bliarite Housing Boom - periods during which garden sheds or overtly collapsed edifices changed hands for astronomical sums - only a few of  these houses did not immediately revert to desertion and boarding up and it is believed that this particular house is still abandoned.

Eventually Accused-mum decided on 17 Park View Gardens in Hendon, then belonging to a Wing Commander Evershed, who was a Lloyd’s Underwriter retiring to the South Coast whose wife was alleged to be addicted to alcohol (which the wife of  a Wing Commander who had become a Lloyd’s Underwriter was perhaps expected to be) and to make ‘scenes’ and to fall down stairs.   That she made ‘scenes’ Accused-mum recited in shocked tones.   The Accused felt that Accused-mum had never witnessed these ‘scenes’ and that she made scenes.  [In the Austrian language, at any rate,  Woman laying down the law is described as ‘Szene’].

But now it turned out that Accused-mum was not enthusiastic at the prospect of  The Accused living in Hendon.  This was a  Jewish district and Accused-mum felt that the Accused would have to be kept out of  sight of  her new friends and neighbours because supposedly was a ‘homosexual’, which she supposed to be unacceptable amongst  Jews.  She had visions again of  Dr Last, Aubrey Lewis,  Dr May (whom, she insisted, was Jewish).   So the Accused’s parents decided that Hendon was too far from the London Hospital for The Accused to live there.   The Accused also supposed so, though it was not so by London standards - via the Northern Line and Metropolitan Line (what was then called the Metropolitan Line now has some other name, such as the Hammersmith Line).  During weekdays there were trains every three minutes and the total journey, without breaks for cups of tea or to chat with young men or without deliberate detours or fare-dodging shenanigans, and without the traditional delays at Aldgate East, took around forty minutes. 

The original desertion of  Accused-mum by the Accused in l964 had followed Accused-mum’s clamouring that he should live at the London Hospital Students’ Hostel.   The Accused still did not wish to live in the hostel.  He wished to live in privacy - from Accused-mum - with friends.  Had he been paid a full grant or a grant-equivalent by his parents in the usual way, he would have started with capital sums rather than on a weekly basis.  He would have bought a pre-fab a few yards from the hospital.  He had discovered these could be bought for £200 a piece.   This was, it turns out, not cheap - but it was cost-effective, and,  in the long run,  it would have saved hundreds of  pounds in rent,  the cost of  food would have been substantially lower since he would have had his own cooking facilities and he could even have imported other students and charged them rent!  Eventually the Council would pull it down, but they promised the purchaser that he would get a Council House in exchange.  But after the admission to the Maudsley The Accused could no longer disobey his mother, was permanently penurious and was dependent financially on his parents.  Accused-mum insisted that he go to the hostel.

At the London Hospital the attitude was still that the Accused was a Cambridge Student and was not entitled to stay at the hostel even if  it was half empty (or half full).   Still the Accused would regularly sign on the list and regularly he would ask whether there had been any progress and be told he had never put his name onto the list!   Dr Steiner, supposing that the Accused wanted to live in the Hostel - unaware that this had been the original bone of  contention with Accused-mum - added his voice to pleas that the Accused be given a room in the Hostel.   Mr. Crawford and Miss Phipps (In conversation it was always ‘Miss Phipps’ or ‘Miss Phipps and Miss Sturdee’, even though it was Miss Sturdee who was in charge of  the hostel), it was alleged, did not welcome The Accused.   Mr. Crawford alleged that Miss Phipps was averse to The Accused because she was a Lesbian (using some circumlocution, though it was well-known that Miss Phipps and Miss Sturdee were long-standing partners whose social life took place in Lesbian clubs.

“In view of  the shortage of  accommodation”,  Mr. Webb informed The Accused,  The Accused would be given a ‘room’ which had previously been allocated to the Midwifery Student assisting Auntie Glad, the District Midwife.  This room had previously been a broom cupboard.  [This is not a joke.  It was so literally!].  The Accused would be given a proper room as soon as one was available.  It was the general opinion amongst students and impartial observers that there were always plenty empty rooms in the hostel. The Accused was to live in this room until August l969 and no ‘proper room’ was ever available despite his repeated inquiries!   A few days before he left he learnt that this had been done to encourage him to leave and live in a flat with friends!  It had been assumed that nobody would have remained in such a room.   It has therefore not been appreciated that the Accused would have preferred to do this but was the victim of  means-tested students’ grant and that Accused-mum would not permit his being provided finance for a flat (even though it would have been cheaper than the hostel).   At any rate, Accused-mum would insist on inspecting the fellow-students and would have inevitably have generated unwelcome delusions, accusations and obsessions.

When the Accused arrived at the hostel he was refused  a key to the front door, even though every other resident had one.  The front door lock was a cylinder lock - commonly known as a Yale lock, irrespective of  manufacturer.   An excuse was produced - There were no keys.

    “There is a collection of  keys in the cabinet over there!”, said the Accused, “Or, if not so, you can get one cut!”.

    “No we can’t!”.

     “I can get one cut for you..”. 

         “No!  That is not possible!”

There never was to be an available key.  When he eventually left the Accused was nevertheless made to pay a fine for not returning the key which, according to him, he had never been given!

On his arrival, the Accused went up the stairs to the allocated first floor cupboard and met, coming down the stairs, the dental student David McLean.

        “They havn’t let you in here!?”, scoffed Mr McLean.

This was a standard friendly welcome -but the Accused, being preconditioned to rejection, interpreted these words as such, felt inwardly hurt but did not show it and made some appropriate reply and was permanently aware and affected by this remark despite Mr McLean becoming one of  his main associates at the hostel.

The Accused claims that it was his mother rather than he himself who interpreted all comments as rejections and that she was severely affected by such interpretation and would permanently accuse and torment The Accused if  she found out that any such remark had been made to The Accused or that he had supposedly maintained relations with anyone despite supposedly not being wanted.  The disgrace, she supposed, fell upon herself too.   The Accused, we are led to believe, would not have been upset by or have been inclined to withdraw from anyone’s company because of  such comment.  The Accused was however afraid of  Accused-mum’s espionage and her reaction.  It is not clear that all evidence confirms this apologia by The Accused.

The Highcross Chess Club entered the Midlands Clubs Championship.  In the final round they were paired, away, to Corby in Northamptonshire - one of  the counties that won no games in matches against Leicestershire.   The Accused entertained various young waitresses in cafes visited on the way - and entertained the rest of  the team.  On arrival, outside the venu,  which was not yet open,  the team played football against some local youths.   Corby had a very strong chess team, the youths informed him. 

        “Do they all play for the county?”, asked the Accused.  They did indeed, said the youths.

    “In that case”, commented Mick Stokes, recognising the unspoken purpose of  The Accused’s question,  “we are bound to win!”.   The team (which indeed did win) felt much more confident with that information!

However, at commencement of  the journey, Mick Stokes had arrived with the former post office van and a pupil of  the City Boys’ School Andy Teare arrived with a car.  The Accused insisted that two vehicles travel to every match  in case one breaks down or crash.  Half  a team was enough to win.   He also insisted that he travel in a different car or van to Mick Stokes so that if one perished in a car crash the other survived.

    “If we have a fatal car crash”, suggested Mick Stokes on one occasion, “perhaps we should be attending to the injured and not going on to win the match.”.

   Such an eccentricity had never even occurred to the Accused.   As far as he was concerned,  The Show Must Go On!  The opponents and committees would not take a fatal car crash to be adequate excuse for defaulting a match - and the result might even be recorded against them...   On this occasion, however, the Accused was travelling in the van.   There was only one passenger seat at the front and the rest travelled in the van storage area - as in a minibus without seats.   There existed no hardship in travelling in the storage area,  but it was club tradition for club members to be given preference over club officers and guests over club members.   The officers were not going to leave the club, whatever happened, but it was necessary to butter up guests.  The Accused always travelled in the storage area.

Outside Briarwood,  Mick  Stokes had recited some seating allocations...  “and you can go into the boot”, he added.   The Accused’s heart sank.  Accused-mum was listening in anxiously.   This was bound to be interpreted as an insult.   Sure enough the Accused would be regularly derided by his mother over the next thirty years, or almost thirty years, with the accusation that he had been thus insulted, proved to be inferior and treated with scorn.    It would become an obsession - despite the Accused trying to explain to his mother that the vehicle in question was a van and did not have a boot!  This was finally explained and understood by Accused-mum in not long before her death in l995.

The Accused regarded himself  as in imprisonment at the Hostel and under supervision.  If  he absented himself, this would be noticed.   Nobody would worry if  anyone else was absent but with him it would  lead to Public Inquiries, Accused-mum and would be an expulsion offence.  He therefore had to arrive back from his evenings in Leicester playing in Highcross chess matches before anyone else was up and noticed.   The absence of  a  key was  therefore an inconvenience.   So he resorted to opening the door by  slipping a card, the front or back of  cigarette packet, alongside the Yale lock.   He was surprised that his colleagues were unaware of  this manoeuvre and explained it to them (though they did not develop any proficiency in this).   This got to the Management who supposed that The Accused, because he was familiar with such manoeuvres (including the opening of  safes by unscrewing them and opening combination locks - tricks easily discovered or found in detective stories) must be a great criminal.  There was a panic.  A strip of wood was nailed over the edge of  the door.  The Accused could still get in, so a more efficient and effective strip of wood was devised and appended.

The Accused was chatting to a local lad, who looked small and pretty rather than large and ferocious, whom he had found in the Hostel,  when two large proud Rugger players arrived to inquire who this lad might be.   Clearly he was not a Public School Boy.   He was only a burglar, explained the Accused, who had returned for another television set.   The Accused had supposed that if there were any missing television sets still to accessible to replacement they would be replaced.  There had been delay, lately, the young man had informed him, in arranging sale.  The Accused had not expected any further action but the Rugger Players took pride in making themselves big and arresting the culprit, whom they frogmarched to the office.  Somebody phoned the police.   Then to the Accused’s surprise the Rugger players decided they had to leave.   So some other hostel inmates remained as guards.   But they did not remain more than a minute.

“You keep guard on him!”, they told the Accused.

The Accused  confessed that he was no policeman and could not stand guard on anyone.   It was a job for a Soldier Ant.  He was the most inappropriate person for the task.  No, they could not stay.  The culprit,  who was sixteen years old and not a tough guy by appearance, made no attempt to escape.  He said he did not expect to be seriously inconvenienced by the arrival of  any police.  Dealings with the police did not adversely affect an East End youth’s career.  Instead,  he chatted with the Accused, telling him about his family, his lack of  employment and why he traded television sets.   After long delay,  a policeman arrived at the door.   The Accused let him in.

“Is this the dangerous criminal?”,  asked the policeman, with a touch of  irony.

The Accused apologised that he made no claim about the boy being a dangerous criminal.  He had been lumbered, did not really know what he was supposed to do.   The young lad readily admitted that he traded television sets and went off without protest in the company of  the policeman.   The Accused later mentioned this to the colleagues who had deserted him. Did the culprit really wait that long in the office? - was the surprised reply.   They had assumed that the Accused would just let him escape!   The Accused replied that as he understood it the lad’s criminal sidelines were no secret and the lad did not anticipate that his arrest, if  he had indeed been arrested, would cause him any additional  inconvenience.   He appeared to regard it as one of  the everyday realities of  life.

Accused-mum was apt to play out against The Accused the injustices she supposed to have been inflicted upon her or Accused-dad in their childhood.  The Accused had feared or anticipated that as a result of  the admission to the Maudsley he would  be subjected to a more rigorous version of  the routine which had been inflicted on Accused-dad,which Accused-mum had resented, when he had been a medical student - visiting his Rich Onkl every two weeks to collect an allowance.   The Accused appears to have been granted some arrangement when living at Olive Road which he did not regard as persecutory and seems to have been adequately financed.  The Accused had been promised by his parents - he made this a condition for returning to his studies and also for his living at the Hostel - that he would obtain an unconditional allowance.  The Accused may, in a sense, have persuaded himself  that such  a promise would be kept when he was at the Hostel -but really he was faced with no choice but to live at the Hostel and to accept whatever demands or arrangements Accused-mum imposed and must have realised that these face-saving negotiations would have no lasting effect.    A person faced with the inevitable distorts reality or invents excuses.   What happened was that the Accused would have to travel every weekend to Hendon to supposedly help Accused-mum with her Open University Course and receive for that a payment.   If  she mentioned this to other people she would claim this was a means of  enabling the Accused to earn extra money.   But this was not ‘extra’.   It is true that usually his father popped in briefly when he was in Hendon to ask whether he had any bills and he did usually pay the monthly hostel bill - but there was no negotiated guarantee and the Accused did not feel he could rely on this.   Except for this brief intrusion, Accused-dad kept away from The Accused during these visits.   Accused-mum would answer the door, usually after delay, look at the Accused and start screaming: “Is this really my son?”.   Then as he came in she would rail at him that he was guilty of  ‘immorality’.   The flow of  accusations could not be interrupted.   Amid these accusations,  Accused-mum would also rail that the Accused was getting more money that she did (which was untrue).  The Accused would be wondering whether money paid to Mme Enorme was purported by Accused-dad to be paid to the Accused.  The Open University course was educative to the Accused - who was obliged to read all the relevant O.U. texts before supposedly  helping or coaching his mother.   Perhaps that was the intention.   The Accused was under the impression that Accused-mum regarded this only as an act,  that she did not take him seriously.   She ignored the essays he wrote for her and instead wrote her own, for which she received a succession of  ‘A’s’ but which he nevertheless imagined to be of  inferior quality.   In some cases Accused-mum would say that the Accused was expressing in the essays opinions or analyses which were correct but ‘not what we are supposed to say’.   A Nazi point of  view, she supposed, was compulsory!

The Open University also has what are called ‘Computer Marked Assignments’ (CMA’s) where questions are posed and the student has to opt for A, B, C, (or D or even E).   The Accused felt he was quite certain of  the answers, and not just in subjects in which he had some qualification, such as biology and psychology.   However, the Open University students had get-togethers in which the students decided amongst themselves what were the correct answers.   Somebody would claim to have been on the course before, to have inside information....  The supervisor (teacher) was said to have confirmed  a particular answer.   The Accused was to become familiar with this aspect of  the Open University when he took his O.U. degree himself.   He was surprised that the computer did not notice that a whole class was repeatedly producing a set of  papers in which every person had opted for the same collection of  obviously incorrect answers!   Accused-mum supposed that it was compulsory to produce the answers that were proclaimed at such conferences.  While this ceremony was taking place Accused -mum would obtain every week before The Accused’s eyes at least fifty pounds in cash from Accused-dad.   The Accused’s parents were also forever on Saturdays attending expensive ceremonial dinners put on by this organisation and that.   Accused-mum seemed to be forever taking day-trips to Europe.  She was for her studies provided with hundreds of  brand new books - every book mentioned on lists provided by the Open University (whereas initially the Accused did not even have a textbook of  medicine..).  Accused mum was even provided with a television set - because the O.U. required it - even though T.V. sets had previously been banned.   Accused-mum would go on O.U. summer schools and obtain grants from Barnet Council - and even boasted that she had during these been in pubs (whereas prevention of entry to pubs had been one reason for the Accused not being given sufficient money).   The Accused knew or deduced also that Dad was subsidising Mme Enorme and perhaps other women to an equal degree.

The Accused tried to explain that the money he received might underestimate his needs because he had to pay for midday meals at the college. 

         “We have been told that meals are provided!”, yelled Accused-mum.

The hostel charges covered breakfast and the evening meal,  but not the midday meal.   The Accused had such a heavy programme in his life that that sleep might be more urgent than breakfast.   Nothing could persuade mum that the Accused had to pay for midday meals.   It was forever: “We have been told that meals are provided”.   The meals at the hostel were often during the week not of  the greatest quality or quantity.  Instead, substantial evening meals were provided at weekends, when most of  the students were absent.   This allowed the books to be balanced.   The Accused visited his mother on Sundays.  She would cook a substantial and appetising meal - but nevertheless this meant missing an excellent Sunday dinner at the hostel where during the week the food was inadequate!   The Accused felt that by visiting his parents he lost this meal and was at the same time paying trainfares to Hendon, together with cups of  tea on the way, which cups of tea were not accounted in whatever he was given.

To the Accused an extra expense meant missing a meal.   Or so he says.  Maybe it meant missing something else.   However, he told his mother that he considered it expedient to do without meals to pay for driving lessons.   What he meant was that he should be given extra money to pay for driving lessons.   But Accused mum would never agree to the Accused taking driving lessons.  No driving lessons took place.  Since he had to meet his mother over weekends, it was also not possible then to travel to Leicester where he may or may not have been able to solicit driving lessons from friends.

“If  he can afford driving lessons,”, accused-mum would yell, when The Accused suggested that such lessons were so important as to justify starvation,  “he is getting too much money!”.

The Accused would suggest he get a part time job, in order to get more money rather than to get money from another source.

        “Oh good!”, answered Accused-mum, “If he goes to work we will not have to pay anything”.

But it would not have been possible for the Accused to abandon the parental subsidy immediately and find another source of  income to fully replace it (or so he thought).   The Accused did not suppose that he could find employment that paid sufficient for survival and, even it were so, he could have initially still needed some finance from his parents.  As the Accused understood it (and understood had understood previously) he was banned from paid employment - and all parental subsidy would cease if  he embarked on it.

The Accused suggested he live with friends in a flat.   Accused-mum yelled that “we” cannot afford a flat.

        “We have two homes.”, she yelled, “We cannot afford three.”

The Accused understood this to mean that Accused-mum had two homes and that therefore he was not allowed to have any home at all.

In this instance Accused-mum may have been confused over the term ‘flat’.  She was not aware of  the custom of students living in ‘flats’ and that it was cheaper to live in a flat than in the Hostel.  The ‘flats’ Accused-mum had encountered during her house-hunting were luxury penthouses.  In her younger days, in Scotland, what in England is called a ‘flat’ was known as a house and, even in England, the standard accommodation for students was in those days a room or set of rooms in a house occupied by landlady.  Accused-mum would claim that Briarwood was being kept as a home for the Accused and would in her lamentations compute the cost of  Briarwood and even of  her trips to Leicester as expenses spent on The Accused.  But the Accused felt that Briarwood was being kept to maintain Accused-mum’s connection with Leicester, where she was on the committee of  the Citizens’ Advice Bureau, on the Council for Voluntary Services and conducted an advice session at the C.A.B. on Monday mornings.

Accused-dad would during these Sunday sessions come into the front room, which was Accused-mum’s study, and give her a cheque for nine pounds made out to the Accused together with three pounds in cash.   The Accused supposed the cash was also intended for him.  Accused mum would already have received over fifty pounds in  notes in The Accused’s presence and he assumed that her weekly income was considerably more.  Accused mum would usually give him a pound - and another pound when taking him by car back to the hostel.   But she kept some for herself.   The Accused felt that the full amount would have been enough whereas what he received was insufficient.   A sacrifice of  one ceremonial dinner (such one of the dinners of  the British Medical Association or other organisations which, at some expense, The Accused’s parents attended) a year would be sufficient to supplement The Accused’s requirements.  In fact,  the cost of  one dinner,  assuming that he had control over the way the money was used and there was no parental interference in his life, would, he supposed, have on its own have been sufficient for a year.   The Accused’s requirements, assuming that he had control over a guaranteed sum, would have been perhaps only one per cent of  Accused-dad’s income...but he could not understand how he was raising the sums expended on Accused-mum and Mme Enorme - which payments seemed to The Accused to exceed his father’s pre-tax income.   Accused-dad would regularly be tearing his hair out about the income tax he had to pay on the interest on Accused-mum’s savings.

The Accused felt that he should meet his mother when  Accused-dad was not there and his father when Accused-mum was not there.   The two together were always bad news.   He could have met his mother, for instance, in town.  Accused-dad, on one occasion when he briefly sneaked in to ask the Accused whether there were any bills did ask him whether it would be a good idea to sign a deed of  covenant.   The Accused said ‘No!’ because he assumed, correctly surely,  that Accused-mum would never tolerate such a thing.   If Accused-dad signed a deed of covenant, the Accused was at least obliged to receive the tax rebate, even if  Accused-dad did not actually pay the sum, and that would be unconditional, a surrender of  Accused-mum power and control.  Accused-dad repeatedly suggested that the Accused come to visit him during his lecture on Tuesday evenings at Goldsmith College.   If he did, said Accused-dad, the Accused would receive more money.   But as the Accused understood it Accused-mum enrolled for his father’s lectures just in case it was necessary to make up numbers.   She was on the students’ committee at Goldsmith’s College and he supposed she attended his father’s lectures.   It would cost the Accused money he could not afford to come to the lecture.   If  Accused-mum was there, he knew from past experiences,  he would not even receive refund of  his tube fare.    Therefore he never attended his father’s lectures.  In later life, he regretted this.   In later life, also, Accused-mum reported that she never attended his father’s lectures.   Had the Accused realised his mother would not be there (supposing this was true) the chances are that he would have been very adequately financed, would have retained contact with all the former Leicester intellectuals who gravitated towards Goldsmith’s College and his whole life would have evolved differently.

The Accused’s colleagues would tell him that they could face up to their studies during the week only because they went away, led a different life and relaxed over the weekend.   They appeared to regard medical studies more unpleasant than he did!  The Accused, however,  would throughout the week live in fear of  the meeting with his mother over the weekend.   His mother was forever threatening him that funds would be cut off.   He lived in fear that he would have nothing to live on for the next week.   It was open to him, or so he understood, to come on Saturday, when the trains were more frequent, instead of  Sunday.   But on Saturday the fear of  the confrontation was by now so great that he did not get out of  bed until late in the afternoon.   This meant also that the Accused no longer played chess for London University - though he supposed also that his failure to join the  trip to London would have led to him being ostracised.   The admission to the Maudsley put an end to the Accused’s career in chess.   He continued to play chess for the London Hospital, the United Hospitals team he set up with Tony Carr and for Highcross - but the hospital teams did not meet appreciable opposition (The Accused never lost a game) and in Leicester he was subjected to prejudice and circumstances which did not produce creditable results.   The mid-week chess matches in Leicester would have given the Accused the opportunity for adventure and some social life had it not been necessary to return by such an early train.   Had the Accused not been admitted to the Maudsley - which led to him being now permanently on probation and denied accepted human rights - it would not have mattered had he caught a later train.   The continuous fear created by this means of  finance and the knowledge that no visible means of  finance was available after qualification also led to the Accused failing exams and the torment continuing for more years than necessary.   The Accused was to live for a total of  over eight years directly under the shadow of  the parental means test on students’ grants.

The Accused felt that the requirement to visit his mother every week was unnecessarily cruel.   Had it been once every two weeks,  the arrangement would have been perfectly satisfactory.   It was not that the allowance he received was necessarily inadequate in amount, but conditions were imposed that made it inadequate.   His parents, he felt, also should either have given him a guaranteed amount, without threats and without his constantly living in fear that the allowance would be terminated and with use of  the money as he chose or should have allowed him to fend for himself and not have interfered in his life.   If it was necessary for some time to keep apart from his parents,  when he had sorted his life out  he would be able to resume relations under much more satisfactory circumstances.   His parents might be within their rights to demand services in return for money - but entertaining Accused-mum was an ordeal which others would not have endured even for much higher payment.   Other parents accepted that they were paying for the work their children did at college, whereas Accused mum did not regard students as working and entitled to more than the minimum required for survival, or a bit less.  The Accused, she supposed, was just engaged in ‘immorality’.   If  his parents had provided funds without the Open University ceremony, The Accused would have had his weekends free and would be able to seek some other way of  earning money.  

The reader might doubt whether The Accused really did find himself chronically short of money.  The Accused, if he paid his hostel rent, was provided by his parents with three or four pounds a week.  But more often than not his father paid the hostel bill.  The difficulties were perhaps more created by The Accused being under constant threat of  all income being suddenly withdrawn and the anxieties and conditions imposed by Accused-mum led to anxiety and inefficiency.  The Accused had no long term prospects of  long-term income and his mother would undermine his efforts in that direction.  This severely affected The Accused both at Cambridge and London and led to The Accused’s medical studies, and this unsatisfactory finance, lasting longer than would otherwise have been the case.   If The Accused had not salvaged, in l968, £700 from his grandmother’s legacy, it is unlikely that he would have qualified or that he would subsequently have survived.

Accused-mum was in her later life to explain that indeed the ‘help’ he was giving her for the Open University Course was for his benefit rather than hers.   She did not realise that he already had a degree and that it might be cruel to impose upon him this extra burden of  study when he had spent his whole life in study and felt that he had had more than enough of  it.   The aim was more to show the Accused a route towards an alternative to medical studies.   She had believed that Accused-dad was giving the Accused a regular guaranteed allowance and that she was giving the Accused the opportunity to earn ‘extra money’.   She had not realised that the three pounds in cash were also intended for the Accused.  She did not realise that her belief that the Accused was leading a promiscuous homosexual life was untrue and that rather  he was lonely and isolated.  She did not know that the Accused was a passable chessplayer and did not know that he had set up the chess club in Leicester or any other chess club and supposed The Accused was just chasing after nubile boys.   But also, the obsessional aspect of  her personality, a dissociated persona which tyrannised over her rational self, prevented her from being aware of  such errors in her perceptions.

During the winter, the Accused found that the single bar electric fire mounted above the door of  his cubby hole did not sufficiently heat the room.   He found himself unable to sleep at night, afflicted with fever and sweats.   This suggests tuberculosis.   The Accused suggested some diagnosis of  his own, but not very seriously.   It may have been  Brucellosis.  But the Accused did not have tuberculosis, nor Brucellosis,  nor was found to suffer from any other ill-health.  He eventually reported these sweats and fevers to the College Students’ Doctor.   There turned out now to be one, a local G.P., not Dr. Last.  is to the College doctor, who then turned out to be a local G.P. and not Dr Last.  He was then twenty four years old and in the course of taking the College of  Apothecaries’ version of  the medical finals or qualifying examination.  Through some trick he was able to see himself, without glasses, in a large mirror adjoining the examination couch.   To his astonishment he was (without glasses) at this advanced age not that bad looking.   He felt that he had by his mother’s continuous deprecations,  through his being persuaded that he was unattractive, been cheated out of  his life.  The hints that he had continuously heard that he might (without glasses) possess a feminine version of beauty also seemed confirmed.   But, thought the Accused, it was now too late to take any advantage of  that.   

While he was still 22 however the Accused received a summons to the British Transport Police Headquarters in Lambeth.   They had checked up, they said, and it turned out that the ticket machine at Kilburn High Road had on the relevant day, for a while, been printing the wrong date.   The number on  the ticket had been obscured with ink from a leaky pen, but they had examined the ticket under ultra violet light, had ascertained the number and it was amongst those known to bear the wrong date.   How much did the Accused want in expenses for his journey?   The Accused, although he could not travel without numerous interruptions of the journey and cups of  tea,  claimed only the return tube fare - about three shillings.  The officers tried to persuade him to accept five pounds, which he supposed was so great an amount to be fraudulent.   It is not possible to translate the value of  l965 money realistically into that of  2000  or subsequent money.   The nature of  the Accused’s finances have been explained.   Others would  have regarded this sum as generous but not overgenerous.   The Accused had been brought up to believe he could not earn or was not entitled to more than minimal amounts and was to be impeded not only through the prejudice exemplified by the parental means test but was on that account to develop a self-estimation which additionally contributed to his failure to earn an adequate living (as others might understand the term).
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