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According to the story so far the Accused found himself unable to work as a doctor in prestigious hospitals because he had entered medical studies via a state grammar school and  the Cambridge Open Scholarship System instead of  attending a Public School and being selected on the basis of  social class considerations.   The racial and class prejudices of  the medical gerontocracy were so strong that the Accused was in danger of  being declared mentally disturbed and psychiatrised, a policy consistent with the Nazi-style l930s Degeneracy Theory upon which British psychiatric theory and practice was founded.   The Accused was also accused of  being a ‘homosexual’, at least so by his mother, whose uncontrollable obsessions on that topic always threatened to convert victimisation to psychiatrisation..

Accordingly the Accused worked in hospitals on what was known (though he had not realised this) as the ‘closure list’.   These had been manned through a scheme whereby ‘temporarily registered’ doctors were recruited from abroad.   Their appointments were represented as training to obtain prestigious British qualifications - so that the doctors obtained grants from their own governments which were effectively a subsidy for the National Health Service.   The doctors had also been promised that no ‘white’ would be employed in ‘their’ hospitals.    The Accused’s presence therefore caused resentment.   This was particularly so in two East Midlands Hospitals which had benefitted from a scheme to recruit citizens from Arab countries with no medical schools who benefitted from substantial ‘educational grants’.   The Accused found himself victimised therefore because he found himself being suspected of  being of  Jewish origin in hospitals subsidised by Muslim funds.

The Accused therefore found himself effectively dismissed from his post as Senior House Officer at Carlton Hayes  psychiatric hospital in Leicester and then from the Childrens’ Hospital at Chestnut Grove, Nottingham.   In addition to antisemitism, contributory factors were the need of  the gerontocracy to conceal from the public the manner in which ‘closure list’ hospitals had been administered, the replacement of such hospitals by a more a more respectable Public School administration and the influence of  criminals on the vulnerable Health Service organisation.

The Accused during his last ten days and nights at Chestnut Grove was continuously  on duty.  This was because his colleagues felt they could not cope with the work and was despite a member of  the Hospital Board signing a sick certificate in advance claiming that the Accused suffered an ‘anxiety state’!   This was done supposedly because auditors had vetoed an offer from the Regional Board of  three months paid ‘special leave’ after a new consultant had objected to his presence.    During these ten days the Accused was refused facility to phone out of  the hospital and in particular was unable to phone Leicester Council to confirm arrangements for a mortgage for his purchase of  the half he did not already own of  his premises in Leicester, 299 East Park Road.   The telephonist claimed that all lines to Leicester were engaged.   The Hospital Secretary locked the Accused out of  his hospital room on his last day and the Accused was under the impression that events had been manipulated so that he could not apply for appointments elsewhere, was not to be paid, was not to be entitled to sick pay nor social security or unemployment pay.

It is clear what was the exact chronology following the Accused’s departure from Chestnut Grove.  He appears to have left soon after five o’ clock in the afternoon, to have dropped into the gay bar at the Roebuch Pub near the hospital and to have commenced playing in Leicester’s  Atkin’s weekend open chess tournament soon after 7 p.m. on the same day (a Friday).  Attempts to bring rational order to the mnemonic pictures suggest also that after the  Accused completed his game in the first round of  the tournament he travelled back by train to Nottingham.   The reader is afflicted with this unlikely tale because the author has to explain why the Accused chose to squander money on a fare.   The author deduces that The Accused had to travel to Leicester by train to reach the tournament on time and that, because it was cheaper than a single, he purchased a day return ticket (that is, unless they were naive and not told the facts by the salesman, those who took single journeys between Leicester and Nottingham invariably purchased a day return ticket).   The station was fifty yards from the Grand Hotel where the tournament was being played and the Accused was a young man with a good chance of  finding a bed for the night.   On the train the Accused espied a beauteous lady, far too beauteous for the Accused to venture to speak to her - and in any case she was with a crowd of  male and female friends.   This lady’s name is claimed to well known to historians of  the Conservative Party.   The Accused repaired to Mario’s restaurant.   Medical researchers will be interested to hear that the Accused was in the habit of carrying a supply of  salt when he visited nightclubs or that he procured salt from the management.   In those days drug-taking was not rife and, in particular, it was not for some decades before mass addiction to amphetamines became fashionable.   Nevertheless, the Accused advised his friends that they should avoid dehydration or exhaustion, that is to say, salt deprivation, which is commonly misnamed dehydration, by putting salt into their drinks.   Or they should drink orange juice rather than alcoholic drinks or water.   The Accused did not buy beer, but occasionally it was pressed upon him - and on this occasion he was bought a drink and he tipped salt into it.   The Accused was not pilloried for this because he had a friend who was a miner in a pit near Nottingham.   The friend reported that it was common practice for miners to add salt to his beer.  Miners were tough guys and so the Accused’s custom was respectable, even more than respectable.    The aforementioned lady came into the club with her friends.  The lady took a liking to the Accused and the Accused fondled her tits under her blouse, which he took to be the gentlemanly way of  showing his appreciation.    The lady supposed that this implied also a promise to continue fondling her tits till next morning or beyond at her abode in Nottingham(shire)..   However, no contract had been signed and witnessed by lawyers and the Accused did not suppose that he could rely on such generosity.   An accountant in his early thirties then then made a similar proposal or at any rate, after some discussion, promised to save the Accused a busfare to 299 East Park Road.   The Accused, as it happens, paid his rent in advance and therefore it had that night already been paid, but he was aware that he might have to terminate the arrangement and felt therefore that he might not not be morally entitled to use this flat, which he had not used during his sujourn at Chestnut Grove, any more.  In theory, the Accused could not be evicted from his flat, rent or no rent, but the owner of a flat may not have quite the same legal protections as  a genuine tenant!   The Accused felt that he could sneak in, even though he felt no longer entitled to do so, and, if discovered, which he would not be, make excuses.   The lady bellyached.  This was a breach of  contract.  Since the lady was the night’s prize attraction she was puzzled.   The Accused  explained that he was well aware of  this and that the accountant could not compete with her but that a promise was a promise.    So the Accountant carried the Accused back to Leicester in his Jaguar motor car.   The accountant apologised that he could not drive at over ll0 miles an hour because the car was new and  ‘running in’.   The Accused timed the journey from club to house, approximately twenty four miles, as taking thirteen minutes forty seconds!   The accountant abided a while in the Accused’s unheated abode.   The Accused however had the luxury of  blankets.  It had been the Accused’s experience that many smart and prosperous personages did not!   In terms of  the practical the Accused was perhaps even better equipped than the highly waged or  the socialite.   The accountant, as was usual, took his leave asking “Is there anything else I can do for you?”.   It did not occur to the Accused tht there was anything the accountant could do nor that he, the Accused, was deserving of  any favours and so, as was his invariable practice, he said not.   

On the Saturday morning, while playing in the tournament, he phoned Leicester City Council.  He was told that the offer of  a mortgage had been withdrawn because some spokesman of  the hospital had claimed he was no longer working there.   It appears retrospectively that this was done by the telephonist who had also been preventing the Accused from himself contacting the Council.  Had the Accused known this would happen he could have refused to leave and have continued to work as Casualty Officer at the hospital, which had not been so terrified of  the manipulations of  his Arab colleague, Dr Tadros, he might have doe ayway.

The Accused believed that Dr Tadros was so manipulative as to be a danger to life and health (of  the Accused, not Dr Tadros’s patients).   Dr Tadros need not reach for lawyers.   The author is not responsible for what the Accused thought.   There would, at least in theory, have been nothing the persecutors could have done to prevent the Accused continuing to work as Casualty Officer.   He had already been pestered by his colleagues to continue working as his own ‘locum’ while supposedly on sick leave.   Even now the Accused was nominally still working at the hospital.   The Accused, however, was severely handicapped by factors which included the severity and nature of  the persecution at the childrens’ hospital and his own poverty.   The two factors combined in the respect that the persecution was the work of  a minority and illegal - or the attempts to get rid of  the Accused were contrary to Law - but the Accused did not have facilities to use legal processes to defend himself.   The Hospital Secretary had locked the Accused out of  his hospital room.   This he was not legally entitled to do, since the Accused was still nominally a hospital employee and even should he be regarded as on bogus sick leave or on special leave the accomodation was still to be provided.   However, had he decided to work on as Casualty Officer he did not have the wealth or facility to hire lodgings in Nottingham while doing so.   The Accused felt also that he could not afford the cost of  visits to Nottingham to make inquiries as to how someone at the hospital had stopped the Council providing the mortgage.  In retrospect it seems likely that had the Accused explained the situation to the council officers they would have given him the mortgage anyway.    They might even have offered him a job.   However the Accused was in an unusual situation and he was affected by fear.   There was a danger of  the detractors claiming that he really suffered some anxiety state or mental disorder or of  the situation automatically being interpreted as reflecting adversely on the Accused, thereby generating more persecution or exposing him to psychiatric arrest, electroconvulsive therapy and damage to his mind and memory.

The Accused therefore wrote to John Vivian that now he no longer could afford to buy the remaining half of the house on East Park Road and that he could no longer afford to pay the six pounds a week rent for his flat on the premises (half of  which money, in a joint account, was nominally his).   The Accused was under the impression, which was January l973 to prove to be incorrect, that he was no longer being paid!  Had he known he was still entitled to his salary  he would not have done this.  John Vivian was never to be told what had happened, why the Accused had come to this decision.   The reader may  conclude that this was a very bad decision.   He was affected by what is known sometimes in de profundis laments as shame.   There was nothing about which to be ashamed.   He was an innocent person who had been victimised and in strict law was entitled to heavy damages.   But the Accused feared the public reaction to the facts, the inevitable condemnation.   The Accused in fact was only some fifty pounds short in cash of  the one thousand five hundred pounds he needed for the purchase (and the market value of  the house was considerably higher).   The flat on East Park Road had been an essential part of  his plans.   He had intended to retire to it after completing his term of  contract at Nottingham and then to survive by working locums or otherwise and thereby to make available the money and time to take driving lessons and gain a driving licence - which was essential for his future career.   However, although the Accused had perhaps £1450 he did not have £1500, had no way on earth of  raising the £50, or so he supposed, and his assets were now going regularly to decline - he supposed at a rate of  £10 a week.   The Accused had to take a long term view.   He had no prospects of  income and employment.   This apparantly large sum was therefore not a large sum and had to be preserved.   When John Vivian eventually produced the accounts the scheme at East  Park Road turned out to be a profitable business - or at any rate, it was not running at a loss.   Had the Accused been aware of  this he might perhaps have acted differently.   The Accused appears to have destroyed his prospects with a stupid decision - but the reader should understand that he had all his life been either refused employment or  an adequate source of  income, had no reason to suppose it would ever be different and that the considerations affecting him are not those which would affect other people who had never experienced such discrimination.    The Accused had also underestimated the influence of  immigration to Leicester.  He supposed that the house would not be sold, that the local working class, however great their wages, never had any money and that they would seek or obtain a mortgage.   The Accused expected the stock market price of  his (or Highcross Chess Club) shares in Butlin’s Holiday Camps to go up before the end of  the year,  that he would sell these particular shares and then have enough money available to buy the remaining share of  the house. 

The reader turns out to have been misled with the implication that the Accused’s Highcross Chess Club had some time in summer l972 moved from 299 East Park Road to Naylor’s chess club and that before the l971-2 season commenced Cyril Naylor fell out with his cousin Paul, closed down the club and Highcross moved elsewhere.   This the author was told this by the Accused, but it turns out that the Accused had deduced his chronology on the recollection of  a phone call affecting club affairs which he received during adventures in October l971 in Bournemouth.  It now turns out that this phone call took place during adventures in Eastbourne during August l972.   It now turns out also this phone call concerned something else and that the Accused’s club met at Naylor’s Club on Regent Road, Leicester, during the l971-2 season.   The club was therefore meeting at Naylor’s when the Accused departed from Chestnut Grove.   The Accused would not have entered the Atkin’s tournament (which was organised by Mick Broadhurst) with any intention of  producing results over the chess board.   He would have been attending to club affairs and recruiting players.   One issue that then cropped up was the proposal, supported by Mick Stokes, that the Highcross Chess Club would take over the running of  the annual Atkin’s tournament from the Leicestershire Chess Council.   This implied that the Accused or the Highcross Club would finance the tournament, which Mick Stokes and Mick Broadhurst supposed was a non-loss making proposition.   The Accused did not suppose this was a serious suggestion.  He did not see how this could be a long-term profitable proposition.  He pointed out that even should it be argued that it was, if  the tournament was one year unsuccesful the loss for that year would outweigh the profit from ten succesful years (which the others disputed).  There was  need, he claimed, for there to be enough in reserve to finance an entire years’ tournament without any income from patronage or entrance fees.   Although the tournament supposedly had regularly being making a profit, this depended very much on accountancy.   If there was a reserve to be procured, the money available to the Leicestershire Chess Association plus whatever might be procured by the club would prove insufficient. Chess tournaments over time were likely to become a declining industry.   In the past chess had been the poor man’s game but it was becoming more commercialised and would be more restricted to the well-off, so that it would be impossible to exploit any popular demand or  popularity of  the game amongst those who coud not afford to involve themselves in more fashionable pursuits such as football.   If the club could organise a tournament it could organise a tournament, but the mischief of  the League Committee in cutting down the club’s teams and the difficulties that would arise through it becoming increasingly difficult to evade the British Chess Federation capitation fee would undermine the club’s own membership which was a necessary base for any attempt to organise a tournament.   The Accused’s attitude towards any business proposition was that the managers had to finance it from their own funds and that they should not do so unless they felt they could afford to lose the money.   This was hardly a time to entice the Accused into a business proposition with an estimated budget of  seven hundred pounds and with the reduction in number of  teams and difficulties in evading BCF capitation fees the club faced an uncertain future.

The Accused when his club had split off from the Leicestershire Club in l964 regarded it as a responsiility, and despite its apparant success, not a viable long term proposition.   In the long run those with higher income would get the upper hand and those less prosperous, for whom the club catered, would be shut out.   Unless the club or the Leicestershire Chess Council bought their own premises while the possibility still existed.   This was one reason for the Accused’s ferocious objections to the squandering of  hundreds of  pounds on British Chess Federation Capitation Fees which were paid by no other county.  The purchase of  299 East Park Road had been intended to provide the club with a means of  survival - to prevent it succumbing to anticipated increases in property prices and rents and increasing non-availability of cheap or free accommodation near the City centre.   However, it had also been supposed that the scheme depended on a high membership, with low subscription, which in turn necessitated the club being open 168 hours a week.   This led to security problems and the reader who has lived through the l980s and l990s will realise that these would have become more severe.   The Accused was still hoping eventually to buy the the other share in the property, despite putting it up for sale.   Also, as matters stood  the club had free accommodation at Naylor’s club and that club appeared to be the basis of a profitable business proposition on account of  patronage by Paul’s associates.   The Accused was not aware of  the debts on which this project was based nor that it was not Cyril’s property.   The club’s future in the Accused’s opinion, therefore, was not hopeless but questionable and in his view some more reliable basis for survival was necessary than the proposed commercial interest in organising chess tournaments (in which the Accused himself had little experience).

The Accused would inevitably have repaired after the fourth Atkins’ round on the Friday night to Naylor’s club and have put in an appearance at the midnight gathering of  those of  Paul’s friends who were not in Nottingham.    The Accused had a key to Naylor’s club and the chess club had its own large room or hall and there was surely nothing to prevent him sleeping there.   He was club secretary, surely, and would have work available to occupy himself during the night.   The Accused, however, did not consider himself entitled to take such liberties.   It is the author’s opinion that Accused-mum was not at Briarwood that weekend and that the Accused slept at Briarwood both on Saturday and Sunday night.

It is also not known with accurate chronology what then took place.  However, it is known that the Accused returned one day to Briarwood and found the front door locked with both keys (including the key which Accused-mum had taken off the Accused apparantly by trickery and of  which he did not have a copy).   Accused-mum says that this locking out of  the Accused was in some way a response to his belongings being found without expanation piled up in the hall.   So the Accused could not get in  (and had he wasted money, as he had done in earlier years in such situations by smashing a window and then replacing it, then, supposedly, he would not have been able to get out!).   The Accused’s reactions were affected by the fact that he most certainly did not wish to meet Accused-mum.   The reason for this was that the Accused had previous experiences of  persecution and that on the basis of  that supposed that persecutors at the hospital would have ‘got at’ his mother and that she would be under pressure to arrange for him to be arrested and psychiatrised.   If  she knew the Accused’s whereabouts and refused to cooperate she and Accused-dad would be victimised or, at any rate,  Accused-mum would believe this would happen.    On the other hand, if  Accused-mum did not know where the Accused was, then she could not be blamed for not betraying him.   Accused-mum reported in l995 that if  the Accused thought this that was unfortunate but realistic.   Also, whether or not Accused-mum had been pressurised (and the evidence is that she was), if she knew that the Accused had been victimised she would regard this as a threat to her security and his crime and that in itself might lead to an obsession to persecute him or to mobilise psychiatrists.  It is doubtful that the Accused would have been welcome at Briarwood and the Accused’s belief that the accomodation was not available was not without cause.    Accused-mum would claim that the Accused’s had retained Briarwood when they had moved to London in order to provide the Accused with a permanent home, but there was an ambivalence in this intention so that now that the Accused was homeless the home was not available.

There was a period of a couple of  days of  sleeping rough - and the Accused reports sleeping one night on the Forest, the Park near Chestnut Grove in Nottingham.   However, the Accused rapidly came to the conclusion that he had either to renegotiate as regards 299 East Park Road or escape from Leicester.  Again we have to sort out a confusion of  similar memories.   The Accused went on several coach journeys during his career.   Let us suppose that the Accused departed on the Wednesday following his departure from Chestnut Grove.  In that case he had concocted the possibility of  travelling to the South Coast.  The immediate pretext or objective would be to locate his friend from the Maudsley Hospital, David Webster, who on last hearing had moved to Portsmouth, where his parents resided.  This in itself was likely to provide adequate cover story, but he was further to masquarade not as a doctor, an occupation which he had found stimulated hostility, but an N.H.S.nurse who had seen what she should not see and was fleeing from persecution and psychiatrists.  There were many such nurses and the story would be believed.  The Accused did not know David’s address or even whether David was in Portsmouth but intended to visit all the Websters in Portsmouth.   [ The Accused had the addresses of  several Websters procured from a telephone directory.  The Accused was in l973 to write to the Secretary of  the Maudsley Hospital, his first communication with the Maudsley Hospital following his departure from London, inquiring the whereabouts of  David Webster, a fellow ‘patient’ at the Maudsley Hospital in l965.  The Secretary wrote back that there existed no record of  the Accused having ever been adamitted to the Maudsley Hospital.   The Secretary was not permitted to reveal the whereabouts of  ‘the person known to you as David Webster’ but suggested that the Accused instruct him to pass on the message to David’s psychiatrist who could then pass it on to David.   The Accused took a negative view of  everything and supposing this was a brush-off or that David might not welcome such an approach via a psychiatrist, did not pursue the matter further.]      Despite Dave Patrick, who had occupied a room in his flat at East Park Road,  having a habit of  hitch-hiking, the Accused at that time still supposed he was too ugly to travel by such means.  The Accused established at the St Margaret’s Bus Station that the latest available bus left at 5 p.m. - but it seems this bus was to London, not Portsmouth.  The Accused arranged to meet John Vivian at 299 East Park Road at 3 p.m. and hoped that even now he could come to an arrangement.  However,  when he arrived he found his mother’s car standing outside the house.   He waited by a lamp-post and waited and waited and waited.  But his mother did not come out and the car remained.   He did not relish the possibility of  another night sleeping rough in Leicester and therefore departed to the bus station.

The Accused booked accommodation for the night at a cheap hostel in Earls Court and then visited the nearby Boltons public house.   Amongst those there were people deaf dumb communicating in their language and some Gipsies speaking  Romany.   The Gipsies, as they tended to do, immediately assumed that the Accused was a Gispy too and that he could speak Romany - indeed, they supposed he was an important Gipsy, and to avoid disappointing them the Accused had to bluff through pretending that he understood what was being said to him.   Next morning the Accused found himself walking down the King’s Road.  He wanted to buy a pencil or cheap ball point pen.  However, in all the shops on Kings Road, there was no pen or pencil for sale.   So it turned out that the fashion set were illiterate.   A beauteous little queen belonging to a Boutique spotted the Accused approaching and sprang out while his loudspeaker played over and over again words from a popular song “Is it hard to rearrange yoursel’, when you are old enough to repay and young enough to sell?”.  Or approximately that.   The reader can obtain the exact words from a music shop.

The Accused on arrival at the Victoria Coach Station he did not catch a bus to Portsmouth but to Bournemouth.   At Bournemouth the Accused found it necessary to evade gangs of  cider drinkers who lived in local parks.   There were also numerous gentlemen who offered him a bed at night.   However, the bed at night proved in every case to be a short sujourn on a location known as The Cliff.   After visiting the cliff half a dozen times in an evening the Accused would feel the routine was becoming tedious and he also began to suppose in advance that any offer of  accommodation meant The Cliff.   The Accused visited a local club, believed to be called Oscars, was surprised that he was made welcome and a smart young man sought his company.  However then what some would suppose to be a man of  age and decrepitude, offered the Accused accommodation for the night which the Accused accepted.   The younger man then protested that the Accused should repair to his place.   The Accused replied that he could not break promises.   The young man argued that the promise was not valid on account of  the comparative age and decrepitude but the Accused felt that this was insufficient cause for breaking a promise.   The following night the Accused was befriended by a person claiming to be an actress or former actress who dragged him to her drinking resort where the Accused was dumped in a chair by a table while the lady drank bottle after bottle while chatting at the bar.  The Accused therefore supposed eventually that it was expedient to make other arrangements.   He called at a boarding house and hired a beach hut for ten pounds a week - or maybe it was five pounds a week.  It was some sum so princely that The Accused could not have kept within his ten pounds a week budget.   “You must not live in the beach hut”, she explained.  That would have been contrary to council regulations.  The Accused assured the landlady he would do no such thing.

One day the Accused perhaps will recal all his adventures in Bournmouth.   Although the reader is being  sold a story of persecution and this is “sleeping rough on the coast, without income, anonymously, out of fear of  arrest by the psychiatric police and electroconvulsive therapy”, the Accused also reports the two weeks in Bournmouth (which, surely, were less than two weeks) as amongst the happiest times of  his life, perhaps the happiest.   Contrary to popular belief, the Accused led a life of  hard work and little entertainment or social life and this is the only genuine holiday he recollects.   The Accused was impressed by a young lad dressed in lilac, about whom he wrote a poem or song, who introduced himself as from Cardiff, a member of  a pop group called Hawkwind, which was then unknown to the public, or at any rate, to The Accused, and  who was in Bournmouth chasing after a girlfriend.   There was also another youth who with his lady friend regularly visited the beach hut.

The Accused, at a club, met a gentleman who is identified as Nobel Prizewinning Peacemonger.   We have a name but are cautious about lawyers.   This gentleman offered to buy the Accused a meal.   The Accused felt that he could not accept such generosity but the generous person talked him round.

        “Do you know  Georgina Fischer?”

This was a lady who, according to Dr Tadros, had qualified in Medicine in middle age and was now working as a house officer at a hospital in Halifax.  “They treat her like dirt”, Dr Tadros had said, “and don’t know who she is!”.

This was confirmed by the Peacemonger, who was surprised that the Accused was not acquainted with Georgina Fischer.   Georgina Fischer turned out to be a lady not unlike Accused-mum (just as her son bore some resemblance to The Accused).  Georgina was what Accused-mum would have been had she lived in not in England but in America where there was more money and the sacrament of  divorce and alimony.   Evryone in the U.S.A. was divorced and remained on good terms with their ex-spouses whereas in Britain it was compulsory for partners to remain attached and fighting like cats and dogs or suffering severe psychoses.

Georgina Fischer, the Peacenick  related, had walked from New York to Moscow,   It seemed to the Accused that this might involve walking on water but the Peacenick explained that some form of  floating platform was provided to walk upon.   President Lyndon Johnson had declared “If you want nuclear disarmament, why don’t you walk to Moscow and talk to Kruschev?”. So she did!

Georgina had mentioned in passing that she had a son who was “interested in chess”.  She however seemed to have no further opinions on the matter.   In later years Bobby Fischer  (who changed his name to Robert James) lamented that his mother showed so little interest in his affairs and provided so little encouragement.   Her preoccupation had been to be a heroic do-gooding  public figure.   Bob is mistaken.   Had he lived in Britain he would have had Accused-mum as mother, she would have taken a very considerable interest, would have undermined his career in chess, he and not his mother would have become the doctor and instead of  becoming World Champion he would have lived his life as an unknown!

The Accused found himself appreciated in Bournmouth but did not settle down there or get a job but after two weeks returned to Leicester.   The Accused continued awhile to sleep rough.  He also returned to Nottingham to get Mr Neal to renew his ‘sick certificate’.  Mr Neal seemed surprised and disturbed to see him.  “Where have you been?”, asked Mr Neal.  The Accused said he had been to Bournmouth.  “You said you were going to Brighton!”, whined Mr Neal, as if  the Accused had done him a great disservice.   Possibly there had been some search for the Accused in Brighton.  But this is precisely why he said he would go there and didn’t.   It might have been a well-intentioned search, but it might not.

The reader needs to be made acquainted with some points of  law.   The Accused had been subjected to what is known as ‘constructive dismissal’.   He had not been sacked, but he had been made to feel that it was impossible or unsafe for him to continue working or had been subjected to such persecution that it was unreasonable for him to remain.    This presented grounds for  suing the Hospital Board via an Employment Tribunal (or via a court of  law).   However, to do this, though this may not have immediately made any difference, the Accused had to waive any right to social security or unemployment pay until the case was settled.   Also, it was usually  considered that the time during which the victim could appeal or sue had elapsed if  he did not do so within one year.   So the Accused knew very well that he would not be blacklisted from NHS employment until a year had elapsed from his departure from Chestnut Grove or even from the date on which his term of  employment would without intervening mishap have elapsed.   That this would actually happen after a year was suggested also by the unwritten Nazi rule that no unmarried British Citizen over the age of  thirty would be employed in the NHS.   The Accused’s thirtieth birthday was to fall in March l973.    The Accused knew also that where the house officer was dismissed from his post before his term had elapsed through no fault of  his own (which the Management Committee had acknowledged to be the case) they were, according to government regulations, required to offer the victim alternative employment.   Mr Neal was commissioned to go through the routine of exploring the possibility of  such redeployment, but the Accused realised this was merely going through the motions to conform with the law.

The Accused had assumed that if  he was declared unwelcome at Chestnut Grove he would be given the oportunity to join a course set up at Nottingham University for training for the Pt l of  the Fellowship of  the Royal  College of  Surgeons.   There was also nothing to prevent him from being employed as a tutor or demonstator in anatomy while attending this course.   The Accused could have been offered a post as Demonstrator in Anatomy immediately on ceasing duties at Chestnut Grove and could hardly have found an excuse to refuse.  He would then inevitably have ended up performing his old duties as Paediatric Casualty Officer as well (maybe plus a few students).  This obvious possibility was however not even mentioned.   However instead it turned out taken for granted that the Accused would be offered and would accept a post in the University’s Department of  Pathology.   In retrospect this seems a very reasonable suggestion.   The Accused had obtained an adequate education in morbid anatomy, even though it was not a formal part of the syllabus, at the London Hospital and was an obvious candidate for forensic medicine.  He had already considered forensic medicine as a possibility when he had been a student, but did not know how to get into it!   Accused-dad, who was a friend of  Professor Francis Camps, had also, when The Accused was a student, sugested this possibility.  However, to the Accused there were now apparant snags.   There exists a diploma in pathology which it is usual for doctors to hold before they become pathologists.   The Accused did not know how anyone could obtain this qualification - and it still remains a mystery.   Further, the Accused supposed that he would be handicapped in work involving microscopes, pipettes and burettes because of  his poor eyesight.   Also, there was no evidence that the pathologists had been asked whether the Accused could join them.   The Accused was terrified that he would be handicapped by his eyesight, but in retrospect it is insufficiently proved that the Accused suffered any significant apraxia due to poor eyesight.  Instead it seems more true that the Accused was so battered psychologically, so much affected by the persecution at Chestnut Grove, that he needed a rest.   It would have been more realistic genuinely to offer him a holiday, a realistic holiday and one that lasted for a sufficient time, and for him then to be offered a post in pathology.   The Accused claims that he was in no way affected mentally or psychologically by his persecution at Chestnut Grove.  Perhaps in the sense that he would not have been impeded in any way in the reliability of  his work that is true.   But the reader, surely, would judge the conditions The Accused endured at Chestnut Grove as unreasonable and for it to be expected that he would feel a reluctance to re-embark in any form of  employment by the same authority.   The Accused might also reasonably argue that not just the Accused but any doctor working in the NHS who if given the opportunity to interrupt his labours would then decide he did not want to return

Mr Neal instead made a number of suggestions which the Accused considered unreasonable.   The Accused was interviewed, and politely received, at the Venereal  Diseases Clinic.   But with the Accused being one of  the most popular young men in the East Midlands this was hardly consistent with medical ethics.  He needed to be employed in paediatrics or geriatrics!    He was also interviewed at the Public Health Department, where he was politely received when he turned up with his friend Stanislaus.   This suggestion and some others however were impractical since a driving licence was compulsory!   These bogus attempts to make alternative employment available cost the Accused money which he was not refunded!

The Accused at some point regained Access to Briarwood.   He found there a letter offering him a post as a psychiatric registrar in Liverpool.    The Accused had no recollection of  ever having applied for this post.   Moreover not merely had the date of  commencement of  the post elapsed but that date preceded his departure from Nottingham.   If so, then according to the story so far there were at least three occasions previously when the Accused visited Briarwood that were after whenever this letter might have been expected to have arrived.   No doubt the reader will find proof that this was not a highly prestigious or popular post. The possibility had not escaped the Accused that his ‘dismissal’ from Chestnut Grove was contrived and intended to be preliminary to his being recruited for some other task.   He now imagined that perhaps this invitation to Liverpool was arranged by what at Chestnut Grove were described as his ‘friends in high places’ as a cover for investigating the circumstances of  the Alami affair at Alder Hey.   The Accused alone had the necessary skills to do this.  Probably The Accused could still have accepted the post, but he did not dare inquire!  He had a low self-estimation and did not dare invite humiliation by further inquiry.

The Accused had told John Vivian, when he originally decided that 299 East Park Road was put up for sale, that four thousand pounds would be an adequate price for the house.   Mick Stokes informed the Accused that the market price was at least eight thousand pounds.   The Accused was not aware that price inflation had reached that point, though the immigration undoubtedly would have driven up prices.   By l980 the price would have been  £120,000.  The Accused knew very well this would happen but he supposed that he could not afford the expenses of  the house and that he had no choice.   In particular, the Accused felt he could not raise the price of  replacing and installing a gas fire which he had supposed was covered by insurance (and probably was), the necessary cash pro temp being frozen in the joint Highcross Account.   The Accused also felt he could not value the house at above £4,000 because he was still intending to raise the cash to purchase the half he did not own.   The Accused reports that while he was hiding in Bournmouth his finances improved considerably.   The Accused was in the habit of  buying up cheaply shares in companies that had gone into voluntary liquidation.   The cheap price arose from there usually being long intervals between liquidation payments.   There had possibly been such payments.   However, the main issue was that there had been a takeover bid by the Rank Organisation for the Butlins Holiday Camp company in which the Accused had shares.   By February l973 the Accused’s finances were to recover even more and it does not seem to the author that the Accused found himself by the time his year at Chestnut Grove would have come to an end with less assets than he would have had had he stayed on,  though his circumstances over all may have been less favourable (particularly on account of  the inflation in house prices and his subsequent chronic unemployment).

The Accused therefore contacted John Vivian now with the aim of  himself purchasing the remaining share in 299 East Park Road.   They met at the house.  Although John had been asked to arrange a sale, this could not take place without the Accused’s agreement.   However, it appeared that John was aware of  some source of embarrassment.   He had promised the house to an Indian gentleman.   It emerged then that he had even given this gentleman a key!   The Accused was alarmed.  His previous experiences had embued him with the prejudice that Indians were chronic fraudsters.   John Vivian, he felt, had insufficient paranoid personality disorder to cope with the type of  negotiation to which he might have been subjected.   He suspected that John had taken a bribe.   He could hardly have avoided doing this if  negotiations had proceeded as the Accused suspected.   He did not say this however but, although this might be a catastrophe, did not blame John Vivian.   He did however say that it was very foolish to part with a key.   He did not wish the house to go to an exploitative Indian landlord (that is, one who exploited other Indians), said the Accused.   They had a moral duty to prevent that happening.   John Vivian said that the prospective purchase wanted the house for his family.   The Accused expressed scepticism.  However, as matters stood, the Accused was still going to buy the remaining share of  the house and move back in.   But then they found in what had been the Accused’s room in what had had been his flat an Indian teenager sleeping on the floor.   This was presumably what was known as an illegal immigrant.   This youth informed the two owners of  the house, not knowing who they were, that his uncle owned the house and was renting a room to him.   His uncle, explained the youth, had obtained a grant from the government or council to encourage him to buy a house and live in Leicester.   So the uncle had gotten himself a mortgage on the first house to buy a second and a mortgage on the second to buy a third, and a mortgage on the third..and so forth.   The youth was very proud of  his uncle.

Perhaps this was cock and bull.   The Accused did not share his thoughts, or his despair, with John Vivian.   He felt too ashamed of  the desparation of  his position.   As the Accused saw it - there is no proof  that this was correct - the prospective buyer had exploited his possession of  a key by moving a tenant into a house he did not own, charging a rent from the tenant to sleep on a floor in a room without furniture, and he had done so because now the Accused could not evict the squatter and take possession without an expensive Court Case he could not afford to pursue.   This meant that he was forced to sell.   The Accused admitted to John Vivian that he was forced to sell, but did not explain why.   Or, at any rate, John Vivian says he was never told the reason.    For the Accused, who was to receive £2000 or thereabouts and was to receive his share of  the Highcross Club Account, which was more than he expected, this was a tragedy, the ruin of  his life!

The Accused applied for a two months locum appointment as Registrar in Psychiatry at the Hensol (Castle) Mental Subnormality Hospital in Pontyclun, at llantrisant, nine miles from Cardiff.   To his astonishment the Accused was offered the post.  When can you commence?  The Accused arrived on a Monday and was refunded first class train fare for his travels.   The hospital’s two consultants (the Superintendent and Deputy Superintendent) were devotees of  the Welsh Language Society.   The Accused was informed that he was off duty on Tuesday afternoon.   So next day, in the afternoon, the Accused took a train to Abergavenny, the town of  his birth.   He was astonished at the beauty of  Abergavenny Town.  Now he supposed the lot of man had been revealed to him.   Accused-dad’s ambition had been to work in London.  Now he worked in London.  People throughout their lives forever stived towards a goal but however far they progessed the goal became further and further remote.   They did not even know clearly what the goal was.  Yet what they were seeking was what they were born with which was now forever lost.

The Accused mentioned this later to his mother.   It was the ugliness and destitution of  the cities, the separation from nature, that caused the desolation, depression, psychopathy and delinquency of  the cities.

    “You are quite right!”, she retored,  “Everyone in Austria thought that England was heaven, that I was very lucky to come to England.   The ship approached Glasgow.  I burst into tears.  I had never seen anything so ugly in my life!”.

The Accused walked up the Old Ross Road.   He hoped to visit Mr Vaughan and, if she was still there, his daughter Barbara.  His mother later informed him that she was and that the Vaughans had been given the cottage as their own property.   [Accused-mum had gone on a tour of her old acquaintances, including Maggie Smith, who had lent her her flat when in the USA.  The Oscar was being used as a door-stop]. The gate to Mendiff Court or what used to be Mendiff Court, with the cottage on the other side, was locked.   Mendiff  House, which the Accused had remembered as a great mansion, now seemed from the distance a little cottage.   The giant Chestnut trees, the great fir tree on the lawn that had seemed to be a great meadow and the monkey puzzle tree also now seemed much smaller than the Accused recalled them.   The Accused found himself surrounded by a crowd of  Welshmen, much as he had been in the past when he had eventually been recognised as ‘one of the spies’.

    “I used to live here”, explained the Accused, “when it used to be a mental hospital”,

    “There had never been a mental hospital on this site.”

    “There has, or some called it a mental hospital, Mendiff  Court Mental Hospital.   My father was the doctor living in the House.”

    “He couldn’t have been.   There has never been a hospital on this site.”

    “Perhaps not recently.  We lived here in the nineteen forties.”

    “Neither then nor at any other time, there has never been a hospital on this site”.

    “Well, yes, have your way!  It may not have been a real mental hospital.  Rudolf  Hess used to be detained here!”

    “Rudolf  Hess has never been here!”

In other words, he had. You can’t prove a negative.  If they were certain, they could only be certain of his presence.  The Accused was to learn eighteen years later that everyone in Abergavenny knew that Rudolf Hess lived at Mendiff Court and that they had supposed he was still there when he was supposedly detained in Germany.

        “Oh, I remember who you are!”, said a man, “I know who you are!”.

Presumably this was Mr Vaughan.  But the Accused was forever affected by his low self-estimation.  He did not wish to intrude any further.   He supposed he would not be welcome.  He walked down the road back to Abergavenny.

The Superintendent informed the Accused next day that he had made an error.   When he had said the Accused was “off” on Tuesday afternoons he had not meant he was not on duty, only that he had no specific duties allocated.   His half day was Wednesday, not Tuesdays.   The Accused felt very embarrassed but it turned out that the error was understood, forgiven and forgotten.   However, according to the Accused he was not the only work avoider and that he had a never- seen chronically work avoiding colleague.

The staff at the hospital supposed that he was a Townie who would not wish to remain in rural Wales.   He did in those days dress somewhat as a Townie or night-club person.  But the Accused was happy at Pontyclun.   He was not willing to accept a permanent appointment.   This was because he had found himself both at Carlton Hayes and at Nottingham Childrens’ Hospital trapped into a situation which proved worse than expected through his having (effectively) a year’s contract.   As soon as a doctor accepted a ‘substantive’ appointment he would be at risk of  abuse and of  being drawn into the politics without being able to defend himself.

The Accused had therefore resolved that he would henceforth apply for and accept only locum hospital appointments.   There were other reasons for this.   Locums were paid more money and as a locum he could expect registrar appointments rather than SHO appointments.   If  the Accused were to accept a ‘substantive’ appointment without possiblity of  escape there existed the possibility, indeed, the probability, of  the administrators searching his room and finding and stealing his P45 tax form which would give them the pretext of  deducting a third or more of  his income in what they described as ‘single man’s tax rate’.   Locums could claim travelling expenses for travel to and from relatively short appointments and there was no tax on travelling expenses.   Taxable income could amount to no income at all.  There was no telling what the pay cheque would be before it arrived - and to British workers it was only what escaped taxation that counted.   The Accused hoped to time his locums so that they would coincide geographically and in time with the requirements of  chess tournaments.   The Accused felt that any job was fully learned in two weeks and that all thereafter was repetition - and the Accused wished to learn as much as he could.    This was not to further his career or for profit.   He simply wanted to learn.  However also he would, if  he could afford it, sit the examination for the Membership of   the Royal College of  Physicians.    The Accused wished to learn how to put cut-down drips, the only bar against his applying for posts as registrar in paediatrics and the more appointments he took on the more likely he was to find someone to give him adequate teaching.   The Accused would need spare time to take driving lessons and therefore could not be a full time hospital doctor.    The reader will point out that the Accused had no reason to suppose that he would be offered another job and could not afford to pick and choose.   As it happens, from his departure from Chestnut Grove until September l973, that is, exactly a year later, the Accused was to be offered every job for which he applied and several for which he had not applied (Can this be true?).   Nevertheless, the Accused at this point shared the reader’s scepticism about his prospects but still was not willing to accept a substantive job.   Had it been suggested to the Accused that rather than accept a permanent appointment at Pontyclun he be available for locums in the future, the Accused would have been delighted!

The reader will not be entertained with all the Accused’s adventures in Wales.   He was befriended by young man who came from South of  London where he had lived near, befriended and admired Peter Cushing, a Hammar Horror actor who was oft depicted in films as hunter of  vampires (or as a vampire or Dr Frankenstein).   This youth would try to alarm or impress the Accused by driving  his car at great speed over fields full of hillocks and trees.   Pontyclun was not provided with a multiplicity of  buses and buses cost money, but when he was walking along the roads there always stopped some person in a car to take him to Cardiff or back to the hospital.   The Accused, as at Carlton Hayes, was commissioned to conduct the long overdue Statutory Annual Physical Examinations (but the findings were less controversial).   What was meant by ‘mental subnormality’, as at Carlton Hayes, was open to debate.  There was a ward full of women who not only bore some resemblance to Accused-mum physically but all sounded off with speeches, prejudices and delusions that were also regularly heard from Accused-mum.   Rather than being ‘mentally subnormal’ they were normal Welsh housewives and their presence at the hospital was more a matter of  economics or sociology rather than psychiatry.   The Accused  intended originally to conduct ward rounds by night.   This is a convenient time to make tours of  entire hospitals.   However when he approached the hospital he found the doors locked and next day the Superintendent mentioned that the nurses, who had never seen the Accused before, had reported a prowler.   The nurses felt safer at night if  the doors were locked and nobody was allowed to enter.

It proved easier to visit Leicester when working in llantrisant than might be expected, even to arrive in Leicester for 7.15 chess matches and to return by next morning.   During his weekends off the Accused regularly met on the train a tall young student at Aston University (Birmingham) with long hair and patches on his jeans.    The two conducted a correspondence but the Accused could not understand modern English, supposing for instance that the allegation that he was ‘cool’ represented some manner of  denigration.   He visited the students room at Aston University once,  on top of  a skyscraper but spent his time sitting mute and embarrassed on a bed while the student sat in a chair and eventually, fearing that he had outstayed his welcome, departed.

The Accused, the reader will recall, did not ancipicipate a medical career when he qualified in Medicine in l969 and set up a postal translation agency (that is, despatching by post translations into a another language of  texts that had been sent by post).  At any rate, he acquired a registered business name (Scientific and General Semantics), a post office box and stationary.   The Accused felt that a box at the post office for receipt of  letters was necessary because his mother was apt to pick up letters addressed to the family home in Leicester (Briarwood) and carry them to his parents’ home in London.   Peter Killick and the Accused  had  ambitions to organise a printing business and they travelled to London to buy a minute printing press, sundry type (or ‘fonts’), various coloured inks or pastes and other paraphernalia.   The Accused, not wishing the printing press to go walkies, left it at Briarwood, relative to the size of  which’s rooms it was a minute item.  Accused-mum, whose possessiveness was without compromise, however yelled that she did not want this item in ‘her’ house, yelled without interruption, with no possibility of  communication, and the press was removed to Peter Killick’s at Fern Rise, five miles away.   This press produced Scientific and General Semantics notepaper and business cards, as designed by the Accused.   The Accused claims tht the press was left at Peter’s and  lost when Peter decided instead to go into partnership with Eddy Edington, who was prepared to provide an industrial machine.   The Accused however carried back, over the five miles - his poverty made such heroics forever necessary - the heavy table they had been using - which had its origin in a collection of  British Railways canteen furniture John Vivian and the Accused had bought for ten pounds for their chess club - and deposited it in the Briarwood cellar.   He claims that the printing press was abandoned and lost at Fern Rise.  Nevertheless there is an old little printing press at Briarwood which has been damaged beyond use by a fire as well as an assortment of  type fonts.   Historians are agreed, however, that the Accused’s post office box evaporated.

The Post Office Box, at Campbell Street, at the back of  Leicester’s London Road railway station building (as opposed to platforms) was entitled ‘Scientific and General Semantics’  but to it were delivered all letters addressed to the Accused using the Briarwood address.   No such letter was ever delivered to Briarwood while the Accused had his post office box and no letter was ever delivered to the Post Office Box addressed to Accused-dad, Accused-mum or anyone other the Accused whether using the Briarwood address or any other.  Accused-mum however was forever yelling that her post was being diverted into the Accused’s box.   She yelled and yelled and. as always, delusional accusations were built into the yelling and it was physically impossible to insert a word between  Accused-mum’s barrage of  yellings.   However, there was rarely yelling without any monetary motivaton.   Accused mum would yell that if  the Accused closed his post office box he could claim back the annual fee he had paid.   The Accused felt that before he had had the Post Office Box Accused-mum could not be prevented from carrying  to London letters addressed to him, that he did not even know what letters had been sent to him, that his mother merely yelled if  he asked access to his own stolen letters and accused him of  stealing her correspondence.    The Accused’s parents, or so he claims, had in the past regularly confiscated letters addressed to him, read them and acted upon them without his knowing they had existed - particularly so as to prevent him obtaining a students’ grant, scholarships or  employment.   The Accused still paid a fee negotiated in l969 of  nine pounds a year and had he cancelled the contract and negotiated anew he would have had to pay the current charges of  over fifty pounds a year.   Post was recovered from Campbell Street Post Office by presentation of  a card.   While the Accused was working in Wales the card was held by Mick Stokes, whom the Accused would meet on the Saturday during his weekends off.   On at least one occasion Mick Stokes had already collected the correspondence and then handed it to the Accused.   However, on his final return, the Accused collected his card and went to the post office to be told that his post office box had been closed!   A person claiming to be Mr Graf, the person in whose name the box was registered, had claimed that his correspondence had been diverted to the box without his consent.   This person had made a considerable fuss, they said.   They had no reason to suppose that he was not the Mr Graf  who had hired the box.  Had they not believed this, they would not have closed down the box.   This turned out, from the description given, to have been  Accused-dad.   No letter of  Accused-dad’s or Accused-mum’s had ever been misdirected to the post office box.   The Accused mentioned this incident when he next met his parents.  His mother yelled and yelled, claiming that post was misdirected to the box  (She mentioned no specific post) and that the Accused would save money by disposing of  the box and claiming back th money (which he could not do).   Accused-dad did not admit the offence.   He refused to say anything!   In the l990s Accused-mum claimed that she did not know that Accused-dad had closed down the box.   She had just been lamenting, as was her wont, in the folorn hope of  arousing sympathy and affection, and had neither expected nor intended  Accused dad to take any action - and had not known he had done so!   Presumably  Accused-mum’s incessant laments on this topic had been getting on his nerves.   The Accused had not intended to abandon his postal translation agency but had rather made the occasional efforts to expand its scope of  reference.   The Magazine in which he had been advertising, the Exchange and Mart, had however ceased to accept his advertisement because they felt that the wording ‘Impossible Problems Solved’ - the Accused’s speciality - was contrary to their regulations.  The Accused felt that a secure method of  ensuring he (and no unauthorised person) received his post was essential to his various potential enterprises.   

The Accused again travelled to Nottingham and visited the Chestnut Grove hospital.  He was again sleeping rough, whether this was due to being still or again banished from  Briarwood or whether it was a necessity imposed by his travels.   This means he would have been dirty and smelly.   He would have been dirty and smelly anway since Briarwood during winter, now that it was no longer possible to use the coal furnace because of  a leak in the water tank built in behind it, was too cold for it to be possible to wash.   The Accused was told that “things were very difficult” at the hospital.   It was a very unhappy place, the Accused was informed, and although there was a reluctance to provide specific explanations,  it appered this unhappiness was attributed to Professor  Hull.   Efforts were made to persuade the Accused to resume his duties in the Casualty Department as, the collegues put it, a ‘locum’.   It was proving impossible to find a Casualty Officer and there would be no difficulty in arranging this.   The Accused was then invited to Dr Veronica’s room.   The Accused had been expecting to sleep on the Forest during the night and felt embarrassed at remaining in Dr Veronica’s room in his unkempt and offensive state, but she suggested nevertheless that he should remain.  She was intent on persuading him to return to the hospital.   As the Accused saw it,  the reason for his returning was that his colleagues felt that they needed him and moreover they were right in the sense that he felt that he could protect them from being victimised but that they could not protect themselves.   He also felt he had a duty to the patients or city to work in the Casualty Department, a task which nobody else on earth was capable of  performing.   There was however at the same time the voice of  dissuasion in that he had been fortunate in so far having a spotless  career and in having never made a mistake or in not having been Found Out.  But that, surely, could not last forever.   However, the reason for his refusing, and he would not otherwise have refused, was that he feared Tadros.  He feared that his life would be threatened by Tadros’s alleged manipulations.

The Accused’s colleagues,  Dr Veronica said, had been very angry when they had asked ‘them’ why the Accused had left and had been told that his colleagues had complained about him.   They had therefore signed a petition which underlined their denial of  this allegation.  However they had been told that if  they presented the petition retribution would be eked out against them.

“Who told you that?”, asked the Accused.

“Er..somebody told us that..”

“Who told you...?”

“Oh, yes, I see now! Of course!..”, answered Dr Veronica, a look of realisation dawning on her face.

“Was it Tadros?”

“Yes, it was Tadros”.

“Have you again let Tadros set himself up as your spokesman., to speak on your behalf and on the Consultants’ behalf, without you speaking to the consultants directly?  What do you suppose was the source of  this allegation that you had complained about me?”

“Yes..of course...that is right...”

The discussion was intended to carry on further.  But at 5 a.m. Dr Veronica was called to attend to a case of  ‘status asthmaticus’.   He did not volunteer to go with her because he felt himself not in adequately groomed.   He felt that he would have taken five minutes to deal with this.   However by 8 a.m. Dr Veronica had not returned (nor phoned back to her room) and then the cleaning lady arrived and the Accused concluded that Dr Veronica was now performing her routine duties and was not going to return.

The Accused left her room and Nottingham.  He was apparantly not in a position to spruce himself up and return.   The author’s researches suggest that the Accused and his Highcross Chess Club had assets in cash and shareholdings valued at approaching five thousand pounds.   The Rank Organisation in place of  the Butlin’s shares had issued their own shares and loan stock.   The Accused sold the Rank Loanstock and instead bought  British Leyland loanstock, which earned higher interest.  Nevertheless the Accused, who supposed he was not currently earning an income would have assessed his assets in terms of  income generated - perhaps two pounds a week.  If  that was his income, he could spend more.

The Accused insisted on referring to Rank as the Wank Organisation and would claim it was the worst managed business in history.   The organisation had a full complement of  what he called ‘Stigmata of  Incompetence’ - one was blaming the government for inadequate profits and another a substantial donation to the Conservative Party.  Moreover, the Chairman had a knighthood, was President of  the Confederation of  British Industry and indeed a Cabinet Minister and comanded a great salary...all stigmata of  incompetence.   The Rank Organisation, claimed the Accused, survived only because it had shares in the American Xerox Corporation on whose management the Rank management had no influence.

The Accused then, again to his surprise, was offered a locum as Registrar in Psychiatry for a week, ending on Christmas day, at the Central Middlesex Hospital.   The Senior Consultant there was Dr Dominian, a Roman Catholic, and an  expert on marital affairs.  Dr Dominian informed the Accused that Accused-dad was a highly honoured consultant at the hospital.   The Accused was unaware of  this, though it turns out that the Central Middlesex served London’s Brent county or district, leader Ken Livingstone, to which Accused-dad was child psychiatrist.   The Accused remarked that since the chess grandmaster Petrosian was Armenian, the name Dominian perhaps was also Armenian.   Dr Dominian confessed that it was.

        “What were the chances of  Bobby Fischer winning the world chess championship?”. asked Dr Dominian.

Fischer would win, said the Accused.  If  Spassky won the first five games,  Fischer would still win.  There was no chess player in the world whose skills and capacity for winning games approached Fischer’s.

“So that is generally known amongst chess players, is it?”

“Well.. if  they were pressed into an opinion, probably so... Anyway, it is the fact.”

[Fischer had already won the world championship.  This conversation took place with Dr Wigglesworth].

It was at the Central Middlesex that the Accused on the only occasion in his career prescribed E.C.T..  a lady arrived who was squirming on the floor, wailing and in tears.   Something presumably had upset her ..but it was not revealed what.  This phenomenon is known in middle aged ladies as “I can’t cope” or ‘depression’ and the reader will recall that according to Dr Lowe and perhaps also Dr Kaye any doctor who did not administer ECT was guilty of  incompetence.   So the Accused was asked  supposedly to deal with this.   This might be expected immediately to cure the depression.   On this occasion, however, it did not.   The wailing and crying  persisted.   The lady perhaps wished the audience to believe that she was so distressed that  she was inviting ECT on herself.   It may have been that she was victim of  some great personal tragedy but it was not known what it was nor why this should have led her towards a hospital ward.   Those who regularly wail and cry might suppose it an affront on their human rights to be punished for it with ECT but the Accused supposed that the nurses could not entertain this much longer, would not be prepared to attend to wailing which showed no prospect of  ever coming to an end and would expect something to be done - that is to say, ECT.   There was nothing that could be done but, supposed the Accused, who had nothing else to offer, ECT was treatment for the nurses.   So the Accused suggested that ECT be administered.   The nurses looked at the Accused in astonishment.   It did not occur to the Accused that there might be psychiatric departments where ECT was not given to every patient at the drop of  a hat.   What had the Accused said, asked the nurses.  ECT.  Oh, yes, ECT.   The patient will be given ECT.   The Accused suggested that the machine should be produced and that he would administer the ECT.  “Don’t bother!”, said a nurse, “We will administer the ECT!”.

So the nurses managed to lead out of  the room the patient who had previously been writhing, wailing and crying on the floor.   A minute later the nurses and patient returned, with the patient making no further sound or comment but awake and not displaying any indications of  distress.

“Has the patient had ECT?”

“Oh yes! She had ECT!”

“What, really?  She has had ECT?”

On the back of  his mind, it seemed to the Accused that there was something he had not been told.  Had the Accused committed a faux pas by suggesting ECT?  Had the nurses perhaps not administered ECT at all?    Was this an actress the nurses had hired from the Royal Shakespear Theatre to play a joke on the Accused?  Had the nurses perhaps cottoned on and realised they were supposed merely to threaten ECT or pretend to administer ECT?

There were then no drug addicts in the East Midlands, the Accused had been involved in the treatment of no drug addicts (or not drug addicts in the modern sense).   The Accused was during his week at the Central Middlesex several times called to the Casualty Department to attend to patients with sundry complaints.  Since a Casualty Officer or  Nurse (It was the Casualty Sister) had called the Accused and the Accused was the Psychiatric Registrar presumably his assessment of  his own diagnostic contribution is an overestimate.   The patients would admit openly that in order to obtain some manner of  treatment for the complaint they had been that night touring London, from Casualty Department to Casualty Department.   Casualty Sisters would gossip with each other over the phone through the night.  So the Accused may not have been the first to discover this.  The Accused would acknowledge the great feat performed by the patient, but pointed out the contradindications against such adventures.  The patient initially appeared to be describing genuine symptoms - and perhaps they were.   The patient would then suggest he be provided some medicine for his complaint.   The Accused would remark that there was not a drug for every complaint and that he was not a great believer in drugs.   It was not really the function of  Casualty Departments to provide medicines but that of  General Practioners.   It could cause great annoyance to General Practitioners for Casualty Officers to meddle with their functions.    The Accused could perhaps think up something, but if so it was very definitely necessary for him to notify the G.P. or for the patient to notify the G.P. when he found one if  he did not have one already.   He felt it was open to doubt that the Casualty Department could deal with the patient again if  the patient did not find a G.P..  So far so good.   But then the patient would ask for a particular drug.   The Accused would then say that the suggested drug was not appropriate - which it was not - and suggest something else (or, possibly, no drug at all).   The patient would repeat his request.   The patients however in these cases eventually accepted the refusal (and maybe went off to some other Casualty Department).   Amongst the drugs requested were some which the Accused had never previously heard-of  as being addictive.   This included Diazepam and Nitrazepam, which in future years were to be well known to be pet drugs of  addicts and also pet drugs of  addicts in the sense of  patients who constantly run to G.P.s with complaints for which such drugs came to be prescribed  (since these drugs came to be regarded by G.P.s as sedatives or tranquillisers).   The Accused (in common with other doctors) was still under the impression that these were wonder-drugs but from now on ceased to prescribe them.   The summoning nurses never suggested that these patients were drug addicts.   The Accused, who had never before encountered this London phenomenon had no reason to suppose that such histories were automatically interpreted as those  of  drug addiction without any open diagnosis being mentioned.   It is doubtful that anyone ever mentioned the potential diagnosis ‘drug addiction’.  Nevertheless, after the Accused had seen several of  these patients, he mentioned to the Sister assisting him that there were reports of  numerous Casualty doctors in the USA being shot because they refused to provide drugs to addicts.   There was a danger that in the future Casualty Staff  would find themselves under threat.   He wrote a note which  suggested that the drugs which were being requested should be removed from the hospital.   He wrote out a list and listed alternatives that could be used in each case.

If  the drugs were unobtainable, suggested the Accused, patients would have no pretext for shooting Casualty staff.

If the Accused had made such a suggestion at Carlton Hayes or at Chestnut Grove,  the Accused would have been stridently condemned and persecuted.   He did not expect anyone at this hospital to take any notice.   The Accused was astonished to be told by Dr Dominian next day that all the drugs the Accused had listed had been banished from the hospital.   Could this be true, asked the Accused.  Indeed so, said Dr Dominian.   The hospital happened to own a building some distance away from the main site which was used as an accessory pharmacy. 

The Accused was forever hearing the praises of  the registrar for whom he was deputising.   The Accused was not to meet this lady ever in any psychiatric connection, but she was also a  South African lady who was a representative on junior doctors’ associations.    She had no great political sophistication.   Doctors reps were usually either psychiatrists or anaesthetists (and often South African). 

The Accused was greatly impressed by the Central Middlesex Hospital.   It had a large staff,  including Mr McLean, the dentist who had lived at the students’ hostel when the Accused there resided,  and the doctors actually were in evidence, not work-avoiding permanent absentees.   They were interested in their subjects and it was possible with them to discuss, as it had not been possible in previous hospitals,  Medicine and the patients.  The Accused was obliged for the reasons previously stated to refuse the offer of a permanent post as SHO.   The Accused suspected also that it would be difficult to work with the much admired registrar and that she was too venerated to be other than a fool.   He also supposed that he was barred from psychiatric practice because he was aware of  no benefits in the administration of  electroconvulsive therapy, did not approve of  the taboo against consideration of  environmental, social or financial factors and considered the concept of  ‘schizophrenia’ to be scientifically unacceptable beyond being a synonym for ‘don’t know’ and being a regular diagnosis produced when the patient had been asymptomatic before treatment with tranquillisers.   

There was to be within a year a persistent rumour that the Accused had been ‘struck off  the medical register’ (he had not been so) and that this was because he had ‘refused to administer psychiatric treatment to homosexuals’.   This charge was never openly levelled against him.   It wouldn’t be.   Some meaningless psychiatric or moralistic abuse would be levelled instead.   Moreover, it is not necessary to distinguish between the various unpardonable degeneracies of  the Public School - blowing whistles,  above average I.Q.s.,  Jewish origins, disinclination towards sending Bolshies accused of  homosexuality to gaschambers or anything else.   Whoever is accused of  one is accused of  all.  However, the Accused supposed at this time (and indeed throughout his career, and still does) that he was barred from psychiatric practice because he did not consider there to be a psychiatric illness designated “homosexuality” and indeed did not consider it to be jusifiable or legal to administer treatment for such an alleged illness whether openly stated or whether hidden behind some disguising terminology such as ‘schizophrenia’ or ‘personality disorder’.    

  Moreover, the Accused supposed that Dr Dominian was a Roman Catholic with a special interest in marriage and the family he would strong views on what the Public School regarded as moral offences when Found Out in themselves or accused in others.   He also supposed that any consultant who employed an assistant with Bolshie views was certain to be persecuted and  he did not wish to bring this onto anyone.

So the Accused felt he was obliged to refuse the offer of  a substantative Senior House Officer post.   He refused it however with great sadness.   The Central Middlesex was an excellent hospital.   Had he been able to work in a such a hospital earlier in his career, all would have been different.  But now it was too late.

The Accused might have changed his mind had he before the offer received his pay cheque.   He could not believe his eyes!   He was being paid a sum over seventy pounds!   On that evidence the level of  creative or illegal wage deduction was lower than in any other hospital.    This was the first and possibly only hospital at which the Accused worked which employed whites rather than the temporary registered,  though it was perhaps more Bolshie than Public School whites.   Perhaps whites hospitals did not have creative deductions.   That would explain how its doctors could survive without the grants the foreign doctors received from their governments.   The Accused perhaps might also have changed his mind had he realised that the Central Middlesex Hospital was within a short walking distance from his parents’ house in Hendon.

It is not clear that the Accused’s assessment was justified.   A doctor with no private life may perhaps be a liability because his private life has to be public.   However,  Accused-dad was a consultant at the Central Middlesex and, although the Accused was not aware of  it,  Accused-dad’s views were not dissimilar from his own.   The  Central Middlesex was continuously advertising for an SHO with a psychotherapeutic approach and a broad knowledge of  the differing schools of  psychiatry.   The Accused was the only person available fitting that description.   Similarly the Maudsley Hospital was advertising for an SHO or Registrar was a Cambridge Pt ll in Psychology and a broad knowledge of  differing schools of  psychiatry - and again  the Accused was the only person in the country, if not the world, except perhaps some older individuals who were already consultants or already liquidated,  who fitted the description.   The Accused was needed to hold the lantern of science in the face of  mass ignorance and prejudice.   But as he had experienced the world, ignorance and prejudice were the norm, all that was tolerated.

The Accused finished his duties at the Central Middlesex Hospital on Chistmas Day.  Or perhaps it was Boxing Day.   In either case, it was a day with no trains or other public transport.   There was no way he could get back to Leicester.     The Accused was so afraid of  blame or  of  being caught out in some transgression that he did not dare stay in the hut which was allocated to him in a courtyard within the hospital building.   He phoned up his parents and was given directions to their house.   He left the hospital, walked along  the Great North Road and it seemed to him that no sooner had had he started walking he had reached his destination!

The Accused had supposed he would stop briefly at his parents’ home in Hendon in London, travel back to Leicester when public transport resumed after Christmas and then apply for further hospital locum appointments.   Hospital doctors who took time off, even their statutory holidays (They worked through their holidays collecting what was left of  pay and holiday pay after draconian wage deductions), found difficulties in obtaining further appointments.   The Accused was anxious to get away but Accused-mum would contuously whine that the Accused should stay another day.   It might appear to the reader that the Accused could have organised his life more efficiently by moving into the Hendon house, but the Accused did not suppose that he was really welcome as  a full time fixture.   His mother supposed also he was a disgrace to be hidden from the neighbours  (and felt he was getting out of  hand by taking a job in his father’s hospital), there was really room neither for him or his property, his mother might lock him out at any time and he was still insufficiently resourceful and knowledgeable for him readily while in Hendon to exercise his responsibilities to his chess club or to prevent it being taken over by the more prosperous set for whom it was not intended, with demands for high subscriptions which the membership could not afford.

The Accused thus remained in London for two weeks.   The Accused claims that the Indian immigration had driven house prices and rents in Leicester to levels he could not afford - at any rate, that was true of  what had previously been the cheaper accomodation.   He had to move to Nottingham which then still did not have a significant Indian immigration.   The previous Caribbean immigration, he claims, was on a smaller scale and did not have such a significant economic impact.   It was cheaper to live in Nottingham and commute by bicycle or  by Barton’s bus (three shillings return).   

The Accused paid one more visit to Chestnut Grove Hospital.   As he walked in the telephonist, the elder of  the two, looked the Accused and appeared terrified.   A realisation dawned on the Accused that had never occurred to him before.   The entire persecution at the hospital might have been organised by the telephonists.   In fact, some aspects of  it certainly were - and also they rather than the mechanism itself  responsible for the system’s troublesome chronic malfunction.   Perhaps they had been blackmailed or were annoyed at  the Accused calling in the engineers when he had first encountered the malfunction.    The  Accused chatted with the telephonist so as to dispel any impression that he might be in a mood for retribution.   He learnt also that the other telephonist, who had some physical resemblance to Professor Hull and perhaps was more likely to have perpetrated the whole history through incompetence, had been sacked.   The Theatre Sister had telephoned when he had been drunk and he had called her a high-fallooting stuck up bitch.    The Theatre Sister was the most powerful person in the hospital and was ot going to take this lying down.

A case can be presented implicating the telephonists which a jury would take as being proved.   But the theory  implicating  Skinny John and the theory implicating the Alder Hey cover-up could also be proved to the satisfaction of  any jury.   The evidence  that the Accused’s admission to the Maudsley Hospital was engineered to prevent him from travelling to Russia and prevent him becoming a Secret Service Chief  is more than adequate to provide proof.   So is the evidence for other conspiracy theories that might explain that episode.  But it eventually emerged that it all arose from a misunderstanding between  Accused-mum and one of  the Accused’s ex-landladies.   Had these more trivial attributions to insignificant people not emerged the verdict would be that the Accused had conducted investigations or collected information, over a very long  period of  time,  and had thereby unearthed conspiracies that routine investigations would have overlooked.   He would have been  the Great Detective.   But then even more thorough investigations or investigations over an even longer time revealed the cause as being not a great political conspiracy amongst the mighty but the blunders of the lowly and insignificant.    The investigations into this and other conspiracies were by no means over but the Accused felt he may have discovered a rule of  sociology or human behaviour.   Where there was some complex politics the nature of  which was being kept hidden,  not just one explanation but many, some even mutually contradictory, were true.  Events always evolved in consistency with the pre-existing politics irrespective of  what might be the immediate trigger.   Similarly, in the behaviour and motivation of  the individual human, which was a facsimile of  the social or political system,  numerous motivations were channelled into the same routine patterns of  behaviour.   There were for instance the alternative explanations of  sexuality and money in the ‘neuroses’  studied by Sigmund Freud or the coexistence of  sexuality and aggression in the behaviour of  the Public School or medical gerontocracy.

The Accused noticed in the doctor’s common room a handwritten command written by Professor Hull.   Sixteen medical cases,  he declared, had presented to the Casualty Department over the ‘Christmas Period’ (of  five days).  What?  Only sixteen?   The Casualty Department could not stand the strain of  such unnecessary presentations.   Medical cases were to be sent away with a flea in their ears (Before they were known to be medical cases or after?).   In the Accused’s era there would have been no quibble about sixteen cases and all patients received attention.  Was this the hand of  Tadros?

Perhaps not!   Tadros whined at the news that the Accused had worked for a week as locum psychiatric registrar at the Central Middlesex saying that the Accused was a white and that foreigners such as he were unable to secure jobs and promotion.   He had been at the hospital for ten years!   Other doctors whined that conditions were getting worse and worse at the hospital.   It was a very unhappy place.  Professor Hull appeared to be blamed.   Attempts were made again to persuade the Accused to return as Casualty  Officer.   Again the Accused did not respond to this appeal to duty because he supposed that Tadros was manipulative and dangerous (to the Accused).  The Accused then happened to look at the pigeon hole in the corridor which according to some theory had been the receptacle for letters to the Accused, but had never been so, and discovered in it cheques for his alleged sick pay and his statutory holiday pay.    The Accused had been unaware he was going to get this pay.   Why had he not been told  about this, asked the Accused.    The chances of his finding these cheques in his pigeon hole were little greater than zero!  He had put the cheques into the pigeon hole, said the Hospital Secretary,  because he could not think of  anywhere else to put them!

Later the Accused, by chance, met Dr Tosh at Charing Cross station in London.   He too bemoaned the conditions and pay at Nottingham.   In no country were doctors so badly paid or as overworked as in England.   Had he been given a truthful account of  the conditions in England he would not have left Ireland.   What was the specific complaint, asked the Accused.   “Some people appear unwilling to do any work!”, conceded Dr Tosh.
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