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The social system is discussed in earlier volumes of  this work.  Capital is what provides and income is what provides.  In the Garden of Eden capital was not property and there was thus no limitation to its use through it being property.  Adam and Eve could just walk into the forest and pick up what they needed with nobody other than the Serpent to tell them that enough was not available.  There are some who say that property arose through agreements within community - that one person would be the carpenter and have ownership of  the trees and another would be the shepherd and have ownership of the sheep (though, in the sense that everyone ate the mutton, everyone had ownership of  the sheep).  Others say that property is the exercise of force, that the bully owns the property and that others are excluded.  Such a view can be expected from those who do not have enough or are greedy and so The Accused, as advocate of  the Unclassified, can be expected to have at least a limited sympathy for such view but, in common with all that hold it, not to show any eagerness to sacrifice anything he owns.  Let us suppose however that as the Garden of Even modernised and spread and multiplied, there were shortages or limited resources or that the Serpent persuaded everyone to become overambitious.  So gangs and social classes developed which each appropriated for themselves some means of survival - which they did not share with anyone else - and the Unclassified ended up with nothing.   The unclassified are taken in this work as being born with nothing (or the relatively unclassified as born with relatively nothing).  It could be that a person is born working class and embarks upon the delinquency of  being educated in a Public School and becomes unclassified or that he is born to be a doctor and somebody finds a cure for illness and he becomes unclassified or that doctors are imported from the Virgin Islands and he is kicked out.  However the impression gained from present evidence, even in such situations,  is that where a person is unclassified he has always been unclassified.   If this is a delusion, it is not one consistent with current psychiatric practice which always adjusts past history to conform with present diagnosis.

Those who are classified suffer also a (compulsory) limitation in perception.  They are restricted to an artificially constructed encapsulated world of their own.  This limitation of perception has led to a mistaken impression that the unclassified (or ‘classless’), who need to acquire capital, have capital and that the classified (or ‘normorans’) who have all the capital that they need have income but no capital.  Or, in a limited perception,  the former Military Officer Class may be seen as possessed of (unearned) capital whereas the workingclassified are possessed of  (earned) income.  In fact both classes are born with (unearned) capital and both classes must conform to stereotype and enact some ritual which may be described as ‘work’ to preserve and exploit the capital.  It is more realistic to say that one person is born with the right to work and another not than to say that some survive by their own labours while others refrain from work or are scroungers.  The notion that work is in some way necessarily ‘productive’ or that it ‘creates wealth’ rather than merely consuming it is, unless terms are used in a tautologous sense (that is, paid work is automatically said to be production) is idealistic.   Work uses up rather than creates.  It is possible to claim that the mugger, burglar or drug company is promoting the cause of  neodarwinian survival of  the fittest but this assumes an ideological dogma and is not as some theorists have supposed indisputable fact.  The working classified have come to be blind to the underlying capital which they possess (their right to work and survival) and to suppose that they generate income, or money, out of nothing.  They also cannot in any context see the difference between capital and income, supposing it all merely to be money.

The workingclassified (and in present day Western society this is the only form of classification) are money-robots and readily led along by pretences that increases in price are increases in value.  The money-robot is obliged to dispose immediately of any money it acquires - or lose class membership.  In the sense of ownership of money, the robot’s perception of capital, the money-robot indeed owns no capital.  The robot circulates money.  It pours into an aperture at the top, flows though and pours out through a hole in the bottom.  This circulation of money has become the purpose of the Economic System.  The original purpose of this Economic System may have been to better the lives of  the robots.  But the robots have now become part of  The Machine, the Machine exists to circulate money, the robot is an instrument that serves the machine, even a disposable instrument, and waste and obsolescence is taken to be wealth or production.

So the fate of  the human being within society, and his character, is determined entirely by environment, by his classification or unclassification at birth.   This fact was incorporated into John Bowlby’s original version of  his sociological or psychiatric theory - which was espoused by The Accuseds.   Through political pressure Bowlby was obliged to reformulate this theory to emphasise the moulding of  fate determined by supposed genetics.   We have learnt that the psychiatrists are the high priests of  the Military Officer Class and of  the social system in general, which has the construction of  a great army.   Their ideology reflects that of  their own class, which is imposed on the entire system.   It is inherent in this ideology that fate must be considered inborn.

The unclassified can understand the logic of  the normoran but the normoran cannot understand any perceptions or language but his own.  He thus has notions of guilt or desert of  punishment that are difficult to formulate in rational form.  Since a person’s actions or all he is, according to normoranic theory is predetermined at birth it might follow that he cannot be guilty or responsible for his actions.  Indeed if the victim protests at being found guilty by the normoran, the reply will be ‘We accuse you of nothing.  We are trying to help you’.  The absence of accusation is then excuse for punishment without evidence.  However the normoran sees only what applies to his own limited world.  He sees survival within his own narrow artificial society as survival of  the human race in every sense and for all time and the normorons therefore as a superior sect adapted to survival and the unclassified as congenitally degenerate and a threat to human survival.  Humans are therefore, the normoran supposes, either master-race deserving of reward or else guilty of degeneracy and must be expunged.  Whatever happens in society is seen as automatically justified - as being the self-protection that has evolved automatically to exist within human society which ensures the survival of  the fittest, the Nazi Party, the General Medical Council and the Human Race.

The reader may suspect that the normorans eliminate the unclassified not to ensure the survival of the human race but to ensure their own survival.  Indeed, that is surely what they are saying.  They are the perfect society composed of perfect individuals (adapted to the requirements of  that particular society) and prove this and that they are the most fittest who should perpetuate humanity by eliminating everyone else.  Defeat appears not to be mentioned in the normoran’s philosophy.  If it occurred then presumably either its existence would be denied or else the master-race would suddenly no longer be the master-race.  It is perfectly rational, the reader may suggest, for the normorans to protect themselves from the outsiders who might otherwise takeover.

The Accused’s pro-unclassified ideology takes pains to suggest that the unclassified are not a threat to the normorans.   Every person has a dual personality, normoran or unclassified, and belongs both to the inside and the outside.  The sharp division between social classes and those excluded from social classes is neither desirable nor necessary.  If a sharp division between class and non-class exists, however, history shows that the unclassified merely ask to survive and do have any desire to acquire what belongs to the normorans or to be as the normorans.  If the classified fail to compromise, this leads to their own destruction.  This applies to any analagous situation - such as the current paranoia directed by Americans against Arabs.

The normoran’s neodarwinist notions result from restricted vision.  The encapsulated world of  the normoran is more the yolk of an egg surrounded by and protected from the real world by the surrounding society of  classless.  Long-term evolution, adaptation and survival of humanity depends on the unclassified.  The unclassified to survive, if they do survive, do so through exercise of  their own intelligence or perception, through a perception of the real rather than illusional world, through actions that are not restricted to the rituals permitted within normoranic society or through their own creativity.  These qualities are identified by the normorans with mental disorder or degeneracy.  The normoran cannot perceive anything that does not exist in his own world.  Mental disorder and degeneracy belongs to normoran’s own world and is what the the unclassified become when they are dragged into or let themselves be enticed into the world of  the normoran.   Special inferior social classes are created for the outsiders - such as that of schizophrenic.  The victim may be allowed to survive in the normoranic world - as a normoran, a schizophrenic or may be permitted, if he does not protest, to survive during the walk to the gaschamber instead of  being shot immediately.

The Accused did not claim that the unclassified had a right to enter the normoranic world.  Rather, he felt that the normorans took everything for themselves, stole whatever was formerly available to the classless.  Within his experiences that had included the appropriation of the inner cities and of the jobs formerly available to classless by government-imported foreign slaves - an underclass rather than classless or people who were for a generation a social class superior to those expelled, but then themselves to be expelled.  The mode of progress theoretically permissible to the classless was called ‘competitive’ but where there existed classified, regardless of  their ability to compete in the absence of class privilege, the classified were invariably preferred and there was now in Britain nothing at all for the classless.  The Accused saw the classified as incapable of  creating anything, of normoranic social subsystems as inevitably doomed to collape and the classified then stealing what was created for themselves by the unclassified rather than sharing it.  That is what was behind the Nazi revolution in l930s Europe.  The classified were thieves but their vision was so narrow that they were unaware of it.  They supposed that what was created or organised by the unclassified just lay around like sunlight and earth, created by, owned by and operated by nobody - just there for them to take.  The Western normorans supposed that their economic system was productive rather than paracitic wasteful and were unable to perceive that it depended always on there being people from whom it took away.  The normorans supposed that they just benefitted such victims with ‘improvement’ - removed them out of existence and replaced them with themselves.

The Accused supposed that his chess club had been set up by the unclassified for unclassified and therefore feared the classified takeover.  This had been experienced already when his club had been part of the Leicestershire Chess Club.  His generation of unclassifieds were denied home or income, exiled to distant universities, for their achievements to be stolen by normorans, in this case the otherwise has-beens of the Wigston Mafia.  The unclassified were always on the run - until there was nowhere left to which to run.

The Accused on New Years eve l973 enacted a ritual that had over the years become a tradition.  Mick Stokes organised a chess club party and a raffle (tickets for which could be bought on the night or in advance).  The Accused felt obliged to obliged to spend ten pounds on raffle tickets.  This was largely because he regarded the party as an activity of classified’s.  He did not have faith in it and the raffle being a means of raising money rather than squandering money.  The classified did not see the club as having to preserve or augment its resources to enable it, in the long term, to struggle for survival in an inimical world.  The classified always saw themselves with the assurance of a wage to come.  They did not have any clear perception of value of  money or what happened to it.  It was the training of  their class, for the purposes of  the social system, that they spent whatever they had and, preferably, more.  They supposed that if there was a real or imaginary surplus, that it was their money, the subscriptions they had paid, and that they were entitled to waste it.  In reality, if their subscriptions existed, nobody knew what happened to them.  The Accused felt it necessary to part with this ten pounds to make sure there was not an openly recognised loss on this raffle and party - which would be inducement for levies and (higher) subcriptions by the classified and impetus toward further classified takeover.

The Accused however would arrive home by midnight on New Year’s Eve.  Although Accused-dad and Accused-mum kept away from Briarwood during the cold winter, they dropped in for the new year.  It was an Austrian tradition that if the family were together on the onset of t the year, they would be together for the rest of  the year.  It was not until 1994, the year on which Accused-dad died (Accused-mum died a year later) that the family were neither together nor able to speak to each other over the phone over the new year.  After this brief sujourn in Leicester The Accused returned to Nottingham.

The Accused’s Highcross Club had few rules, but there were traditions, described at club rules, which were protections against classified takeover.  It was not permissible for decisions made collectively by a group of members or associates to be imposed upon anyone who disagreed or for decisions or actions to be taken which affected the rights of others.  Subsections of the club could collect their own funds and use them as they wished while there more closely guarded central funds.  There had been confederation with the more workingclassified Gambit club but the organisations remained separate and were more a safety valve whereby members who preferred a workingclassified or authoritarian system could join Gambit.  There had later been a full amalgamation.  The Accused understood that would happen was that Highcross would take over Gambit teams and find player for them but instead there was to be a combined club, Foxhunters, with only only two teams.  Nobody knew how this came about and everyone within the club denied complicity and blamed everyone else, but it is likely to have been a conspiracy by the Wigston Mafia - or Clifford Knight and the league committee.  Gambit members were not familiar with Highcross ways, only with their own.  Within Highcross major decisions were not made behind The Accused’s back because he was obliged to spend much time outside Leicester, but Gambit members were familiar only with Gambit ways and The Accused’s need to operate from a distance had now led to the club had now led to the club becoming increasingly classified.   There was to be tension over the next four years between those with ways more consistent with the Highcross Club and those more typical of Gambit.

The Gambit club members had had a need a club night every week (during the chess season) during which members attended and during which they played chess with one another.  The Highcross members had never had a need for a club night in that sense and, if the club had had to pay for accommodation, it would have seen no need for there to be rooms booked other than for matches.  Members could meet anywhere they chose.  Newly recruited Foxhunters second team members also had a requirement for a club night on which they gathered together to play chess and for this the members present clubbed together to pay a room charge (the rent divided by the number of members present).  First team members were still apt to have less need for club meetings, to turn up only for matches (and The Accused rarely attended other than when playing in matches) and they might not pay room fees.   The new second team members did not know The Accused and were not aware of their being a section of another club known by everyone else in Leicester to have been set up by The Accused as a schoolboy and of  which he was still regarded as the organiser.   They saw the first team as a collection of paracites who did not pay their fees or rarely attended club meetings and who considered themselves absolved from responsibilities because of their alleged skill at chess.  They supposed The Accused to be encouraging an intellectual elitism.  The Accused tried to avert disruption through the Highcross Chess Club, which still existed as a separate entity, paying first team fees (and some second team) fees and expenses from Highcross Chess Club funds.  The reader might be of the opinion that The Accused thereby had to pay little more than he would have had to pay in subcription to any other chess club or considerably less than demanded by a football or tennis club.  The Accused had in any case never supposed that the club at the Manchester Hotel would be other than loss-runner and temporary expedient until a more economically viable structure could be organised.  It was also an unfortunate fact or secret well-known to organisers of first division teams that it was common for first team upper board players, who tended to be impoverished, not merely to expect themselves to be absolved from subcriptions but to expect to be refurnded to for other expenses - and that The Accused’s clubs was less affected by this than others (at which organisers were earning a wage and could afford to finance guest professional players out of their own pockets).  Mick Broadhurst who felt that second team protests were justified and would represent their point of view, would inform The Accused that he saw no objection in such an arrangement, if  in fact that was what was happening, but felt that if did so it should be part of a definite agreement rather than being done more underhand, as was the case.   The Accused however did not dare commit himself or  the Highcross club to an irrevocable obligation.

The Accused’s protests against the unconstitutional wielding of  votes by the so-called Vice Presidents at league general meetings or even in committee meetings which they were not entitled to attend and the wielding of votes by committee members at league general meetings had caused the League President, Clifford Knight, in l973 to resign.   Clifford Knight however appointed himself to continue as a caretaker president.   In fact, Clifford Knight, who has retrospectively much maligned, was President for longer than anyone else in history, first for longer than the previously permitted term of  office as League President, whether elected, caretaker or imaginary and then as President of  a new structure, the Leicestershire Chess Association.   Soon after the breakup of  the l973 AGM Mr Knight called a league committee meeting in which he declared that he remained as President and announced that he was to introduce a new ‘constitution’ - which created the Leicestershire Chess Association, an amalgamation of two then independent organisations, the Leicestershire Chess Council and Leicestershire Chess League (analagous to the separate national Football Association and League).  For this purpose Mr Knight consulted a friend who was an Expert and a Lawyer.   Consultation of  Experts is a  characteristic of  classification or workingclassification.   The Accused considered himself perfectly capable of  writing a constitution without help from any Experts.   Experts were a menace.

Experts came into view again later when David Thompson, who was secretary of  the Leicester Club, was also League Secretary.  Cyril Johnson consulted a statistician to prove that the  the league fixtures, compiled by David Thompson, were more convenient for some clubs than others.  Clifford Knight, without consulting the League Secretary of committee, immediately despatched a circular which advised clubs that they were free to rearrange their fixtures, which, because this should have come from the League Secretary, was undiplomatic, and in which he described the League Secretary as ‘incompent’ - which was greatly resented.

According to league rules clubs could rearrange fixtures if both clubs involved notified the League Secretary and obtained his approval.   Two weeks notice had to be given.  Such time-limits were regarded as intended to give the League Secretary adequate time to receive the request and make a decision and waived at his discretion.  They were invariably waived except for the odd occasion, not more than one in ten years, when they were invoked retrospectively to deal with confusion or a mix-up.  In theory when only one club sought the postponement it could ask the league secretary to approve a posponement.  There was always the possibility of an appeal to the League Committee against a decision of a league secretary.  League secretaries had to do the work and there were few volunteers.  Different secretaries had different methods and if the committee overruled a decision this might undermine the secretary’s whole methodology.  The secretary might also walk out.  Therefore committees very rarely overruled the secretary’s rulings (unless the secretary himself felt there was a strong case for the decision to be reversed).  Nevertheless in this case there was likely always to be at least one club of the two dissatisfied with the decision (which included the fixing of a new date for the match).  In practice the League Secretary might phone up one club secretary to suggest that it was unreasonable not to rearrange a match scheduled on Christmas Day or the other to verify that they quite capable of fielding a team on the scheduled date.  Such a dispute might be settled informally before it became a dispute, but League Secretaries tended to be of the opinion that otherwise the procedure of changing the date of match when one side objected were too time consuming to be practicable.  The match was also supposed to be rearranged within two weeks of the sheduled date (or, if sooner, the end of the season).

However there was another rule that the League Secretary was expected to obtain the score sheets from clubs within two weeks of the scheduled date of the match.  There were collections all night from Leicester’s Campbell Street sorting office, behind the Midland Station, and letters posted as late as 7a.m. were delivered in the first post on the same day.  So clubs had the two weeks.  In practice, what mattered to the League Secretary was when he received the scoresheet.  It was permissible for opponents to agree to play to a finish, in which case they were expected to finish the game within the two weeks.  Although this happened rarely and might technically have been a breach of the rules, individual games might be postponed within this two week period and still appear on the scoresheet within the prescribed interval.  Where opposing teams were on good terms (such as the Highcross/Foxhunters first team and the Wigston first team, which despite the conflicts between the two clubs, trusted each other implicitly) this was a practical means to dealing with situations which might otherwise have led to posponements.  Although the League Secretary would be within his rights to object to a postponement of a whole match within the two week period, it is unlikely that if he received the scoresheet on time he would object or bother to find out.

If everyone had trusted everyone else, therefore, there was hardly likely to be any controversy concerning postponements.  The Foxhunters club could trust those club and team secretaries with a former connection with the Wyggeston School chess club, Highcross or Foxhunters but was very suspicious of others.  Some clubs seemed to be run more by lawyers than chess organisers and tried to trap their opponents into what they would later say were transgressions of the rules.  Foxhunters were particularly vulnerable since the Wigston Mafia would rule against them irrespective of the circumstances.  The Accused would tell his club first team players that they had to be better than everyone else, capable of winning against any other team if they had to - the lot of the unclassified - because all was loaded against them.  Fohunters never asked for a postponement of a game or match.  On the other hand, it was a matter of principle always to accede for requests from opponents.  Fohunters could always muster some team for any date, even at short notice, though it might involve The Accused in a great deal of cycling around.  There did seem to be occasions when postponements were requested merely to inconvenience a club or to manoevre it into a postion of  itself being only able to field a weak team.  The Accused’s club agreed even to requests for postponement received on the night prior to the scheduled date, even though the standard excuse for refusal was that secretaries could not inform players in time  or even that players automatically assumed that the matches would be played on the date in the league handbook, even when there remained several weeks to inform them otherwise.   Another excuse was that such and such a player was on holiday for two weeks and could not be contacted.   Rearrangements were agreed even when a club gave as its excuse that they were unable on such and such a night to field such and such a guest grandmaster - and this did happen.  Foxhunters organisers felt that such requests should not be made - that the opportunity should have been taken to allow some other member to play the team but also felt that such that placing in such a way of  the ambition for results over the long-term interests of the club would rebound on the opponents.  At Fohunters it was felt that so long as the first team scored enough points to avoid relegation it was helpful that there occasions when reserves were given the opportunity to play in the first team.  The club nevertheless did find itself trapped into adverse politics by this compliant policy.  There was one occasion that an opposing side asked for so many postponements for the same match that it ended up not being played by the end of the season and zero points were awarded to both sides.  It was assumed that if a club did another a favour that that would, when necessary be returned.  This was not always to be so.  In later years there was to be series of occasions on which a Leicester first team secretary repeatedly asked for posponements of a first team match (which it eventually lost) for apparently no other reason than the first team secretary of this large club wished to field what he supposed was the strongest available team.  Then the Leicester team secretary, when Foxhunters (or Leicester Academicals, as it then was) suggested that a match should be rearranged because it clashed with a University vacation, a rearrangement which would also have been convenient to the Leicester club, rudely refused - and lost another match.

Cyril Johnson, presumably, recruited the opinion of statistician to strengthen his case that postponements of  his club’s matches should be permitted and did not suppose that this would lead to a great furore.  It was not usual for a club to find fixtures inconvenient or even for it to appear to it that it had been convenienced more than other clubs.  The Accused’s club did regularly.   It is likely that several of Cyril’s matches had been arranged for inappropriate dates but a statistician could hardly prove that the inconvenience quotient had some below random chance of occurrence and, even if he could on so small a population of statistical events, he could not prove it had been done deliberately.  Accidents did happen.  Clubs could misuse a facility for postponing matches or use it to obtain an unfair advantage or use it as device in the politics of chess lawyers, but the League Secretary would assume, unless there was indication otherwise, that requests or postponements were made in good faith.  There should have been no difficulties over the rearranging these matches.  However David Thompson, in response to his being accused of incompetence, resigned as League Secretary (so that there was no league secretary).  The League Committee asked Heathcliffe (Clifford Knight) to apologise and Heathcliffe refused.  Mr Thompson pointed out (correclty) that when clubs put in their applications prior to the beginning of  a season they were invited also to submit requests as to the precise dates on which fixtures were to be held and other preferences which might, if  it were possible, be taken into account when determining the fixtures.   He had received detailed information from the Leicester Club - but from most other clubs, not.   He was not aware of  this creating any bias and had he had more information, he would have taken it into account.

So a storm was brewing for Heathcliffe (The Accused’s name for Clifford Knight, possibly a pun on the name of  Prime Minister Ted Heath).  Nevertheless there remained for him years in office during which the new Leicestershire Chess Association and its constitution was set up.  The Accused did not appreciate Heathcliffe’s consulting an Expert.  This was an insult to Leicestershire’s chessplayers.  They could think for themselves.  The Accused, now living in Nottingham, knew nothing about the proposed constitution except for brief comments which were occasionally delivered to him, mainly by Mick Stokes.   The main objection was the power apparantly imbued in the President, who according to the intended constitution could take on autocratic power at any time.   There was paragraph after paragraph in the proposed constitution:  “The President this..”,  “The President that...”.

As Leicestershire Chess had previously been organised there had been secretaries or organisers entrusted with particular functions in which they would be acting on behalf of some committee which, in turn, acted on behalf of the clubs, which cast votes at general meetings.  It did sometimes happen that the organiser or secretary recruited the committee but technically it was still the clubs that appointed the committees.  An organiser might set up a committee of yesmen or his actions and decisions might be directly under instructions from the committee or he might act without prior consultation with the committee.  The league secretary’s work was performed mainly in the absence of  the committee but he could nevertheless be overruled by the committee or the committee could impose guidelines (and the secretary could call their bluff and ignore the committee) and the clubs in a general meeting could overrule or dismiss the committee (or secretaries).

Secretaries are servants doing a job and they have to ensure that the machine functions.  They have little opportunity for misuse of  power.  There are however different views of  the function of chairman.  In some organisations chairmen are also administrators, but that was not the tradition in Leicestershire chess organisations.  There was an old school - the Wigston Mafia - which supposed that a chairman was entitled to be a dictator.  Even so he was just a dictator over the meetings over which he was chairman and not day to day.  The problems caused by such chairmen are perhaps typified by Dr Slorach at Carlton Hayes.  There is another view is that the chairman has no personal power but that he is the representative of  democracy or of  the committee as a whole and thereby a balance against the influence of the administrator.  The younger Highcross/Foxhunters lobby saw the chairman or equivalent to be the person with the least legitimate power over a meeting, required to ensure that there is a free discussion and democratic vote but to keep his opinions to himself before others have expressed theirs.

Ideally, thus, everything is determined democratically - the committes must abide by the decisions of  the membership and the administrators must abide by the decisions of the committee or of  the membership directly (and in practical politics an administrator may rely on support from membership rather than committee).  But what happens if  the membership or committees make no decisions, the decisions are impracticable or the whole structure collapses.  In such a situation some person may assume dictatorial powers, act without consultation or set up a new membership and organisation.  But he does so at his own risk.  He may still find himself answerable to a democratic convention which may express retospective disapproval and may dismiss him.  Let us for arguments sake describe such a person as a dictator by default.  He is not a dictator because he is overruling democracy but because there is no democratic apparatus to provide him with guidance.  It seemed very unlikely that the Leicestershire Chess Association would ever need a dictator by default but, if so, it did need not seem likely that a Chairman or President would be an appropriate person - and some of the old-style chairmen would in that role be decidedly unwelcome.

The proposed constitution kept the committees, described within the constitution, much as they were.  However there was to be over this collection of committees a ruling ‘policy committee’ and the president of the Association would be the chairman of  this policy committee.  The reader, as a student of the National Health Service and Soviet Russia knows about committees.  When there is such a hierarchy there is a danger of escape from democracy, of the superior committee or a cabal within the committee or the President becoming self-elected and irremovable.  The superior committee becomes a wedge or bulwark with little function other than to protect the dictator or dictators from democracy.  Whereas the sub-committees were likely to be manned by club secretaries and others with practical experience of organisation and not only power, the policy committee was likely to consist of venerable figures.  It consisted, besides some dignatories of its own, of chairmen of sub-committees rather than secretaries and mainly of minor committees rather than the league committee - which did the bulk of the work and more than any other committee represented the constituent clubs.  The President was portrayed as representing the entire organisation, making all decisions and the permanent dictator by default.

The question of who exercises power is only relevent if power is misused.  Not all have an inclination to be undemocratic dictators.  Students of the National Health Service and other politics may have discovered that those who appoint themselves dictators or oligarchies consider themselves morally superior but apper to their victims more akin to criminals.  [This is said by psychologists to be characteristic of the ‘obsessional personality’].  The Fohunters lobby, which outnumbered the Wigston Mafia lobby, were concerned that there were apparantly no checks or no workable checks to prevent the president or the policy committee becoming dictatorial and irremovable - and there was a suspicion that ‘President’ meant Heathcliffe and that ‘Policy Committee’ meant Wigston Mafia.  Even if the proposed constitution led to the replacement of the old order with one more undemocratic, it might eventually become corrupted - which is what The Accused expected to happen and, in his view, eventually did happen.  But then every reform eventually is corrupted and there have to be continuous reforms.  Whatever the social system or organisation the self-styled morally superior always eventually take over and they have to be removed - and the nature of  the system that replaces them may not be abundantly relevent.

Theamalgamation of the league into the association might have met with more opposition had it not been for the previous role of  Harry Burdett as treasurer of both the league and the council.  The Accused alleged that he would appear at the League AGM to say that he would present combined accounts to the Council AGM and then would appear at the council AGM to say that he would present the combined accounts at the League AGM.  The Association would have one treasurer, .J.A. Morley and not Harry Burdett.  Whether or not Harry Burdett played a role, there were those, Mick Broadhurst in particular, who felt that there had been a lack of transparency in accounts throughout chess organisation.  The Accused was however of the opinion that in the proposed organisation it would be the league committee rather than policy committee which had genuine power.  It consisted of club secretaries and more realistically represented the clubs and had a clearer view of  the realities.  Sooner or later there would be a power struggle which the league committee would win - and the league committee had become increasingly inclined towards democracy.  It was, in fact, a revolt by the league committee that was to depose Heathcliffe.

There was a series of meetings at which club representatives discussed and voted on the constitution.  There was puzzlement, even resentment, that The Accused did not attend these meetings.  It was supposed that he was leaving Leicestershire’s chess players in the lurch and that hemust have some ulterior motive.  In fact, he knew nothing about these meetings.  He found out about them only when Mick Stokes left Leicester and handed some club papers to Mick Broadhurst, who then handed them to The Accused.  Mick Stokes was kindly disposed towards Clifford Knight.  The compliment was reciprocated and Heathcliffe wrote Mick a job reference.  Mick Stokes was a mild, inoffensive apolitical character who never gave the impression of  being a boss (which in his professional life he was - though an exceptionally hard working one).  But he was also very good at managing people without it being obvious that he was doing so.  So long as Mick Stokes remained on the League Committee he managed and protected Heathcliffe - but as soon as he left Heathcliffe’s star rapidly waned.  The divisions within the Foxhunters club also did not explode until after Mick Stokes left.

The Accused was during this period Foxhunters secretary.  There was some ambiguity in this in the sense that actually Mick Stokes was secretary and within the club functioning as secretary.  However, to avoid conflict of interest arising from Mick Stokes being on the league committee, for external purposes The Accused was club secretary and was designated in the League Handbook as club secretary.  As far as Heathcliffe was concerned The Accused was Fohunters club secretary and any communications to the club should have been sent to The Accused.  But Heathcliffe was in the habit of  appointing Mick Stokes Fohunters club secretary because he did not wish to deal with The Accused.  It turned out that Heathcliffe had written to Mick Stokes threatening him and the club with retribution should The Accused attend any of the meetings affecting the constitution.   Mick Stokes perhaps took these threats too seriously or underestimated The Accused’s ability to deal with such a situation.  Mick Broadhurst expected The Accused on discovery of  these letters to eke out retribution and felt aggrieved that he did not.  The Accused however considered Heathcliffe misguided rather than evil, manipulated by mischievous advisors who could be expected to desert him when the chips were down - and regarded Heathcliffe by now no more than a figurehead and spent force.

The Accused sent a series of  short articles he had written, on subjects that might interest medics, to Dr Michael O’Donnell, the editor of  World Medicine.   One of  these concerned a topic that was some decades later to become a fashionable issue - the victimisation or abuse of  children and young  people - physical, psychological and sexual.   The Accused claimed that any sympathy that was expressed for victims was insincere and hypocritical.   There was nobody to stand up on behalf of  the victim and those who claimed to do so were riding their own hobby horse for their own purposes and, if anything, made the fate of  the victimised worse.   It was always the strong, or aggressors, who benefitted and the weak, or victimised, who lost out.   Nobody ever stood against agressors, because people feared  aggressors.  Those who uttered pious phrases were to be found amongst the aggressors and not those who cared for the victimised.   Victimisation was part of  the social system.  Its widespread occurrence was concealed through a few scapegoats being declared guilty and punished.  It was unlikely that the guilty would be those identified and punished.  It was always the victims who were victimised.  Even if such alleged aggressors were factually guilty, they were unlikely to be fully responsible for their actions.  This nomination of a few scapegoats for widespread phenomena encouraged concealment and worsened the fate of victims.  What was required was open admission of  the full truth, without moral judgement or punishments. 

The Accused wrote that he was considering embarking on a career in medical journalism but was not convinced that he that he could write adequately  or establish himself.   The editor wrote back that The Accused should have no problems in entering a career in medical journalism or creative writing.   Only a handful of  medics were other than illiterate.   That had not necessarily been The Accused’s impression.   There were perhaps a great many illiterate medics.   But there medics enough were not and plenty who wrote in their spare time or wrote instead of  medicking.   The Accused had never noticed that medical entertainment magazines were short of  presentable copy.   The editor wrote that he felt he could not use the article on victimisation of  children.   This topic was ‘unsafe’,  he said, with popular emotions veering unpredictably.    Whereas The Accused had supposed that these articles might be badly written and was surprised that safety was the only objection.  He also rejected, for various reasons, the other articles, which, by The Accused’s standards are not badly composed  - with the exception of  one.   This was the one The Accused had least expected to be accepted, an article entitled ‘Yesterday Once More’ (the articles were all named after popular songs) which he had supposed was a sycophantic piece of  dubious sincerity, formula writing which was aimed at flattering the readership and gerontocracy.   It was a short article describing the appalling conditions endured by junior doctors.   This the editor said he would publish in the March edition of  his magazine.   For this he sent a cheque for twenty pounds “which I trust will prove adequate”.   This might have appeared a trivial sum to the girlfriend of  a publisher, but to The Accused it indeed seemed adequate, an enomous sum!   Writing he deemed could be a lucrative career.

Accused mum somehow found out about this article.   She ranted at The Accused for this folly.  He risked never being given a job in Medicine again.    The Accused knew this, but did not suppose in any case that he would get a medical job again.   Accused-mum turned out to be quite right in so far that the NHS would refuse to employ any person classed as a ‘journalist’ (as did most other large employers) quite apart from potentially obecting specifically to this article or anyone who wrote for World Medicine.   Accused-mum also claimed that The Accused had written that hospital doctors were paid (after various creative deductions) less than a person on social security.   This is fair paraphrase - but how  Accused-mum knew this is not known.   The article had not yet appeared.   Accused-mum pointed out that the government was under pressure to ensure that state benefits paid the unemployed did not exceed what they could earn or had earned when working.   By making this statement, she argued, The Accused was setting himself up for being refused social security benefits.   Accused-mum was so alarmed by this article that she took immediate measures to ensure that any medical texts at Briarwood were under lock and key in Accused-dad’s study and that none of  the medical magazines sent to Accused-dad would be available for inspection at Briarwood.  The Accused would have had needed access to these to pursue any career in medical journalism.   Accused-mum continued over subsequent decades to regard The Accused’s writing of this piece in World Medicine as a great crime.  In l995, shortly before she died, she expressed surprise when she eventually listened to and understood the statement by The Accused that he was paid for the article.   She had supposed it was a Readers’ Letter.   Writers of  readers letters apparently are inevitably classed as crackpots.

The Accused had been waiting since September for lawyers to conduct searches which he himself had already conducted, an exercise that took him a few minutes, before finalising conveyance of 9 Harley Street.  Because of this he had been unable to apply for further NHS locums.  In the meanwhile the Tory Government had placed a ban on the employment of locums, other than those supplied by agencies, in NHS hospitals. 

Schools of  politics still teach that Arthur Scargill and his miners’ strike brought down the Tory Government.   Arthur Scargill  is said to have believed so himself and to have done it deliberately, considering the demise of  the Tory Government as an objective, and legitimate objective, of  the strike.   Whereas it cannot be an unworthy objective to get rid of  a Tory Government.  British voters have  long record of being stupid and misinformed enough to elect Tories - or, at any rate, Tory victories have been announced after general elections,  Nevertheless Britain was and is democracy enough for its democracy to be worth preserving rather than for any one man to consider it his duty to get rid of  the government personally.  If Arthur Scargill is right to do this, are not Tories who consider themselves the right-thinking equally entitled to reappoint themselves if democratically expelled.  And for all we know, the electorate were right when they chose the Tories - even though this is exceedingly unlikely.  Where those who disagree are all convinced they are right, the majority vote is how we decide.

Nevertheless the thesis that  Arthur Scargill got rid of  the Tories, at least for a short blissful era, is open to doubt.    In mid-1973 published opinion polls suggested a Labour lead of  as much as nine per cent.  It was then suggested that the government would organise a miners’ strike to increas their chances.  When Ted Heath called an election in  March l974 Labour won, but only narrowly and the Tories registered more votes.  It is true that the 9% estimate may have underestimate the weight of  the heavy Ulster Unionist votes, then regarded as Tory, and may not have anticipated the demise of  the dog of  Jeremy Thorpe, leader of the Liberal party, but Ted had narrowed a margin.  [Though Labour registered a larger majority in the second l974 election].  Ted Heath’s shortcoming may have been not so much Arthur Scargill but excessive honesty.  Could not the Tory party procure enough South African and Hong Kong votes to procure victory?

So Harold Wilson was elected Prime Minister.   This catastrophe had befallen the Public School in l964 and the Public School reacted now much as it had done then.   Nevertheless amongst the edicts issued by the new government on re-election (not that the Tories throughout the country took any notice of  them) was one reversing a Tory ban on sale of  council houses, which is relevent to the present story, and another reversing the edict ordering that NHS locums should be restricted to employees of  agencies.    Now it had turned out that agencies employed expensive doctors of dubious merit and qualifications who did no work.   So, on paper, during the period during which he was by the Tory Government banned from working in the NHS, The Accused by chance applied for no NHS jobs.    It did occur to The Accused that he had allowed matters to drift.   So he applied in March l973 for the post of  registrar, that is to say, resident doctor, at Hillcrest Hospital in the centre of  Leicester.   This was then Leicester’s geriatric hospital and the consultants were those for whom he worked on the ‘psychogeriatric’ wards at Carlton Hayes Hospital,  Dr Sylvia Reid and Dr Brian Lodge.   The Accused asked Dr Reid and Dr Lodge to provide references.   This may seem bizarre but there was little choice.   The Board could have asked for references from his posts prior to his period at Carlton Hayes - which were in paediatrics or surgery.   However, apart from the Dr Reid and Dr Lodge, at both Carlton Hayes and  Nottingham Childrens’ Hospital there was the ‘medical advisory committee’ system where the doctor is not supervised by a consultant but instead there exists a committee that is not directly involved in the work which  obstructs and victimises and lives in the fantasy world of  its own power games and self-preservation.   In such circumstances there is nobody to provide references.  It did not seem reasonable to ask  physicians for whom he had worked only briefly as a locum to provide references.

The Accused wrote to Dr Reid that the job would be useful to him since it would enable him to purchase a flat at the Victoria Centre in Nottingham.   Dr Reid would have realised why he said that.   It was important that applicants for posts in neglected aspects of  the National Health Service did not express any interest in them.   So The Accused was portraying himself as only after the wages.  Those who entered geriatrics were expected to yearn for the income from the rapid cremation of  their patients.   Dr Reid wrote back to say she thought that flats at the Victoria Centre were rented.   This was quite true.   However, The Accused considered a rent as equivalent to an amount of  capital.   If a rent was five pounds a week, this was equivalent to a thousand pounds of  capital being allocated to payment of  the rent.   Tenants had security of  tenure and so this was equivalent to purchase and ownership.   This post would have been convenient and so long as The Accused sufficiently negligent and not asked to engage in any reforms he would be likely to remain until the hospital was closed down.  Even if  he did engage in reforms,  he should be able to manoevre himself into a satisfactory economic position before being sacked.  

The Accused was not offered the job.   In fact,  there was no reply from the Regional Board to whom applications were directed and it is believed that no such application ever reached the appointments committee.   Perhaps an office girl had thrown the application into the bin.   This was a Closure List Hospital - and very obviously so.  Administrators did whatever they could to prevent British graduates from occupying posts below consultant level at Closure List Hospitals.   Although The Accused was a great hero in Leicester, he was perhaps not so in Sheffield (where the Regional Board had its offices).   The reader may find possible reasons for his rejection in the stories that have been told.   If  there was a reason, then the Regional Board would not be telling!   The fact that The Accused considered most significant however was that there could not possibly be a better candidate.   He was undoubtedly the best doctor available for this post in the country and in the world!   He had a plausible alibi for applying for such a post despite being qualified for it.  He was a Leicester person with Leicester interests and it was convenient.    He had no ambitions within the medical profession.  So it had not been because of the merits of  the case that he had not been appointed.   The Accused concluded that he had for some reason got himself onto the NHS administrators’ private blacklist.   They would never admit having such a blacklist but nevertheless it seemed to The Accused pointless to make any further applications for NHS posts.

There was one however...   A post was advertised as one of  four senior registrars in psychiatry employed on the Channel Isles.   The Channel Islands, expounded the advert, paid well and there was low income tax.   The senior registrar would have to travel around the channel islands.   The Accused supposed he could travel around by bicycle - though he did not know how he would get a bicycle to the Channel Islands, whether there was a bicycle shop on the Channel Islands and how much they charged for bicycles.   The Accused supposed that if  he was asked for interview he could take a relatively cheap route by bus and ferry in accordance with his usual procedures.   However, The Accused received a telegram: “Come at once for interview!”.   He should take an aeroplane.   The air fare was seventy pounds!   The Accused took the summons ‘Come at once!’ literally - that there was not time to send a letter to deal with potential objections in advance.  He was too impovershed to phone.  The Accused did not doubt that he could perform this job and supposed that he could deal with inconveniences which working in the Channel Islands might impose on the rest of his affairs.  he job suited The Accused and he did not doubt that he could perform it.  But once he was there,  maybe he would encounter a Public School Boy.  Maybe it might be argued that a Royal College qualification was necessary for a senior registrar post rather than a degree.   It might be supposed that a car was required and not a bicycle.  Would accommodation be provided or would The Accused be expected to find and finance a berth in a seven star hotel?  Seventy pounds was a great deal of  money.   There was presumably  another seventy pounds required for the journey back.  The Accused might not find it easy to lay his hands on seventy pounds (plus fares to and from airports and loaves of  bread).   If  The Accused arrived and he was not wanted, perhaps there might be a reluctance to refund a sum as high as seventy pounds (or one hundred and forty pounds).   So The Accused did not reply to the telegram and did not fly to the  Channel Islands.   

Dan Buster was now staying regularly at The Accused’s  studio-style attic at Wellington Square.   So at least The Accused was in no position to sneak in secret assignations that might offend Mr Ernest or  the Morality Police.   However, there lived in the same building a gentleman of  pensionable age.   In the same room or flat there lived a young lady.   This young  lady claimed to be or was claimed to be mentally subnormal.   Such claims are made perhaps when parents get extra government money for such a designation.   There is no evidence of  this young lady,  Maid Marion, venturing  as far as the door of  7 Wellington Square. Her uncle, who, she admitted might not unequivocably be her uncle, did not approve of her wandering out of  their flat.  She did however on rare occasions appear on the landing outside her door - and thence she espied Dan Buster.  This the uncle liked even less and she was anxiously commanded to return.   The uncle had some grounds for this anxiety.   Dan Buster was irresistable to young ladies.   Maid Marion informed Dan Buster she considered herself adequately endowed to entice penes into the direction of her vagina and would consider it a great service therefore to be copulated by Mr Buster as a twenty first birthday present.  This astonished The Accused who had been brought up to suppose that irrespective of  their other attractions, males were invariably keen to copulate whereas females were equally determined that they should not.  Dan Buster generously agreed to comply with the request but Maid Marion confessed that to achieve this ambition it was desirable borrow The Accused’s bed, thereby banishing The Accused for the night to a chair.   To pay for this privilege she offered The Accused one pound.   The Accused accepted this not because he wanted payment but because he supposed it might be necessary for them to feed at Ted’s caff in the morning.  He had a suspicion that the five pounds she was keeping in her handbag for that purpose might vanish before morning.   Whatever the explanation,  the five pounds was in her bag in the evening but it was not therein in the morning and nobody had any explanation to offer.   So the pound note had to be used for dinner at Ted’s.   This dinner was partaken on the Thursday before Good Friday (1974), which may be called Monday Thursday.   The Accused is apparantly unaware that there may have been a precedent!

So, at approximately seven o’ clock in the evening  that Monday  Thursday, on Derby Road, near its junction with Slab Square, as The Accused was talking to Divvy Dan, whom he had happened to meet,   Maid Marion’s alleged uncle chanced to pass and informed The Accused that the police had been looking for him.  Uncle supposed that they might have something against The Accused.   If the police indeed had something against The Accused, there existed only one explanation.   Uncle must have complained about the insertion of  the Dan penis into the Marion receptacle or at any rate to Marion staying overnight with Dan Buster.   There existed a claim that Marion was ‘mentally subnormal’.   There existed also a law under which it was a criminal offence to insert a penis into any female person designated mentally subnormal.  This did not mean that a girl had to take an IQ test before copulating or that if  she failed to get the required mark she had to undergo a period of  cramming in IQ tests at a Public School.   Or only so in certain circumstances.   Similarly only under certain circumstances did this law mean that the presence of  a penis inserted into a female was not per se proof of  her adequate normality and capacity for survival.   The law dated from the degeneracy theory era and the term  ‘mentally subnormal’ really meant any person prohibited from reproducing - such as an African, a Jew, a scholar at Girton College, Cambridge or  Margaret Thatcher.   However, where Hexen  Jager was out to get someone, such a law could be invoked - and strictly speaking  if  Marion had not charged any money for the privilege of  accommodating the penis, that was within the degeneracy theory definition of  degeneracy or mental subnormality,  though Dan and Marion might have been expected to keep quiet about this transgression.   The Accused could be accused of  aiding abetting the crime, providing the accommodation, failure to report a crime to the designated authorities, accessory to kidnapping from an authorised uncle and acceptance of  a pound note.   Mr Ernest would have had a field day.   Maybe he had.

So The Accused phoned up the police from a call box and was eventually put through to a D.C.Hames.  The Accused said he did not know what this was about, but that he had affairs to tie up before he exposed himself to dealings with police.   He therefore wished to arrange an appointment, with a guarantee that he would not be subject to any police inquiries before the appointment took place.   D.C.Hames said whatever was afoot was a very minor matter.  There was no danger of  arrest or need for precautions.   The Accused replied that it was always safer to take precautions.   D.C. Hames said he wished also to speak to Dan Buster, said D.C.Hames.   The Accused said he would pass on the message, if  he saw Mr Buster.  However, Mr Buster, because of past experiences, was frightened of  policemen.   He should not be offended should Mr Buster feel reluctant to make contact.   Anyway, it was unlikely that Mr Hames ould need to speak to Mr Buster.  Mr Hames thought so too.   An appointment was arranged for The Accused at Canning  Circus Police Station the following Saturday afternoon (Easter Saturday, l974).

The Accused, on  Good Friday, sought finalisation of  his contract to purchase 9 Harley Street.   The lawyer turned out now to have a young assistant or apprentice who attended to The Accused.  He faffed and tried to dissuade The Accused.   The Accused however insisted that he wanted everything settled that day and to move in that night.   The final hurdle was the stipulation that the required cash would have to be deposited in the lawyerly bank, as cash and not a cheque, before the banks closed that afternoon.   The banks did not reopen until the following Tuesday.   The Accused procured the money from a Lloyds Bank on Mansfield Road and with this vast sum of  seven hundred and fifty pounds (two hundred had already been paid as a deposit) wrapped up in his shoes and other locations returned to the lawyers’ office on the Ropewalk.   A table and some other furnishings at Wellington Square as well as blankets and numerous photographs of  pulchritudinous female anatomy that served as cheap wallpaper were The Accused’s property.   The Accused and several Dans carried a table, blankets, numerous photographs of pulchritudinous female anatomy which served as cheap wallpaper and other furnishings from Wellington Square to 9 Harley Street, a distance of approximately a thousand yards - which required several journeys.

Freddy claimed to be acquainted with Robin Hood - and his brother Robin Bastard.   David Webster had claimed that Robin Hood had robbed the poor and helped himself.   There may be some truth in their claims.   Robin Hood was allegedly a pundit in King John’s court at Nottingham Castle,  warden of  the Royal Forests and a pillar of  the Establishment.   He criticised however King John, his flattering toadies and his taxation policy.   So King John cried: “Get thee into the Forest!”.   The Forest was the place where the degenerates lived - without being bound by the King’s Laws.   This was a version of  the eugenics practiced during the childhood of  Moses and King Oedipous.   The degenerates were not directly euthanased but they were exposed to the Elements and the task of  eugenic purification was left in the hands of  the gods.   The gods would ensure that only the Fittest would survive.   The outlaws did not originally give this aristocrat an unambiguous welcome, but he endured the initiation tests and eventually became their leader.   The Sheriff of  Nottingham stole his property - but eventually, after years of struggle, King John’s progressive policies were temporally suspended,  Mr Hode’s property was restored and he was reinstated as Earl of  Huntingdon (in Devonshire).   It is quite possible that some such character once lived in Nottingham.

The Accused has kept a detailed daily dairy of  events during his stay at 9 Harley Street, Nottingham.   He supposed this to be a valuable record and intended it eventually to be published (to promote science and understanding, rather than fame and fortune).  The present account is based on The Accused’s memory and not on his diary.  Since this may not be the final authenticated account, pseudonyms are used for all Harley Street residents.   There may be chronological inaccuracies, but what is written in not misleading with regards to any underlying sociological message.   A major message is that the local community needed self confidence and self reliance and not help in the form of  paternalism or some superior caste being paid to manage their affairs.   The Accused when he first descended on Harley Street had the social-worker-style attitudes that were then universal amongst the supposedly more educated.   The Accused could understand this community only through being one of  them and living as one of  them, without being able to escape to some more prosperous society to which he belonged.

The Accused first arrived on Harley Street at approximately 6.30pm on Good Friday, l974.   The street turned out to be full of children.   A piece of  brick landed on The Accused’s forehead and the blood from the cut running down his glasses obscured his vision.   The Accused was embarrassed that the gang had scored this tactical victory and feared that without some show of  force this might establish a precedent.  He therefore advanced towards the assembled army, and as it retreated, grabbed hold of  a young boy.   This meant that the boy found himself  pressed against the front garden wall of  7 Harley Street by The Accused’s outstretched hands while The Accused muttered that throwing rocks was a procedure inconsistent with human peace and brotherhood.   However, it had been evident that the real leader was a girl, older and bigger than the other children, whose orders the children automatically obeyed, though she remained out of  reach and relied on her being a girl, the immunity of  girls to retribution and her power over these younger children, who would blamed for what were really her own actions.   The Accused therefore then decided that a gesture was necessary against feminine power and The Accused chased this girl the four hundred yards up Harley Street and down to the end of  Hart Street, at great speed, with various Dans limbering up behind.   He made sure he did not catch up with her, but at the end of  this journey opined that the demonstration was sufficient, caught up to be parallel with her and immediately turned back, walking back to 9 Harley Street with the Dans.

On the way they were met by Ms Cher, who lived with Mr Sonny at number eleven.   Ms Cher informed the newcomers that the biggest Daddy on the road was Samson O’Neill, who lived in the house opposite (12) with his wife and his seven year old son Paddy.   Mr O’Neill was not to be meddled with.   Then by chance Samson O’Neill emerged through his door.   He protested (politely) that The Accused had chastised his son Paddy.   The Accused told the story as it has been told to the reader.   Paddy had been apprehended because he was available.  There was no evidence that he had thrown the stone, nor that he had aided or abetted.  Since he had been caught, the chances were that he had not!   The Accused had seen some boy wield the missile, and do so intentionally, but to him one boy looked much the same as another (and, as Mr O’Neill pointed out, his vision was obscured by the blood running over his spectacles.   The Accused feared that the mightly Samson O’Neill might wish to eke retribution at his son having been found guilty without evidence.  Mr O’Neill however said that he had not realised that it had been The Accused rather than the boy who had been attacked.  This did mean that it was his son and not The Accused who was the guilty party.  He would chastise his son.   Should The Accused however have any complaints against his son in the future he should report the facts to him,  Mr O’Neill, who would administer any discipline himself.   The Accused said that The Accused was unlikely to administer any discipline to anyone.   He was a weak cowardly type.  He avoided violence, other than in self-defence - and perhaps even then, since he was not very good at it.   There was no reason to suppose that his son had thrown the stone, he had on the basis of  this one incident no complaint against his son and did not think it appropriate for his son to receive any punishment.  The Accused was not inclined to run to parents telling tales if  he had complaints against young boys and, as far as he was aware, the incident was a matter between The Accused and Paddy O’Neill which was closed - though The Accused, admittedly, may have unjustly implied that his son was responsible.   However, then an assembled crowd insisted that the assailant had been seven year old David Philby, asserted to be the local delinquent.   One of  two miners who lived at number seven emerged from the house and also attributed the attack on David Philby.  His father, Jesse Philby, was the most stupid person he had ever met.  He had no way of  educating his children, he declared, other than by hitting them.   Then Jesse Philby emerged from his house and hit his son, who was amongst those gathered.   The Accused formed the impression that this might be public a demonstration for the benefit of  The Accused or the gathering rather demonstrative of  Jesse’s  views on morality or on what passed within the Philby House.   The Accused claims that on the few occasions he was inside the Philby Household the conversation consisted of  “Nick!  Nick!  Nick! Nick!’ - with possibly some words interspersed as to what had been  or was to be nicked and from whom and how.

9 Harley Street, on the ground floor, had front room, a living room (sometimes known as a kitchen, given by The Accused the name Breakfast Room (a term not used in Nottingham, where it was the kitchen or front kitchen) and a kitchen (known locally as a ‘back kitchen’).  Back kitchens, structurally, were annexes to such houses.   There was an outside toilet , with lead pipes, at the back of  the yard .   Although lead pipes did occasionally burst in the winter, they were surprisingly durable, more so than modern copper pipes.   On the first floor there were two rooms, that at the front having  greater length parallel to the road than that on the back.  The separating walls between the houses were not necessarily in a single vertical plane.   These rooms extended over the common passage between 9 and ll.   There was an attic room - which, after a hole was later cut in a cardboard partition, extended into a loft space that extended over the entire block  (1-13) and which connected also with a room-sized cupboard..  9 Harley Street, by pigeon post, was less than a mile from Lenton Power Station (on the Trent) from which smoke was emitted.   To this can be attributed the rain in the area.  It was on a future occasion to rain onto 9 Harley Street every day (though not necessarily all day) for nine months!  That night the Dan Buster, Divvy Dan, his girlfriend Divvy Dilly, and The Accused slept in the downstairs front room at 9 Harley Street.   Each had a separate blanket and it was cold.  Dilly, who was the guest of  a guest of  a guest was full of  demands.

The Accused was, as he had arranged beforehand, interviewed next (Easter Saturday, l974) afternoon at 2pm at Canning Circus Police Station by twenty two people (sitting, with The Accused, around three large tables arranged in a U).  Some were from a Ministry in London, some were from ‘another department’.   D.C. Hames, the officer (a detective with the Serious Crimes Squad) allocated with the alleged case,  played the part of  the Good Cop (which made sense - since he would have to be on speaking terms with The Accused).   The interview began with:-

      “How’s Oliver?”.

      “Do you mean Dan?”.

     “No - How’s Oliver?”

     “Oliver?  Do I know an Oliver?”

     “Yes, you do!”

     “Do I?...I can’t recall an Oliver....Oh!....Do you mean Oliver Twist?”

     “Yes, Oliver Twist!  How’s Oliver?”.

     “I hardly know him.  He has been at my place perhaps twice - once overnight.  I don’t think I know about anything involving Oliver Twist .  I was not aware of  his being involved in anything that might interest the police.  I had supposed this would be something to with Maid Marion’s alleged uncle objecting to her spending the night with Dan Buster.”

      “Is he her uncle?”

      “I don’t know.  I suspect not...”

      “Yes, we suspect not... But it is nothing to do with that!”

      “If that is so, this meeting may be a waste of  time.  I had thought it was about Maid Marion.  There’s nothing else I know about that might interest you...”

       “We have received a Directive”, said one of the gathering, “..a Directive is an order from the Chief Constable... but this one comes from Higher  than the Chief Constable that we must prefer some criminal charge against you.  We know that we won’t get anything on you that sticks.  Instead a file is to be sent to the Director of  Public Prosecutions.  That will be reported to the British Medical Association.  That does not mean that we approve nor that we know what it is all about. No action will be taken.  The Director of Public Prosecutions is personal friend of yours.”

This information was to be repeated several times during the interview, which lasted four hours, and several times during the subsequent six months.

    “Don’t you mean the General Medical Council?  I didn’t know they operated a secret blacklist.  They shouldn’t.  The BMA is a Trade Union of doctors.  It shouldn’t have secrets from its members - though it is ultra right wing and only represents senior or right-wing doctors.  They are strong supporters of the Conservative Party but so reactionary and devious that it is suprising that even the Conservative Party does not disown them.  It is the General Medical Council who are concerned with crime and morality.  But I am not afraid of the General Medical Council.  If I have any trouble with them, I’ll just get myself elected onto the General Medical Council”.

    “For all we know it is the General Medical Council. ...”.  

    “Are you worried?”, The Accused was asked.

    “There is no point in being worried”.

    “I would be worried if  I was you - very worried”

    “You shouldn’t be..or at any rate, if you are worried, you should ignore it.  Ideally, anyway.   Reason should take control over emotion.   I may not have had to face any great terrors - but I have not found myself  impeded so far in my life by fear or emotion.  It may happen when I grow older.  It happens.  My father is a bit neurotic, but apparantly he was very rational and courageous in his younger days... It is usually happens after the age of  forty.  That is why that is the retiring age in some occupations...”

    “I would be worried if  I was you, very worried!  You are worried.  Why are your hands shaking?”

    “Oh are they?  I am sorry - I hadn’t noticed.  I do sometimes suffer from a tremor - It resembles a Parkinsonian tremor, doesn’t it? - five beats a second.  My father suffers from Parkinson’s disease - supposedly.   It could be infective.  It is common amongst neurologists and psychiatrists.  It could be that the underlying pathology is present long before the actual Parkinson’s disease arrives and that the tremor is brought on by say lack of  sleep.   I may have not been sleeping enough lately.   It is brought on by smoking.  I have been smoking cigarettes lately...”

The Accused had survived psychiatric kangaroo courts.  Why should he be afraid of  the police?

    “I am not afraid of  the police”, said The Accused,  “Perhaps I should be.  Perhaps the police are at times as unprincipled as is oft times alleged.  But that has not been my experience.   The police operate strictly to routines - according to the Law.   They make mistakes.   It is easy to do.   Scientists also make mistakes though they are supposed not to.   If  you are convinced something is true, you end up proving it.   But it is the defence lawyers who are the real cause of  all the miscarriages of  justice, not the police.  I have been present court cases where the police are leaning over backwards to point out the holes in their evidence to  get The Accused acquitted and the defence take notice.   There are more terrifying and unprincipled agencies in this country than the police.  I would be absolutely delighted to appear in court on criminal charges.  I would defend myself, not employ a defence lawyer.   If  I thought that  would happen, I might even lead you on and manifacture some false charge.  It would give me the opportunity to make statements under oath in court which are immune to laws of  libel and slander .. as Norman Scott did.  But it is not going to happen.   There are some people who are never going to appear on any charges in any  Court of  Law...”

     “Yes, we know that!  The Director of  Public Prosecutions is a personal friend of  yours.   They are all friends of  yours!  They are all queers in the DPP’s office!”

    “Do you want a lawyer?”

     “I can’t see what use a lawyer would be....  If  this concerns anything I know about, I know the facts and the lawyer does not... and I would rather rely on my own understanding of  the Law than that of  some other person.   Then any mistakes I make are my own fault.   If  I do not have a lawyer, then surely I can ask for one at any time I chose to have one...”

    “Yes, that’s right!  You can.”

    “In that case, I do not want a lawyer.   If  a lawyer is present, then if  you make some error of  procedure, you have to worry that the lawyer might make a complaint about it.   Then you might feel it necessary to protect yourself by inventing  some criminal charges.   If  there are no lawyers present,  then you and I can deny subsequently anything that happens here - and you will not find yourself  forced into doing something you would prefer not to do.  I can always ask for a lawyer at some later stage - though it is unlikely!”

    “We have no objection to continuing on that basis..”

They took turns to speak.  Oliver Twist, they said, had provided them with a great catalogue of  people with whom he had supposedly sexualised.

    “Has he?  That’s not impossible...he does potray himself as a Don Juan, a man of many conquests.  But I’m surprised that he should do it to the police.  I suspect its not true.  It could all be fantasy.  Do  I know any of  these people or alleged incidents?”

     “Er... there is the disc jockey...”

     “Do you mean the disc jockey at La Chic who lives at the Park?”

     “Yes..the disc jockey at La Chic.  Do you know him?”

     “I don’t know whether he is a disc jockey exactly...in the sense of  Tony Blackburn or Jimmy Young... He sometimes acts as disc jockey at La Chic, but I don’t know that it is his full time occupation.   Oliver met him only once...If  he had met him again, I think I would know about it...”

The Accused related the events involving the disc jockey which have been related to the reader.

    “Yes, that is what Oliver told us.”

    “Nothing happened that would interest the police.”

    “He says that he went into into the bedroom with the disc jockey while you and Dan were in the sitting room.”

    “Did he?  No, he went with Dan.  As I understand,  the disc jockey - I forget his name - may have expressed an interest in Dan.  People find him attractive.  But he is not interested.  Nothing happened.  It seems to me that that the disk jockey is not guilty.”

    “He may well be.  But there is nothing we can do about it.  He is pleading guilty.”

    “Whyever is he doing that?”

     “Because he is a disc jockey.  Disc jockeys get their names into the newspapers.  He wants to avoid publicity.”

     “The publicity would damage his prospects at La Chic, would it?”

     “We wouldn’t know.   He wants to avoid publicity.”

     “So he pleads guilty to something he has not done, ensuring that he will be brought to court and sentenced and ensuring that there will be - because he describes himself as a disc jockey - a write up in Nottingham Post..perhaps even the News of  the World!”

     “You may well be right.  But he is determined to plead guilty.   There is nothing we can do about it!”

     “Would I know about any of  the other cases..?”

     “Yes..there are ten people in all...”, the officer speaking looked at an alleged list, “...no, there isn’t anything else..You are on top of  the list.”

     “I don’t know why that should be.  I am not aware of  his having anything against me.”

     “He hasn’t.  He spoke very highly of  you.   Some of  these other cases, there is a need for protection from them...”

      “Oh, is there?   I didn’t know anything of  that sort was happening to him.   He has friends and acquainatances.   He went to a childrens’ home.  I don’t know how popular he is with them... but if it is as you seem to imply... I don't say that they should take the law into their own hands...But if  it is so and he complained to anyone, I’m surprised that it should be the police. ..

     “You are on top of  the list.   Why should you be on top of  the list.”

     “I don’t know”

     “There has to be a reason.  You are on top of  the list.  Why are you on top of the list?”

     “I don’t know why that should be.  Are you saying that the list has been compiled to get at me.  I would have thought, if that is so, that somebody has made a mistake.  It might work - but the chances surely are that these possibly innocent people will be sacrificed in vain.  I am not the person against whom to play such a ploy.. it more something the Public  School does to itself...”

      “We know why you left the Childrens’ Hospital!”

      “Do you?  I don’t !  I would very much like to know!  Why did I leave the Childrens’ Hospital?”

      “We don’t know!”

      “What’s the story?”

      “We don’t know!”

      “If you find out, I would be grateful if  you tell me!”

      “We don’t know!  We know nothing about it!”

      “Oliver says that you and Dan slept in the same bed in your flat.  During the night he felt a hand brush over his underpants in the region of  his penis.”

       “Is that the allegation?”

The Accused looked round the room.  Everybody was keeping a straight face.  So he kept a straight face.

       “Yes, that is what happened.”, said one of the gathering.

The Accused presumed that everyone in the room was aware that this was not an allegation that anyone had committed any offence against the criminal law of  any country.   If it was it was impossible to prove that it had happened.   If  that were possible to prove it had happened, it would be impossible to prove who had done it!    Moreover if  this had happened it was likely to have been accidental and likely that neither Dan nor The Accused knew about it - and that Oliver would not have been able to ascertain whether the alleged sensation he had experienced was due to a hand.  The Accused had been told (several times) that they had been ordered to rig up criminal charges, any criminal charges, against The Accused and that none of  them approved of  this!   Now they were producing an accusation which surely all of  them knew was not an accusation at all!  The Accused surely was expected to play along with this rather than force them into manufacturing a viable case by pointing out they did not have one already.

The Accused related the account of  his arriving unexpectedly back at Wellington Square during the night after a chess match - as it has previously been related to reader.   He guessed at the date, saying he was not sure but that it was recorded in his diary and could also be checked by consulting the Leicestershire Chess League fixture list.

        “Yes, that is what he says.”

Except for the alleged brushing of the hand.  The Accused was glad that the stories coincided.  One of  the features that makes the Psychiatric Kangaroo Court so terrible is that either there is no accusation at all or the accusation is fantasy.   It is virtually impossible to defend against a non-accusation or  a fantasy.   It cannot in any way be linked to rationality or reality sufficiently to be disproved.   The Accused said that he had no recollection of  the incident to which Mr Twist had allegedly referred.

So The Accused played along with this.  For the next three and a half  hours neither The Accused nor anyone else pointed out that no criminal charge could possibly succeed in an open and correctly conducted  Court of  Law on the basis of  this evidence.   If  this cat came out of  the bag, then they would have think of  something else!  Having no recollection of  an incident is not to deny that it occurred.   In this particular case, he might have then or previously have known it had occurred, or he may not have known that it had occurred, but whether it had occurred or not, he could not have known that it had not occurred.   So it would have been absurd to declare categorically that this had never happened.   Dan, Oliver and The Accused were all supposedly asleep when this allegedly happened!   But had denial of  the allegation been a logical possibility and had there been a denial, then, again, they would have had to think of  something else.   As it was, there was a further three and half hours of  endeavouring to get a confession on this non-charge (with presumably the possibility of the allegation escalating if there was a confession)!

The police personages, in turn, conducted this interrogation, or more accurately, attempt to procure a confession, rapidly and with device after device.   All appeared to be technique with which in detail they were familiar (when several officers were required, each being familiar with the script).   Oliver was fourteen years old..or was he twelve years old or three and half?   The Accused said he did not know.   The reader has learnt that he could not have been under sixteen years old (which was the age he claimed to be) - since he had outgrown the children’s home - and that he was probably nineteen.  Retrospectively it seems quite possible that the police did not know Oliver’s age.   Ages turn out frequently to be underestimated in criminal prosecutions.  However, The Accused assumed that the gathering knew very well what Oliver’s age was but that they were trying to worry him.   He did not bother to correct them.  Surely so youthful a chicken, they pleaded, must be irresistably attractive.   The Accused said that he had not noticed this.   D.C. Hames pointed out that it was unkind and disloyal to disparage friend’s looks in this manner.   The Accused explained that he was not intending to disparage.   Male models and God’s gifts of  the year 2002, irrespective of what gender by which they are admired, would be found decidedly hideous to those who see beauty in feminity - which was the l970s point of view.   By l970s standards most of  The Accused’s Nottingham associates were immediately recognisable as in the supermodel category.   Oliver was not unattractive - just normal.

        “We are the police!”, ranted one, who was chosen to be the arch baddie, “We can take you into the cellar and beat you up until you confess”.

Retrospectively it seems that if  The Accused had responded with a counter-accusation, such as that this was illegal and that such a confession would not be valid,  he might have set up a prepared train of events.   The policeman was not breaking any law by making that statement.   He was not actually beating anyone up and in the context of  conversing with The Accused, who had set himself up as a scientist assessing the objective value of  arguments and not affected by emotion, he could even claim to be making no threat.  If the police really were to resort to obtaining a confession by beating up the suspect, then  it was within the assumptions of  that argument that they also would be able to portray the confession as authentic and obtained by valid methods.   Had The Accused resorted to such counterarguments, he could have precipitated, without any law being broken, a train of  conversation which bore a considerable resemblance to a conversation that might have taken place under such hypothetical 
circumstances in the hypothetical cellar - with much the same psychological effect.  Whether or not The Accused had worked this out at the time, the Accused replied that the officer was probably right but that he would prefer him not to use such a procedure.

        “Are you are a Humanrightsist?”, snarled the baddie - and several others.

The Accused confessed that he was a coward and subscribed to nothing that created trouble and conflict.  Nevertheless, surely, even the police were in favour of  human rights.  Were they not humans?

     “We are the police”, snarled the baddy, “You know very well that if  we want to we can pick up criminals and persuade them to testify against you!”

      “No you can’t!”, replied The Accused, “I may tell the criminals or underworld in Nottingham to their face that I do not approve of  their activities.   But they know that I always tell the truth, always keep my word and sit in judgement over no-one.   They have never come across that before and it means something to them.   You will not find one person to give false evidence against me!”

       “If that is true”, said D.C.Hames, “You are person deserving of  great admiration”

       “The Accused confessed that he could not guarantee that nobody could be bribed or threatened into giving false evidence.   Perhaps they might find someone.   Perhaps he had overstated the case.

       “Yes, I know.  But it astonishing that anyone could even make that statement!”

As matters turned out, after the following police operation had been abandoned,  police personages reported to The Accused that, to their astonishment (and to The Accused’s astonishment) , he had been quite  right.   They had not been able by any method to persuade anyone at all to say anything against The Accused.  No such thing had ever happened before in police history.

The most telling approach, from The Accused’s point of view, was the whining whining how cruel to them it was that The Accused refused to confess.  He was causing them much fruitless pain, time and labour.   Why didn’t  he put them out of  their misery by confessing?  The Accused referred to his claim of  recalling no such incident as ‘the truth’.   The reader does not know whether this was truth in the sense of  it being the truth, or  the truth in the sense that it was up him what to him what  he recollected, or  the truth in the sense that Jim Clinton never canoodled with Monica Lewinsky - that it was outside the collection of  facts, known to some philophers as the totality of  fact, what is within the knowledge and consensus of  society and which society considers it convenient to include within its knowledge.   Those who do not share The Accused’s high opinion of  himself might suppose that his stonewalling was tactically correct and what was expected.   The Accused however claimed that he regretted the pain and inconvenience his obstinacy was causing but nevertheless argued that it was always the correct policy to tell the truth.  Failure to tell the truth by defendants was another reason for miscarriages of  justice.   The best policy was to tell the truth and hope eventually to prove it.   A false story could never be proved.  Also, lies had an unpleasant habit of  causing pain to other people in unexpected ways.

    “Why don’t you make it easy for us and confess!  We can do a deal!  If you make it easy for us we’ll only give you a caution!”

     “What’s a caution?   That counts as the accused being found guilty, doesn’t it?  It is not really relevent to the present occasion - but, it is in any case irrelevent ...You can’t do deals.  The police can investigate and try to extract confessions.   Then they hand the case to lawyers and perhaps act as witnesses.   They do not determine the sentence.   If it was not all done by automatic procedures and the police were able to offer deals that  could impair their impartiality,  could expose them to bribes,  would leave them open to all manner of abuses and accusations.   There are stories about deals being done whereby a person is excused some crime if  he gives evidence against somebody else for something else.   I don’t know whether it police who arrange that or somebody else.. but it is desperation.    Evidence obtained that way is not reliable.        

     “There is no way you could guarantee a particular deal.   It is not within the powers of  the police to give such a guarantee...”

So the gathering tried flattering  The Accused  by acknowledging his great knowledge and understanding of  police procedure.   

A standard manoevre is for the suspect to be told “X has told all!” and to be then confronted with “Are you calling X a liar?” or “Why should X tell lies?” - when the suspect does not know whether X has told allegedly all or not.   If the suspect suggests that the police have invented the story about X  having made such a statement (which, if  they have, they presumably know without being told) he finds himself in trouble.  The gathering were able to use this ploy effectively even though retrospectively it appears innocuous since The Accused did not contradict anything that Oliver had allegedly said.   During this p

phaseof  the ceremony The Accused did not point out that his story was in any case not inconsistent with Oliver’s (which they knew anyway) - since that would have been too close to letting the cat out of  the bag.   He said he did not know why Oliver had said what he said.   There follow attempts to make the suspect feel that his answer is not sufficient or that it wiould not be accepted as such.

The reader will have noticed that there are three alternative suspects for the alleged non-offence - The Accused,  Dan Buster or Nobody.   All gathered at this meeting pretended to be unaware of  the technicali difficulties encountered when interviewing and gaining a confession from Nobody.  Dan Buster, as a matter of  fact, was not interviewed.   Had the Accused not, over a year later, informed Dan about the allegation, Dan would not have known about it.  The gathering went through the motions of  dragging Dan in during their conversation with The Accused.  Did Dan have access to Oliver’s penis or vice versa?  The Accused replied that he had no evidence of  anyone having access to the penis of  either, other than perhaps Maid Marion’s to Dan.   The younger generation might have his own rules and regulations, but he would not be told about it and it was none of  his affair.   Did The Accused canoodle with Dan?  The Accused pointed out that if  they asked him “Have you canoodled with Brigette Bardot?’  and he anwered ‘No!’, then if  they asked  “Have you canoodled with Sophia Loren?”, and he answered “I refuse to answer!”, they might conclude with some justification that that meant “yes!”.   Unless everything was denied, then it was not possible to issue denials without being forced into confessions.   Besides that, if  A canoodled with B, then  A was not entitled to broadcast this matter, which affected also B, without B’s consent.   However, by the aforesaid argument,  this applied also to confession that no canoodling had taken place.   Through this infallible logic, explained The Accused, he could answer no questions on canoodling.   However, it happened to be a known fact that Dan had no such ambitions towards The Accused and that, were inquiries to be made, it would turn out that The Accused was extraordinarily inhibited and that there was nobody to be found who had ever succeeded in canoodling with The Accused, a fact which was not necessarily to his credit and might even be a failing in duty to other people. [Brigette Bardot and Sophia Loren were film actresses admired by The Accused’s generation].

The Accused said that the prohibition against making any statement on canoodling might also apply to commentry on Oliver’s alleged statement.   But he had been forced into it.   The Accused’s logic appears here to be in error.  The Accused was not accused of  canoodling.   Suspects in television dramas do habitually refuse to make any statement whatsoever.   This appears also sometimes to happen when very prosperous people employ even more prosperous lawyers.   But The Accused had never encountered such a practice.   If the suspect says nothing, he may find the police also say  nothing and that he does not know of  what he is accused.

    “We couldn’t care less what you do with Dan Buster”

    “Well, he is nineteen years old”, began another, “Technically...”

    “Oh yes, you had better not have it off with Dan Buster!”

[The Accused was not canoodling with Dan Buster but  the ambiguity arises from it supposedly being illegal for males under twenty one to canoodle with male friends but in practice, unless they pleaded guilty, in which case they were found guilty even if accused of no crime, the evidence was sent to the DPP who was under government instuctions to take no action - unless there was not unequivocal consent by both sides or there was violence or passage of  money. ]

So eventually the gathering  had had enough.   They mopped their brows in exhaustion.  This surprised The Accused.  He could have kept going for another ten hours.   It was considered the duty of  the police to try to persuade a suspect to confess.   It was assumed that nobody would confess unless guilty and that an efficiency in extracting confessions therefore enhanced accuracy of  diagnosis.   During this discussion the police had not in any way broken any law.   Their conduct had been impeccable.  Nevertheless The Accused felt that neither the guilty nor the innocent had a chance of  escaping from such procedure without confessing!   He had managed only because he had years of  training from Accused-mum, whose interrogations put the Gestapo to shame!

So the gathering said farewell to The Accused.   They would get the goods on The Accused, they averred.   They would follow him around wherever he went.   He was asked to report to the ‘station sergeant’ on the way out  (that is, a policeman sitting  behind a table).

    “Is it true”, asked the incredulous station sergeant, “that you have been in there for four hours and have confessed to nothing?”

     “You have been sitting here and the meeting was over there.  I have just walked over and nobody walked in front of me.... Yet you know what went on in there?”

     “I understand that you have confessed to nothing!”

     “Is that unusual?”

     “It is not..unusual.   That is not the word.   I have never known it to happen.  I have never heard of  it happening.... There has got to be more to this than meets the eye.  Who are you?  What is this all about?”

     “I don’t know either!  It could be that it is what is on face value..following  up a statement which somebody has made.  I am not saying that it might be that no more complicated politics is involved. ...”

     “You don’t believe that!  There is no evidence of  anything in that statement!”

     “Is that so?”

     “You know very well it is so!”

    “Well, if it is so, then it seems me that in all probability there has been a mistake, that some order has been misinterpreted or misunderstood as it has been handed down....If any explanation emerges, I’d like to know.   I suppose it is sometimes safer not to know.. but, you know, people don’t have to know you know....”

The Accused was then approached again by D.C.Hames.   A ‘file’was to be sent to the DPP.  In the meanwhile The Accused would be on ‘police bail’.   It seemed questionable that The Accused could  be on ‘bail’ if  he had accused of  nothing.  This seemed a set-up.  He was asked to sign a slip of  paper acknowledging that he was on ‘bail’.  He noticed that the charge ‘sodomy’ was inserted into the space reserved for the diagnosis.   This allegation had not been mentioned even once.   There was no evidence in the file of  sodomy (or anything else).  As a matter of  fact, except for the brainstorm by a Chief Inspector Lunatic, that will be related, The Accused has never been accused of  sodomy.   This is because it was universally supposed that were he involved in such events he would not the buggerator but the buggeree and therefore the person coerced and not the person coercing.  Furthermore,  sodomy is not in the UK a crime 

The reader may recall that in l965 the bogus ‘diagnosis’ of  ‘personality disorder’ was inserted onto a form to enable him to enter a ward of  the Maudsley Hospital, the nation’s premier psychiatric research institute (possibly for his own protection, possibly for research purposes, but in the absence of any suspicion of mental disorder).  It was a bureaucratic necessity.  Something had to be put into the box.  There existed in psychiatry a standard ‘non-diagnosis’ which was used in place of  the non-permissible ‘normal’. Smilarly, in  the present case, something had to be put into the box   There were, as at the Maudsley, a limited number of  diagnoses that were permitted to allow a ‘file’ to be referred to the DPP.   There existed nothing convenient and ‘sodomy’ is not on the list - but it sounded as if it might be.  Nobody in the UK during the twentieth century was accused in any court of  law specifically of  sodomy.  It was not a term found in the catalogue of  crimes.  In l974 it was certainly not a crime per se without any other attendant circumstances.  So sodomy was not a diagnosis that was referrable to the DPP any more than that personality disorder  was diagnosis that qualified  for entry to the Maudsley Hospital.  In each case, in circumstances that could be described as politics, a non-diagnosis was used to conform with bureaucratic necessity when there existed no diagnosis.   The police had a directive that a file must be sent to the DPP, there existed no valid grounds for such a file to be sent and, apparantly deliberately, apparantly in order to circumvent the intended injustice, they sent a file with no evidence of  any crime.  But there had to be something in the box!

Should The Accused at that point have thrown a spanner into the machine by protesting.  Surely not.  As he saw it the police were using subterfuge not to embarrass him but to save him from unjust embarrassment.   They were tricking the purveyor of  the Directive, not The Accused.  Besides that, attempts to sabotage bureaucratic procedures rapidly convert conciliation into panic and aggression.  Nevertheless both in the Maudsley case and in this bureaucracy, with no relevence to attendant facts, was to cause further trouble.

          “Come back and see me in two weeks” said D.C. Hames.

          “I’ll try to remember.  If I don’t you’ll have to come and fetch me...”

      “You know very well”, added D.C.Hames, “That there’s not a chance in a million that any action will be taken over this.”

      “Do I?”

      “Yes, you know there’s no case... You know what you are doing..  You are trying to make seem as if you don’t know...”

“...... Is that so?....  I am unable to confirm that allegation.”

The Accused by chance met D.C.Hames on the following Wednesday, outside Canning Circus Police Station, as The Accused was on his way to Leicester.

 “Don’t bother about the police bail.”, said DC Hames.

The file (which, since Monday was a bank holiday, could not have reached London before Tuesday) had been returned by the DPP with instructions of  ‘No Action’.
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