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While The Accused was visiting the La Chic club on a Saturday night a crowd of  students came on a visit.   One of their number and The Accused set eyes upon and formed an instant liking for another.  But as was not uncustomary they did not speak to one another until the final ceremonies prior to the closure of  the club at 2 a.m..  Tom Ashcroft, then twenty one years old, introduced himself by suggesting that they repair to a flat belonging to a friend of  Mr Ashcroft which was vacant for the night.  This they did until 4p.m. next day.  Then they got up and Tom moved into 9 Harley Street.

Next morning a print had appeared on the breakfast room wall of  J.W.Waterhouse’s 1888 oil painting “The Lady of  Shalott” (a place in Israel), the original of  which is in the Tate Gallery,  under which Tom had incribed the words:-

                                         ‘And as the moon lay overhead,

                                           Came two young lovers lately wed.

                                          “The world is full of shadows”, said

                                            The lady of  Shalott’

So The Accused knew that Tom was aware that their relationship was doomed.  But this was never mentioned.   There appeared also shortly a drawing of  handsome well-buit figure dressed in curly shoulder length hair - The Accused as seen by Mr Ashcroft.   

In Tennyson’s poetry the Knights of  the Round table represent the Military Officer Class, or the world of  the Public School and Psychiatrists - a once idyllic administration that becomes corrupted or obsolete.  Launcelot is the outsider and foreigner, a Frenchman of  mysterious origin, the only personm amongst them who understands the real world outside and the leader upon whom the whole structure depends.   When the crunch comes King Arthur would be better off staying at home in an office and looking after Guinevere and Launcelot would be better employed leading the troops against the horrendous beasties.  However, the roles are reversed and the edifice collapses.   The degenerate’s destiny is always eventually foiled by some such lapse of morality.  Had Launcelot kept his hand’s off  the bosses missus, none of this would have happened.  The right person was this Israeli spinnerette.

The Lady of  Shalott belongs to the working class, labouring all day at her loom, but is really atypical working class or unclassified.   She is provided, as all working class are, with a mirror in which she sees her self-image, as much of  herself and the world that the working class is allowed to know and understand.   But because she is unclassified she is provided also with a window to the real world beyond.   Or maybe she would be provided with it anyway, but looked through it because she was a degenerate or was a degenerate because she looked through it.  If she looks through the window, she knows, she will be afflicted with a curse.   She knows not what the curse may be - but the reader is more sophisticated.   Sure enough she looks out of  the window and sees Launcelot cavorting past on horseback.  Launcelot is also unclassified and the right person for her and she is the right person for him - but there is no way across the class barrier by which they have become separated.   The lady eventually floats, dead presumably, into Camelot and the nobles knights are in a great panic, supposing her to be a terrifying visitor from outer space - and only Launcelot recognises that she is or was a huma person.

Tom’s story was one which The Accused was to encounter on several occasions.  He came from a Bolton working class family.   His brothers and relatives left school at sixteen, entered lucrative working class occupations, were provided with homes, prosperity, wives, families and security for life.  Tom went to grammar school, studied mathematics and was awarded four As at GCE Level in the days when As were As and A Levels were A levels.   His family supposed that because he was going to university he was ‘bettering himself’ and was and/or would be better off than they were.   He found himself therefore ostracised from working class - but in reality, like The Accused, he was born  socio-economically ostracised or inferior - born with the forbidden window or capacity to look through it.  He had never had any prospects of being better off  than his class-peers and the grammar schools, grade A’s and university where a necessary response or attempt at escape which were the inferiority in another disguise.  It was common for young people in such a situation to attach themselves to the gay community.   Also, it was common for them to hit economic difficulties,  surrender themselves to psychiatrists and to take a year off.   To the medic, routinely, anyone who meets a psychiatrist is suffering from ‘schizophrenia’ and many who enter university without the necessary funds and prospects and hit such an economic crisis end up as ‘schizophrenics’ - in those days mostly those who did not join the gay community.

  Some such victims did not develope symptoms of  schizophrenia.   Possibly this was because universities had their own medical staff who may have been eccentrically lacking in schizophrenia-happiness.   Nottingham University had the benefit of  its own residential health centre, but the director of  its medical service was the Dr Finlay, known to Tom as the ‘Mouldy Old Doctor’, who had the views already revealed to the reader.  Tom, now twenty one years old, continued to be a student at Nottingham University, studying mathematics, though mathematics was not in evidence during The Accused’s aquaintance with Tom.   It was more that The Accused was a mathematician and Tom an artist.   His studies however were neither completed nor uninterrupted.  He had been working as an auxiliary nurse at Sherwood Hospital, the geriatric centre where Dr Tadros was or was to be employed after being awarded his Diploma of  Child Health in Ireland.  Tom reported that he had witnessed a more senior nurse beating up a patient and remonstrated - and therefore his ‘psychiatric history’, had been ‘discovered’ and he was sacked.  Nobody with a ‘psychiatric history’ was permitted to work in the NHS.  This particularly psychiatric history is believed to have been a brief interlude with a psychiatrist on account of  suspected homosexuality.  The term ‘discovered’ in this context does not mean that those who discovered did not previousy know.  It was useful for nurses to be sackable and a ‘psychiatric history’ that could be conveniently discovered was an excellent reason for employment.

Morocco was a famed source of cannabis, a highly addictive and neurologically damaging drug.  Tom had a friend or acquaintance, known as Rollo, who took his car to Morocco and was followed there and back by Sergeant Joint, an acquaintance of  The Accused, who was in charge of and possibly the only member of  the local Drug and Vice Squad plus two constables whom he had been allocated.  Eventually they apprehended Rollo and his car on Hyson Green Road in Nottingham.  Tom happened to be walking his dog in the vicinity and, since the police were not in uniform, supposed he was witnessing an attack by three hooligans.  “What’s up, Rollo?”, shouted Tom.  Rollo shouted back that Tom should keep out of it.  To prevent Tom from interfering, they identified themselves and bunded Tom into a car.  Subsequently Rollo was also apprehended and they drove, with Rollo in the front passenger seat and Tom, the dog and two policemen at the back, to Canning Circus Police Station.  The officers, who had not slept for several nights, went straight home and Tom was stored in a police cell.  Rollo’s car was dissected.  Nothing was found and Rollo was released.  The police however had forgotten about Tom.  Mr B.A.Rista, a barrister rather than solicitor, who worked for human rights organisations, arrived and informed the police that they had broken the law by detaining Tom for twenty four hours without charges.  The police surely would otherwise simply have released Tom.. but now they charged him with assault and obstruction.

Tom defended himself in the Magistrate’s Court.  He obtained what in the circumstances was the best that could be expected - what was known by trial lawyers as a ‘not guilty sentence’ - a relatively light penalty not expected to cause any inconvenience.  Courts in those days never produced verdicts that could be interpreted as ‘against’ the police.  Charges of assaulting or obstructing the police regularly generated severe sentences.  In terms of practical psychology, it was necessary for Tom, to obtain this pseudo-acquittal to defend himself, in the manner of himself rather than a layman.  The lady from the Rights Centre, however, who appears not to have understood the psychology, was watching and had supposed that by not being legally represented and by addressing the lady presiding magistrate as ‘ducky’ he had diminished his chances.  Tom was thus encouraged to appeal to the Crown Court, but this time to be defended by Mr B.A.Rista.  The Accused met Tom for the first time when he was awaiting this hearing.  The Accused was not convinced that it was in Tom’s interests to proceed.  The reasons for doing so seemed more matters of principle than self-interest.   The Accused felt that it would be feasible to proceed only if  Tom was willing to conduct his own case and to proceed all the way to the House of  Lords, was aware of the procedures and prepared the tactics in advance for a series of cases rather than a single case.  Courts pass the buck to higher courts.  Tom seemed neither to be aware of what evidence would be presented nor to know what defence would be presented.   

Tom, however, had the encouragement of  Anton, the University’s (German) Professor of  Philosophy, who had set up a local Independent Labour Party which was attempting to expose and oust a supposedly corrupt local official Labour regime which was identified with the Member of  Parliament, Jack Dunnett.   The Independent Labour Party had been founded by a Mr Hamilton, a northern M.P., to expose and oust corruption which allegedly existed particularly in long-established Labour regimes in regions where the party had no effective opposition.   Tom never appeared to The Accused to have any interest in politics and his association with the ‘Broad Left’ (the amalgamation of ‘left wing’ socialist groups) appeared more to arise from his friendship with Anton.   There was however a danger of  Tom’s case being used to further claims that the police were not in the habit of behaving properly, which would have doomed Tom to being sacrificed to a possibly irrelevent cause.  This was not the approach most likely to succeed.

The Accused had a previous encounter with Nottingham’s left wing clubs - what were in later years described as the Trotskyites.   When The Accused was still living at Wellington Square he met a very impoverished young man who introduced himself as Ernesto Castro, secretary of such an organisation, maybe the Revolutionary Unemployed Workers’ Party.   He was too young, however, to have met Leon Trotsky (a compulsory requirement for the leaders of  Trotskyite parties).   Ernesto badgered The Accused to repair to Ernesto’s abode in order to meet Mrs Castro.   The Accused objected that he had no reason to suppose that Mrs Castro wished to meet him.   He was persuaded nevertheless and Mrs Castro welcomed The Accused politely and after a service of  a cup of  tea it turned out that a meeting of  the RUWP was assembling in their other room.   The Accused was led in.  Ernesto presided, The Accused sat next to him and Mrs Ernesto next to The Accused.   There were over a dozen impoverished young people present - which is a very large gathering of  Trotskyites.  However The Accused felt a hand creeping over his leg from Ernesto’s direction and unzipping his trousers.   The Accused tried to indicate unobtrusively that this was not expedient behaviour.   But this made no difference.   It doesn’t.   The Accused could not think of  way of  inhibiting this ill-calculated manoevre without offending his host.   He just had to put up with it.  Mrs Ernesto, who, it appears, had made previous attempts to discourage such boldness on the part of  her man, had developed some skill in diagnosing its presence and felt it necessary to curtail the practice, then withdrew the covering table cloth and railed at her husband.   The Accused apologised, saying that no disrespect or offence against anyone was intended.   Mrs Ernesto  however insisted that it was none of  his affair and that she had no argument with him.   It was Ernesto who had been mischievous and not The Accused.   Such incidents were not entirely avoidable, but embarrasing and might be misunderstood.   Mrs Ernesto spent some ten minutes forceably informing her husband what she thought of  him and then the more important issue of  political discussion was resumed.

Tom took The Accused to a meeting not of  the RUWP but of the ‘Broad Left’ - a combined forum of  organisers of various left-wing  groups and one-man parties.  It appeared to The Accused that all who attended were acting out the image of  the left wing bolshie as portrayed by cartoonists in the Tory Press.   They also were making unrealistic boasts about the number of  members they represented within their organisations.   According to The Accused, therefore, the Broad Left consisted entirely of  undercover spies belonging to MI5 or right wing organisations (that is, they were all acting out the role of  Bolshie as they supposed it to be and spying on each other!).  The Accused feared that their politics or political ambitions were unrealistic.  The ways of  the world were more mischievous and  irremediable than they supposed.   Attempts to reform the world by force, or to use undemocratic methods to obtain power supposedly with the aim of  rectifying injustice or to take on the opposition by using its own methods were bound to fail - or make matters worse.  There was no quick cure for the ills of  the world.   It was more likely to take hundreds of  years.   It was necessary to rely on the qualities in which the opposition were presumed to be weak - morality, honesty, insight into self, intelligence - and patience.  They could strive for a better world  but were unlikely to see it in their own lifetime and would only be persecuted for honest efforts.  The Accused held a speech to that effect.

The Professor invited to  Mr Hamilton, the  northern MP who had set up the ‘Independent Labour Party’ to fight corruption in the party, to address a public meeting in Nottingham.   The intended targets were Nottingham M.P. Jack Dunnett and his alleged cronies.   The Professor, in the chair,  informed the meeting that the local Independent Labour Party had procured an expert investigator to peruse the affairs of  Nottingham Council.   This embarrassed The Accused since as far as anyone knew he was the only person who could have conducted this investigation - and although he was not involved and probably there was no such investigator, he might be considered implicated.

Tom and his artistic friends attended ‘soirees’ organised by a university lecturer and his wife.   The Accused  accompanied Tom to one of  these (which was attended by a considerable crowd of  young people).   The prize guest was a policeman (who was intending to specialise in ‘traffic’).  The Accused found the toilet surrounded by bodies befuddled with alcohol and cannabis and the toilet itself permanently occupied.  So he went to urinate in the next door garden of  the Professor, which, since he knew the Professor, he assumed he was entitled to do.   He was however followed by the host who declared that this was not permitted, that it was not true that his own toilets were inaccessible and that his friend in the police had given him adverse information about The Accused the nature of which the host was not prepared to disclose!

When Tom’s appeal was eventually held, the police witnesses were Seargeant Joint of  the Drug and Vice Squad (with whom The Accused was on conversational terms) and two police constables.   Tom’s friend Rollo had travelled to Morocco in his car.   Morocco was the standard source of  cannabis, an expensive addictive drug which the propaganda media were encouraging young people to inhale.   Sergeant Joint, who was probably the only member of  the Drug and Vice Squad,  was allocated the two constables and they followed Rollo to Morocco and back.   Eventually they had apprehended Rollo in Nottingham, Tom had gotten into the way and they had put him in a police car.  Tom was not to be accused of having committed any obstruction or assault at this point.  It appears that Tom as hastily apprehended before he could offer his friend any assistance.   Tom and his dog were sitting on the back of  the police-car as it drove to Canning Circus and, the story now went, the driver had felt a blow on his shoulders which had caused him to break suddenly, which could have caused a traffic accident.  This was the basis of  the charges against Tom.  The officers had been up continuously for forty eight hours and therefore then returned home to bed - and forgot about Tom who was still locked up in a cell (probably by mistake!).    They eventually, despite taking the car to pieces, found no drugs and no charges were preferred against Rollo.  Tom’s barrister brought countercharges of  illegal arrest against the police. 

When Tom’s Crown Court appeal was eventually heard it turned out that there was no allegation of obstruction or assault prior to Tom being bundled into the police car.  However, the driver of  the car on the way down Derby Road towards the police station had felt a blow on his back which had caused him to swerve (and might therefore have caused an accident).  Tom was charged with delivering this blow.  He denied it.  The three police witnesses did not claim to have seen the blow.  The two constables gave identical stories.  Sergeant Joint’s evidence in some respects differed, was less hostile to Tom’s case and sounded more convincing.  The police, however, particularly so Sergeant Joint, appeared to be leaning over backwards to provide Tom with a defence.  The word ‘dog’ was mentioned over and over again - and very obviously so!  The dog was sitting on Tom’s lap and was in far more convenient position to inconvenience the driver than Tom (and also more likely to do so).  

However, despite the multiplicity of references to ‘dog’, Mr B.A.Rista did not take the hint.  No grounds had been submitted in advance for this appeal, but lawyers and judges are very keen on ‘points of law’.  It can be their private game or their way of earning a fee more than in the interest of clients.  The point of law often refers to a simplified or distorted view of the case and its pursuance also involves a perversion of evidence by the defence which may offer the best chance in the world of courts and lawyers but is not the ideal route towards an objective judgement such as might be solicited from a layman such as the reader.  It is open to doubt that Tom was ‘arrested’ at all.  It would have been more realistic to say that he had been put in ‘protective custody’ - to avoid him interfering and to avoid him committing an offence or finding himself the victim of a fracas.  The police had not had time to think up a formal excuse for ‘arresting’ him and had not at any time enacted any formal procedure associated with arrest.  Mr B.A.Rista’s point of law appeared to be that Tom had been illegally arrested, had supposed that the three gentlemen were thugs rather than police and had stricken the driver in ‘self-defence’ which under the circumstances he was entitled to do.  This was clever but the Crown Court was unlikely to commit itself on this - since it could be interpreted as ‘against the police’ - and could be expected to rule against and leave it to the Court of Appeal.  Blaming the dog would not have been ‘against the police’.

The judge however, after listening to the case, suggested that Mr B.A. Rista pursue another point of  law which was currently of interest to lawyers.  Previously police could only arrest or detain a person if there existed evidence to support a charge.  A new law, however, permitted a policeman to arrest a member of the public ‘on suspicion of possessing drugs’.  Could the police detain someone on ‘suspicion of  possessing drugs’ if there in fact existed no grounds for this suspicion - that is could the policeman subsequently justify himself by saying ‘It occurred to me that he might be carrying drugs’, even where there was nothing to prompt him to think so.  In other words, did this new law permit any policeman to arrest anyone under any circumstances without cause?  It may be best not to pursue such points of law too enthusiastically or to seek to obtain rulings.  It would have been very inconvenient to Tom to be detained if he was a stockbroker earning fifty pounds an hour, but underworld people such as Tom and The Accused were regularly stopped by the police.  Both parties acted politely, it did not take long and it was not diplomatic for either party to recite laws and regulations.  If the police are acting in good faith they are acting in good faith - and if they are not they are not and laws will not dissuade them!  The judge however immediately pointed out that a colleague in a Crown Court in Birmingham had in another case ruled that it was sufficient merely for the policeman to have the subjective suspicion and not necessary for him to have or declare any reason for the suspicion.  He could not overrule his colleague but the case could be referred to the Court of  Appeal for review of this particular decision.

The judge also, to the Accused’s surprise, repeatedly suggested to Mr B.A. Rista that he appeal not only against the Magistrates’ Court verdict but the sentence.   The Accused was alarmed.  The original sentence, he thought, was so low that all that could happen to it was that it could be increased.  Mr B.A.Rista perhaps thought so too.  He ignored the hint several times before finally declaring that he wished to appeal against sentence.  Whether technically this can be done without any prior notification The Accused does not know, though ‘against verdict and sentence’ is a standard formulation when submitting appeals.  The judge then removed the sentence altogether and awarded Tom a conditional discharge.

Tom (or, perhaps, Mr B.A.Rista) had made the mistake of  assuming that the police were not telling the truth - that he had not assaulted anyone and that they were giving false evidence.  The police were widely believed to do this and the Accused’s political friends may have encouraged such an opinion.  It may be that the police do manufacture evidence.  However, at this time, and in his subsequent involvements with courts of law, came across plenty of instances of  fabrication and forgery by lawyers or their clients but of none perpetrated by the police.  Police routines may lead to false evidence being presented in court but not and there have been numerous cases exposed of statements or evidence not being prepared in accordance with the routines as they are supposed to be instead of how they actually are.  It may be as impossible for the police to follow edicts exactly as it is for casualty officers!  But this not necessarily deliberate deception - and the failures have more been attributable to inadequate defence.  In those days, in any case, police evidence was not doubted.  It would have been a better ploy to assume that the police were saying what they believed to be true.  The Accused always did so.  In that case, the question becomes - how did they come to make a mistake.  Everything points at the dog!

Mr B.A.Rista did not feel inclined to pursue a further appeal.  In fact, neither he nor Tom were aware of the procedure.  The Accused felt apprehensive.  Tom’s court case could be described as a victory - but it might not be.  The police respect winners and are apt to have a low opinion of losers.  The police, irrespective of what noises they might make at times, then regarded The Accused more as a winner or as a person who could stand against them.   It turned out that the police came to regard Tom as a loser or ‘wanker’.

Tom lived with The Accused at 9 Harley Street for six months, or six weeks, which is six months, or six weeks, longer than the Lady of  Shalott sujourned with Sir Lancelot.   But we do not have to take the poem in that respect literally.   The romances of  the unclassified are very brief.   They may last only a fraction of  a second.   Many a poem has been inspired by the millisecond romance.  Tom and The Accused had fallen in love at first sight.   That could have been the end of  it.  A great deal may be packed into a thousanth of  a second.   Since they were in love they also exerted no controls over one another.   Tom would vanish for a day or two chasing after some other friend, male or female, but The Accused ignored his absence.   Tom would be back eventually.   Tom insisted also on paying The Accused a rent or contribution towards expenses which The Accused felt was surprisingly generous.

Accused mum  visited  Briarwood to attend her sessions as advisor at the Leicester Citizens’ Advice Bureau on Mondays.  She commonly arrived over the previous weekend.  The Accused would have obtained a summons to ‘help’ her with her  Open University degree course, Accused-mum lamenting that this ‘help’ was essential and that The Accused’s ‘help’ was indispensible.   When not travelling by bicycle, The Accused came by bus, arriving usually on the Sunday afternoon.   Accused-mum would (usually) eventually refund the fare from Nottingham and pay the fare back.  The fare to Nottingham charged by the private Barton’s buse company was three shillings and fourpence.   Busfares had sharply risen when Ted Heath had nationalised the larger bus companies and on many routes were even as high as the train fares.  The excuse had been that buses and trains were no longer in competition.  Now however a gap was again opening between the cost of travel by train and travel by bus.  Accused mum however delayed her payment until the last opportunity.

Accused-mum had to work at Dr Adler’s in Golders Green on the Monday evening and therefore was in an increasing panic (with yelling) as departure approached.  Regularly she would find amid the disasters that befal on such occasions that she had lost her spectacles.   The Accused would have to find them.

        “Are they on your bed-side cabinet?”,  The Accused would ask.

No they were not,  Accused-mum would wail.  She had looked everywhere, Accused-mum would declare.  Certainly they were in no obvious place.  So The Accused would then walk upstairs and fetch the glasses that were lying on the bedside cabinet.  Whatever was missing, Accused-mum would refuse verbally to retrace her movements on the gounds that in such places that this would suggest she had looked already.  So The Accused would reconstruct her movements without being told and rapidly recover the missing item, to Accused-mum’s astonishment.

Accused-mum’s panic and yelling reached a peak during the half hour before departure - when also there would be an argument or The Accused would be blamed for something - which The Accused supposed was his mother’s way of  having an excuse for not paying the busfare.   However, usually (but not invariably) his mother would remember while sitting in the driving seat immediately prior to driving off  and pass the money through the window.

‘Helping’ with his mother’s Open University degree course consisted of  walking round the Victoria Park (or drinking tea in the Park Pavilion)  reading the ‘units’ provided by the Open University and then writing in the answers to the computer marked assignments and writing the essays or other assignments.   He would then go through and test his mother on the relevent work  as she fussed around in the house.   This does not mean that the assignments completed by The Accused were actually used or that Accused-mum believed The Accused’s erudition to have any merit.   Really she was asking for this ‘help’ to further The Accused’s education and to whittle away his time, to keep him away from homosexuals and chessplayers, as ordered in l965 by Sir Aubrey Lewis.   The objective of  educating The Accused was achieved.   It was through his mother’s studies that The Accused obtained his formal education in economics, sociology, law and public administration - so that when encountering the practicalities he at least knew some of  the theory.  But he felt that these responsibilities to his mother also impeded his facility to find a means of  earnng a living.

On one such  Sunday afternoon the phone rang.   There was a silence.  Then Tom’s voice briefly said that he would not see The Accused again.  Then another silence.  Tom could not say why.  Then the phone went dead.   Tom had been cheerful on the last occasion The Accused had seen him and, indeed, on every occasion on which The Accused had seen him.   The Accused had not previously encountered any telephone conversation following this pattern, though he was to again in later years.   Those who use psychiatric terminology might say it is diagnostic of  the speaker suffering severe depression or being suicidal - though this turned out eventually not here to have been the problem.   So The Accused understood that his presence was urgently required in Nottingham.   He mentioned this to his mother.   His mother, with other things on her mind, was not impressed and hardly listened.   He had to go back to Nottingham, said The Accused, it was a matter of  life and death.   Accused-mum assumed that all The Accused’s acquaintances were homosexuals and chessplayers, people apart from whom she was obliged to make every effort to keep him, but she was impressed with this vocabulary.

        “A matter of life and death!”,  Accused-mum repeated in shocked tones. 

However it did not occur to her to supply the busfare The Accused needed to get back to Nottingham!

Next day,  Accused-mum, prior to driving off to London, handed The Accused the busfare.  Tom was not at Harley Street on The Accused’s arrival.  A day or two elapsed while The Accused made inquiries and discovered that the consensus was the Tom had vanished inexplicably and without trace.   Had the police any knowledge of  Tom Ashcroft?

    “Tom Ashcroft is a wanker.”, replied the police spokesmen, “Why should we want him?  We are not permitted to tell you this ...but he has not been arrested, we have not got him and we do not know where he is or why.”

Nobody had suggested that Tom might be in Lincoln prison (which was the destination of  those arrested in Nottingham and figured much in Nottingham folklore).  Since he had not been arrested by the police, surely he could not there.  Nevertheless The Accused took a train to Lincoln - or maybe it was a bus.  It might have been more logical to try Mapperly Hospital - but it is easier to discover who is in a prison than who is in a mental hospital - and easier to get anyone detained in a prison out!  Better to try the easy option before embarking on the one more difficult. 

The Accused supposed that he would be the unwelcome intruder at Lincoln Prison... that the prison officers would be the authority figures and that he would be the humble supplicant.   But if appeared more that they  were terrified of  The Accused!

    “Sorry, we can’t help you.  There are no visiting hours until tomorrow!”

    “Surely if he is on the remand wing, visiting hours are all day....”

    “Not necessarily.. who are you after?”

    “Tom Ashcroft.   He has gone missing mysteriously.  I’ve come all the way from Nottingham...”

    “Oh, have you?  There is no Tom Ashcroft” (he looked on a piece of  paper) “on remand.  Come into the waiting room.  Do you want a cup of  tea?  Wait here a minute and I’ll make inquiries”.

Another officer duly arrived.

    “I am glad you have come!”, said the new officer. “Some men came in a van and dumped Tom here and we don't know what to do with him.  You can take him away!”

    “He will be charged with something, won’t he?   There are set procedures...”

    “Not necessarily so...”

    “The police bring them, don’t they?.. Or he would be sent by the police..and there would be a charge sheet or document detailing the charges or reason for detention.”

    “Not necessarily so...”

    “But the police have set routines...”

    “It was men in a van.  We don't know who they were.   He is not charged with anything.   He’s not from the police....  Wait here and I’ll fetch him.  You can take him away!”

There was a lengthy delay.  Eventually, the officer arrived back.   He appeared nervous. Even terrified.   

    “Sorry, er...”, said the prison officer, “There has been a hitch.  You can’t see Tom.  The Medical Officer says he is not fit enough to leave or for anyone to visit him....”

    “He is not permanently injured, is he?”

    “No..it’s nothing like that...He is not injured...”

    “I’d be glad for him to get out.  I am not motivated towards making any complaints ...I don't suppose Tom would be.  Anyway, that’s open to discussion.   You need not fear discussing anything... If it is anything that might be embarrassing... if  that’s the only way of  getting him out, we can talk about and if  you ask me not to repeat anything, I won’t...”

    “No, it’s nothing like that.  He hasn’t been injured...”

    “So maybe he has been given psychiatric drugs.... that would seem to be a possibility, where someone finds himself in prison who supposes he should not be and protests.. particularly where the protest is justified....”

    “Does that happen?  No, he hasn’t been given any drugs.... We don’t know what is wrong with him.  The medical officer says he is not well enough to see anyone and not well enough to leave.   We have to obey the orders of  the medical officer...”

    “Which medical officer is that?  The prison medical officer...  Maybe I could speak to him?”

    “No, he is not the prison medical officer.....  He is not the medical officer.  We have several medical officers.  Sometimes they just come in from outside, medical officers we have not seen before.  Different prisoners have different medical officers....”

     “A medical officer is a medical officer.   It might clear matters up if  I spoke with him...”

     “You can’t speak with him.  He’s left the prison.”

     “When does he come back?  If  he is a local GP it would still be possible to phone him up...”

     “He is not coming back...”

     “He’ll come back some time.  Next week maybe.  I can leave him a note.”

     “He might not come back.  He is not one of  our regular doctors.  We have never seen him before.  He just arrived here and asked to see Tom Ashcroft...”

The Accused kept a watch on the list of  cases to be heard at the Magistrates’ Courts.  Eventually Tom’s name appeared.  He was charged with burning a mattress at Lincoln Prison!  This was a charge The Accused had encountered on several previous occasions levelled against prisoners undergoing a sentence and The Accused supposed that a routine bogus charge was being used to justify and prolong Tom’s sujourn in prison.   The Accused therefore tried to make inquiries to discover whether in fact this was a bogus charge.  His ex-prisoner contacts suggested that there was a high probability that it might not be.   The Accused, they said, was not familiar with conditions in prison.   A prisoner might encounter considerable depression or despair.  It did happen that a prisoner found himself confined alone to a cell with, in his possession, a box of  matches or a cigarette - and the burning of  the mat was the only way in which he could express his emotions.   Or a lit cigarette might dropon the matress.  The Accused expressed surprise that a prisoner in such circumstances might have a match or cigarette, but he was told that this did happen, though in general precautions were taken to remove means of  self-injury.   Even blankets and clothes might be removed - but yet the prisoner still have access to a box of  matches or lit cigarette.   This did not however provide a complete answer.   Supposing Tom had been drugged (that is, given tranquillisers) and then a cigarette, he could then very well have fallen asleep and dropped a lit cigarette on a mattress....   In this way such a charge might have have been set up...

On the first occasion Tom appeared in Court, although this was subseuently denied, he was obviously very heavily medicated with tranquillisers.  Doctors still commonly denied that modern injected tranquillisers (such as which had clearly been administered to Tom) had unwanted effects (known to the public as ‘side-effects).  They believed anything drug companies told them, even though the effects these drugs could be recognised (and the specific drug recognised) from four hundred yards off!  To was asked whether he pleaded guilty or not guilty.  Tom just stared and said nothing.  The Magistrate, as the Law required, registered a plea of  Not Guilty.  At the time everyone still supposed that Tom in fact had burnt a mattress, though, to put it mildly, it is bad luck to be thrown into prison without a charge and by mistake and then to be detained because of such an occurrence!  Then there were several more remand hearings in which Tom did not appear because he was supposedly too ill to do so.  Then a charge appeared of  stealing a cream bun from the prestigious Robin Hood Hotel.   The plebeian Accused was unlikely to venture into such a place - but for Tom it was not unlikely.  Again, it now was supposed that Tom in fact had been supplied with such a cream bun, had not paid for it and that this had in fact been the reason for his original arrest [though, as a matter of fact, he would not have been apprehended and thrown into Lincoln prison on such a charge!]

So The Accused went to the Robin Hood Hotel and chatted with a pleasant and friendly young man, the manager.

“I am perfectly willing to pay for the cream bun”, said The Accused, “if you drop the charges against Tom Ashcroft”.

“You can’t pay for the cream bun”, said the puzzled manager, “because there is no payment outstanding on any cream bun.  The hotel cannot drop charges because it has never preferred any charges against Tom Ashcroft”

“Maybe it was some other hotel employee or you have forgotten about it...”

“No, I can be quite certain about it.  This hotel has never preferred charges against anyone.  It risks bad publicity.  The newspapers might portray it was victimisation...”

“The police say that they know nothing about it.  That they have not charged him with anything.  Who else is there...?  Presumably Tom walked into this hotel, ordered a cream bun and then either found he had no money or walked out without paying.  Somebody must have arrested him... The defence presumably is that he intended to pay then or later...  It would be difficult for the charges to stick without cooperation from the hotel...!”

“No, I was here when it happened.  He had a cup of coffee and a cake.  I thought he had paid.. but if not, he did not get a chance to pay.  We were not worried about the payment...

“Tom was sitting in the hotel when three large men.. they didn’t look like police, more like gangsters... came through the door, siezed hold of  Tom and dragged him off...before he had time to drink his coffee or eat his cake...”

“So you think they were Gestapo?”

“Well... I didn’t know we had such a thing in Britain, but they may well have been!  They looked more like gangsters than police”.

“No, the police are very insistent that they have not been involved.  I have my suspicions who these people may have been... It’s something to do with Northern Ireland... Nobody is after Tom.  It is more that they are interested in me... but it does seem that they are under instructions to leave me personally alone, but they don’t know why... it’s all a mistake.... they are getting at Tom so as to get indirectly at me...  “

“Yes, I thought they might be that sort of thing.. but I have never come across anything like it before.”   

“You will not want to become involved in this.. But I have to ask you....  Would you be prepared to come to the court and testify what you have just told me.”

“Yes, I would certainly be willing to do that!”

“It could be that you would be victimised... that it would cause you a great deal of trouble...”

“I am not worried about that.  I will certainly come to be a witness if you tell me the date of the hearing”.

The Accused was still new to the ways of  the Law - for all the difference it made.  But he had heard that there existed the Habeas Corpus procedure (named after the first two words in a warrant issued by the High Court).   It had after all been used by a Home Secretary to apprehend a suspected police-killer, Emil Podola, later hanged (though The Accused, on the basis of  Press photographs claimed that Podola suffered from a glycogen storage disease and had put up such Press photographs on notice boards at Carlton Hayes as pathognomic of  the diagnosis) when he was aboard a foreign ship in British waters.

The earliest report of  the use of  the Warrant of  Habeas Corpus is reported in the Gospel on Nikodemos.  Nikodemos was the 70 a.d. Jerusalem equivalent of  Robert Maxwell and it may be that his ‘gospel’, which is not recognised by Christian churches is more publicity for Nikodemos than history.  Nikodemos appears as the hero.  Nikodemos had invited  J.C. and a delegation to Jerusalem.  If  this is so, the likely reason for this is that the Jerusalem establishment had taken advantage of  the Roman occupation by manipulating the imperialists (which is what happens) and using them to establish monopolies.  The Jerusalem General Medical Council refused to recognise Galilean physicians (though J.C.., as a ‘Greek’ - a person who spoke the Greek language - was qualified) and it was illegal for Galileans to engage in trade.   Nikodemos plc, presumably, was trying to gain a dispensation and to negotiate trade with the Galileans.  He had received an order supposedly signed by the Emperor Tiberius (but in fact issued on his behalf by the governor, Pontios Pilatos) which gave J.C. and his companions immunity from arrest.  He had nevertheless been arrested by the GMC or High Priest, who had his own private ecclesiastical court.  Nikodemos requested an order from Pilatus, in his capacity of local President of  the Imperial Court,  that J.C. should be transferred to the custody of  his own court, that is to say, an Order of  Habeas Corpus.

J.C. was duly transferred to the Imperial Court where Pilatus arranged an open hearing to discover whether there were any accusers.   What followed, according to Nikodemos’s account, caused Pilatos considerable irritation.  Nikodemos, according to Nikodemos, did all the talking.  At first J.C. was accused of seditious utterances, but then it turned out that J.C. spoke only Greek and Galilean and that the witnesses spoke neither and did not know what was being said.  Then it was claimed that J.C. was born out of wedlock and was claiming to be a prophet, which was illegal for bastards.  Time was consumed in sending messengers to Galilee to find out - and it turned out that J.C.’s parents had been engaged when he was born.  J.C. was given the option of release or of  protective custody.  Pilatos recommended the latter but J.C. refused.  He was immediately rearrested by the G.M.C..  This time Nikodemos appealed directly to the Emperor Tiberius in Rome.  Tiberius ruled that the G.M.C. court had no authority.  His was the only Law.  But by the time the warrant arrived from Rome. J.C. had already been executed.  From a hindsight point of view J.C.’s execution led also to riots.  The Romans liked making money, not wasting resources on pacifying local populations - and therefore Tiberius despatched a big army and sacked Pilatos.

In the case of  Podola the Home Secretary had applied to a judge for an order that Podola be transferred to the custody of  the judge’s court.  When Habeas Corpus was a more fashionable procedure - which it still was in the USA - the judge usually asks for the person to be produced in order to ask him questions to to conduct some manner of trial or inquiry.  It was taught in schools that the Habeas Corpus was a bulwurk of freedom and protection against false imprisonment.   It turns out that apart from applications by government ministers there effectively no longer existed any Habeas Corpus in Britain, but nobody knew this and an application could in any case be used to draw the court’s attention to the facts even though the order was never granted.

But how was The Accused to obtain this Order of  Habeas Corpus.  What was the procedure?  The Accused knowledge of  Law was then very limited.   Anton, the Professor of  Philosophy, suggested that The Accused ask the University’s Reader in Law to take on the case.   He was a full time academic but occasionally took on cases on behalf of  students and was an expert on aspects of constitutional law that so rarely offered fees to practising lawyers that they knew nothing about them.   But The Accused did not know the Reader in Law and despite the Professor of  Philosophy saying that his colleague might be willing to take on the case out of  interest and without a fee he felt that the necessary money might not be avialable.   At least some groundwork was necessary. 

But then there suddenly appeared on the scene a defence lawyer, the barrister, Mr B.A.Rista - possibly through intervention of  the Civil Rights Centre which employed him.  Mr B.A. Rista appeared appeared also to do nothing to alleviate Tom’s plight.   The problem may have been that Mr B.A. Rista was employed by the badly informed Civil Rights lady but had got himself nominated as Tom’s lawyer, which meant that nobody else, not even Tom himself, could act on Tom’s behalf.  The Accused formed the impression more that a ‘defence lawyer’ had been conjured up to prevent Tom from being released - to prevent The Accused from applying for a Habeas Corpus.  So The Accused went to see Mr Rista.  He was impeded by a lady, Mrs I. B. Body.   Mrs Body neither claimed to be legally qualified nor did she appear to be - but she seemed to regard herself as the boss and an expert on Tom, the Law and the case.   It is not known for certain what Mrs Body’s status was - but coments made later by Tom suggest that she was a voluntary worker at the John Longshanks Human Rights Centre.   Tom was acquainted with the network of  such do-gooders and it may have been that those at the Centre had heard about Tom’s case, had decided to take it on (though they had no way of  contacting Tom) and that Mr Rista was their legal advisor (perhaps also voluntary) and that The Accused was in fact visiting not Mr Rista’s private practice but the Longshanks Centre.   Mrs Body did not wish The Accused to speak to Mr Rista.  It was impossible for Tom to be released, she averred, because he had nowhere to live.   The Accused pointed out that for six weeks or months prior to his disappearance Tom had been living at 9 Harley Street and still lived there.   This made no difference.   The Accused must not apply for an Order of  Habeas Corpus.   Tom was guilty of  stealing a cream bun from the Robin Hood Hotel.   The Accused said he could produce the Manager of  the Robin Hood Hotel in Court to testify that Tom had done no such thing.   Mrs Body did not want to know.

The Accused was unacquainted with the Law, ranted Mrs Body.  Tom was guilty until proved innocent (that is to say, guilty).   The Accused did not know the Law.   The Accused replied that it may be true that the person who appeared in Court was in over ninety eight per cent of  cases found guilty and that it was very unusual for any defence, let alone effective defence, to be produced - and she might also believe that even when an effective defence was produced the felon was still found guilty.   But nevertheless, the usual belief amongst lawyers was that The Accused was innocent until proved guilty.   No, said Mrs Body,  this was not merely an interpretation of  what happened in practice.   It was the Law that the Accused person was guilty until found innocent.   Wherever did he get the idea that a person was innocent until proved guilty?  The Accused replied that he had been told so by numerous lawyers.  What really?  The Accused knew lawyers?  They may have said that.. but it was manner of  speaking.   What they had meant was that The Accused was guilty until proved innocent (i.e.inevitably guilty).   Since the accused person was guilty, apparently, it was not permitted for the accused person to mount a defence or to present evidence that he was innocent.

The Accused did manage to get past Mrs Body and to meet Mr Rista.  It was said by local criminals: “Roland is the best lawyer in Nottingham.  He always tells the truth.”    The Accused did always tell the truth and, however much he was scorned and despised,  this was recognised.   He did not mix himself up in other people’s law suits with the aim of  perverting justice.   The Accused could have been the best ally that Mr Rista had available.   But The Accused also did not try to impress.  Facts and arguments should speak for themselves.   He was out of  place in the self-admiration society of  Experts and, unless it was inescapable or  they were personally known to him as kindred spirits, he kept away from Experts!   The Expert always had to be the Expert - and those who might be a step ahead were not welcome.  The Accused failed to make any impression on Mr Rista and matters remained as they had been with Mrs Body.   Mr Rista, a barrister who rarely appeared in any manner of  Court of  Law, was an outsider as far as the local legal community was concerned and may have been misled - may too readily have believed the case presented directly or indirectly by the prosecution.   But as the reader has already discovered, when mistakes are made they regularly do so in a manner consistent with conspiracy theories!

Eventually Tom did appear in Court.   The prosecution lawyer (Sergeant Richie) stood up and informed the Magistrates that they were producing no evidence and no witnesses and were withdrawing all charges.   So that was the end of  it and Tom was going to be released?   But then the defence lawyer (or barrister as he in fact was, Mr Rista) stood up.  How so?  There was nothing to defend.   Mr  Rista waved two psychiatric certificates.   He was applying for an order of detention under Section 60 of the current Mental Health Act!   Section 60 was not a well-known enactment.  But The Accused was familiar with it because he had come across another defence lawyer playing the same stunt in a previous case when there was no evidence against the defendant.  It was the severest penalty known to the Law (except for capital punishment, then still extant, at least as a penalty for setting fire to a naval dockyard).   It was the modern equivalent of  ‘Her Majesty’s Pleasure’, a possibility which accused murderers were known to reject when facing the possibility of  hanging.   The victim of  Section 60 could expect a minimum of  two years in a mental institution and then did not get out without the say-so of  a mental health tribunal - which was unlikely!   This Law was more intended for Myra Hindley or  the Yorkshire Ripper (to neither of  whom it was applied) than to Tom Ashcroft or to those who had been imprisoned by mistake and might blow the whistle.   The proposal was to remand Tom into the custody of  Dr David Toms, a consultant at the Mapperley Hospital.   Dr Toms, in his youth, had been an active player in chess tournaments (and had won at least one) but The Accused had never heard of  him.   Nothing critical of  Dr Toms has been produced by The Accused.

The Accused recalled that it was possible only to enact S60 against someone found guilty of  criminal charges.   This was not within the Law!   The Clerk of  the Court (for that case, the Nottingham Guildhall had several of  them) was a young man with a remarkable resemblance to Stephen Dorrell, the future Tory M.P. for  Loughborough.   The clerk scowled disapprovingly as The Accused discussed the case with his party within his earshot.  But then he piped up.   It was impossible to enforce an Order under Section 60 because the two psychiatrists had volunteered different diagnoses.   Perhaps the psychiatrists (who would have done this deliberately) had tipped the clerk off or  he had taken The Accused’s comments to heart and found a pretext.  Pretext it was.   According to the statute the diagnoses had to be the same, but the clerk did not know what diagnostic gobbledegook signified and if he or the Court had chosen to treat the two ‘diagnoses’ as the same they would have been the same.   Psychiatrists usually accept the fact that they produce differing diagnoses for the same patient as a fact of  life that has to be ignored.   It was possible, however, to remand the prisoner under the care of  Dr Toms at Mapperley Hospital under S28 of  the Mental Health Act.   (At any rate, it was so if  the certificates were after the hearing procured).   Section 28 was just the opposite - so innocuous in the sense of  literal interpretation of  the statute that had psychiatrists and politicians cottoned on it would have been abolished.   Section 28, sure enough the correct order for the purpose, assuming there was any order at all, was not part of criminal law and did not imply the existence of  any crime or illness.   It provided for a period of  up to twenty eight days in hospital for ‘observation’, not treatment.  If  the ‘patient’ escaped no crime had been committed and if  he remained free until the twenty eight days elapsed the order also automatically elapsed.

So it was necessary to get Tom out of  hospital before he was treated or ECT’d.   He had been severely drugged when he had appeared in Court and there was a danger that this would be interpreted as a psychosis rather than drug intoxication.   Although Tom may have had a previous psychiatric history (and had lady friends in the social worker industry who espoused cannabis) he had, apart, perhaps, for the phone call made, presumably, from Lincoln Prison, had while The Accused had known him shown not a trace of  any mental disturbance.   The Accused therefore made his way to Mapperley Hospital.   His way was barred by a tall nurse in white coat of  aggressive aspect, who chose to stand close to The Accused and tower above him. 

 “You cannot see Tom!  Tom does not want to see anyone.”

 “Go and ask him.”

“ No.  Tom does not wish to see anyone!”

“Let him come here and say so for himself.”

“No!”

  And so on.   

So The Accused complained to the police.  This amounted to illegal imprisonment.   He did not expect to be taken seriously.   It is said that the police are very anxious to keep a check  on people in custody where any mishap may be after the event falsely impugned against the police.   They cooperated very readily and went to visit  Mapperley Hospital though, of course, found no evidence for any charges.

The Accused paid another visit to Mapperley Hospital,  wandered around a bit in the grounds inspecting the horticulture and found Tom walking in the garden.   He therefore joined Tom and innocently walked around with him and then innocently walked with him out of  the gate and they nonchalently returned to 9 Harley Street.   Tom was now not incapacitated with drugs.   According to The Accused recollections Irish Jake was by that time living at 9 Harley Street.   The reader will encounter him later in connection with other tales.   A great deal appears to have been packed into a short period of  time (Or Tom had been in prison for a considerable period).   Tom’s account of  his incarceration at first sounded confused - or at any rate, his account if  promulgated was unlikely to be believed or could easily be attributed to delusion.   He had, he said, been confined to a cell alone.   This was possible.   The Accused had no reports from ex-prisoners that they had seen Tom.   The door of  this cell was provided with an aperture through which food was delivered.   He was also expected to stick his penis through the hole to be sucked off by the warders.   Maybe so!  Maybe not!

But then Tom described the cell further and also described the effect this cell had had upon him.   The Accused had heard exactly that before - as a psychology student at Cambridge.   Tom had not studied psychology at Cambridge and did not know this was a story to tell.   So The Accused penned a letter to the Home Secretary - a couple of  paragraphs - suggesting that sensory deprivation chambers had little value as an instrument of  investigation, especially when there was nothing to investigate, and that on the basis of  Tom’s case there might be some jusfication for the claim that they induced mental disturbance which might be permanent, or at any rate the train of  events that might followed such an experience, and the treatment might be long term or permanent.   By coincidence the Home Secretary announced a  couple of days later that all sensory deprivation chambers (surely, nobody had ever heard of  sensory deprivation chambers and nobody knew he had any!) were to be closed, except that at Wakefield Prison.   The Accused supposed that the Home Secretary had gotten his letter, had seen his name and had assumed it came from Accused-dad and had acted on it without any further advice or verification.

Tom was also later to say that he been interrogated at Lincoln Prison about The Accused.   He had been told that The Accused was a member of  the IRA and a murderer and that this was proved by the ceiling of  his room being spattered with blood.   Tom had noticed reddish  brown stains on the bedroom ceiling on his return to 9 Harley Street.   Tom pointed out these stains to The Accused.  The Accused had not previously noticed these stains and did not know where they came from.   Tom was later to report that this accusation that The Accused was a murderer remained permanently in his mind, created permanent suspicion and had undermined their relationship.

Irish Jake prepared Tom some salad sandwiches.   Around seven o clock in the evening Tom began to develope an acute psychosis.   The Accused supposed this must be the effect of  some drug and also supposed that it might take as long as three days to abate.   Jake had meanwhile retired and  plays no further part in the present episode.   Tom’s face changed its appearance so that he appeared to be a different person, somebody more dangerous and ferocious.   Or at any rate, it did so spasmodically.   There turned out to be a carving knife lying prominently on a shelf.   How did this come about, wondered The Accused.   No such dangerous implement was ever left lying around at 9 Harley Street or even permitted on the premises.   The Accused remembered that there had been a similar mystery in the incident involving Dr Alami at Alder Hey Childrens’ Hospital in l972, that which had led to the psychiatric witchhunt.   Dr Alami had slaughtered several people with a knife - but whence the knife?   It sounded as if  Alami had been made psychotic with drugs and that the knife had been made available - perhaps with the aim of  his doing injury to himself or some person other than those eventually assassinated.   Was Tom, with  being used in some similar plot?   Tom picked up the knife and over a period of  several hours on several  occasions Tom afflicted with this horrendous facies rushed at The Accused with the knife.  The Accused stood still, trusting in the deity,  and Tom on reaching him suddenly stopped, his face changed and was replaced with a look of  affection and the knife was withdrawn.   Tom later was to say that when looking at The Accused he had seen a science-fiction style monster and had then suddenly seen The Accused.   Some would take this to exemplify the power of  love over the machinations of  demons.   Tom then, however, noticed that the house doors were closed.  He thought he was being imprisoned.   He wanted to leave.   The Accused made excuses.  In fact, he told the truth - that it was possible that neighbours, pedestrians and policemen might suppose he was behaving as if  not entirely sane and might arrange for him to be carried back to Mapperely, in which case it would be much more difficult than before to get him out again.   But  Tom did eventually run out of  the back door, up the alleyway and onto the road.   There he collided with a car driven by a man living nearby.   The man, fortunately, was concerned with not being blamed for the incident himself but was not antagonistic enough to Tom to declare him to be insane and to take the matter further.   Such incidents in the more impoverished  communities are perhaps more common than in the world of  psychiatrists.

Tom’s psychosis persisted through the night.  But then he briefly fell asleep and then woke up again, was still confused and then went to bed and slept until he woke up next day, now no longer affected by the psychosis.   The Accused had been feeling Tom’s pulse at intervals through the night ever since Tom had collided with the car.   He thought it was weak and rapid.  Now he still felt it might be weak and rapid.   He had been worried that Tom might have ruptured his spleen and might be haemorrhaging.   This was  a routine danger in collisions with cars.   The procedure was to take an abdominal X-ray.   On such occasions the risks imposed by doctors have to balanced against the risks of  unattended injuries and diseases.   The Accused was to learn more and more that doctors are the greater danger.   However, on this occasion The Accused managed to take Tom by some means to the Casualty Department at the General Hospital.  Had The Accused realised quite how incompetent East Midlands casualty departments were he would not have bothered.  There was a Casualty Officer in situ.   Also a nurse.   The Accused informed the nurse that Tom had been knocked over by a car and that his concern and only concern was that Tom might have ruptured his spleen.    He did not speak to the Casualty Officer.   He was a  Public School Boy.   The Casualty Officer did not even bother to examine Tom!   He picked up a phone, phoned Mapperley  Hospital and informed them that Tom had been released by them, had proved too much of  a handful for The Accused and that The Accused  now wanted him sent back!   The Casualty Officer may not have been aware that he was treating the local population with contempt.   He had been asked to deal with a surgical problem - whether there was injury to the spleen - and if  this required hospitalisation, it did so on a surgical ward, not in a mental hospital which was unlikely to have any real doctors.   The Accused assumed this was a Public School Boy - a stupid, ignorant person who believed himself superior to the masses.   There was no future in arguing with a  Public School Boy.   So Tom was taken in an ambulance back to Mapperley.

The Accused travelled to London - and to the London Hospital.   He popped into the General Office.   There Mr Webb remarked that they had heard that The Accused was now working in the prison service.   The Accused did not understand this comment, did not reply to it and was too ashamed of  being unemployed to admit that he was so. Perhaps this was an error!   He then searched through the pharmacology texts in the college library.   The Accused was then still a rapid reader.   He claims to have read at some unrealistic speed such as two hundred words a second.   So he digested whatever information on pharmacology the London Hospital library had to offer.   But he noticed particularly the section on hyoscine poisoning in Gilman’s Pharmacology.   This, he felt, was quite definitely what had been affecting Tom.   The reader may suppose that The Accused knew this already.   After all, he likens the incident to that affecting Dr Alami in l972 and he had all along been suggesting that that was due to acute hyoscine poisoning.   The Accused, however, did not at the time suppose that Tom was suffering from hyosicine overdose but rather supposed he must have taken some tranquilliser.   Also, although Tom later said that he had seen The Accused in the form of  a monster, The Accused  knew at the time only that Tom was behaving as if that was so,  knew that children with hyoscine poisoning were believed to hallucinate butterflies, monsters or other animals but did not know that it was typical of  poisoning with hyoscine-like drugs that the victim considers another person to be a monster.

Whence had this hyoscine come?  The Accused, at the time, recalled that Irish Jake had fed Tom with a salad sandwich.  Perhaps this had contained some of  the deadly nightshade The Accused was cultivating in the yard.  But would this contain hyoscine (or atropine - The Accused did not agree with those who claim that these isomers differ in their effects) in sufficient quantity?  Some months later Tom was found to possess a bottle of  procyclidine, a hyoscine-like drug which had been prescribed for him at Mapperly and which, had The Accused not dissuaded him from taking.   This drug is prescribed to counter effects of  tranquillisers - but Tom was not taking any tranquillisers.   It may be that tranquillisers counter the effects of  procyclidine.

The Accused visited Tom occasionally at Mapperley, but admittedly not very frequently.   He did not wish his involvement to lead to reprisals against or  precautionary action directed towards Tom.   On his first visit The Accused noticed in the ward a man who closely resembled  A.D.C. Hopkins, the policeman who had assisted Chief Inspector Lunatic in his attempts to nail The Accused.   It is because this probably was not  A.D.C. Hopkins and the author does not wish to libel Mr Hopkins that A.D.C. Wilson has been called Hopkins.  It was not so long ago that Chief Inspector Lunatic had departed and the mission to nail The Accused had been abandoned.   The man was very heavily tranquillised - with a bright red face - sitting mute and immobile.   The Accused did not ask: “Are you A.D.C.Hopkins?” or “How is Chief Inspector Lunatic?” (or “Where is Chief  Inspector Lunatic?”).  We have no reason to suppose that this lookalike really was A.D.C. Hopkins, but The Accused was worried that he might be.   He did not feel that a policeman should be so treated as a reward for failure or to cover up a mistake.  The Accused felt that if  this really was A.D.C. Hopkins he should try to put in a word somewhere to alleviate his fate.   Perhaps he did write a letter to someone - but he did not really know whether this was A.D.C. Hopkins or whom to approach.   On his return from Mapperley - this was a Saturday night - The Accused repaired down the steps to urinate in the toilet at  Slab Square.   The Accused was followed down the stairs by a gang of  youths.   So The Accused, on reaching the base of  the steps, turned round to negotiate.   There took place some name-calling and also some conversation.   The Accused was then assaulted by the youngest member of  the party, which resulted in some cuts on his face, a swollen lip and a change in the shape of  the nose and a supraorbital haematoma (though all this was within a few days fully healed).   Then the police came to the rescue.   No, The Accused most certainly did not wish to visit the hospital casualty department!   The Accused was taken to the Central Police Station.    Looking down a corridor The Accused witnessed what appeared to be a group of  policeman kicking a man on the floor or descending towards the floor.

    “Police work has its less pleasant aspects.”, explained The Accused’s guide, “You see here the aspects   that are less well known to the public.”

    The Accused  taken to a window and asked to peer through it into a cell.

    “Did he do it?”, asked the policeman. “He says he did!  He says he knows you.  Is your name Roland?  He says he lives on your road.”.

    “Maybe so!”, said The Accused.  “From my own point of  view I don’t feel any great urge for retribution.   It can lead to reprisals.”

    “Don’t worry!  He’ll get six weeks’ probation.   It won’t do him any harm.”

   In the Courts there are always victims and other witnesss who can identify their assailants without difficulty.   However, in practice, unless the assailant is known to the victim,  it is unlikely that he will be able to recognise him after the event.    The Accused did not know the alleged assailant but did know his elder brother.   The brother over  subsequent weeks was forever abusing and threatening The Accused because he had supposedly ‘stitched up’ up his younger brother the police.   The Accused supposed this was a  case of  my brother right or wrong.  The threatened attack however has not yet taken place and hopefully will not.   Eventually The Accused dropped some comment which caused the youth to ask whether The Accused was saying that he had been attacked by a gang of  youths including his brother.   Yes, of course he had, said The Accused.   He had been rescued by the police.   His brother had confessed and therefore the police had furthered charges.   He knew nothing about any court case arising from the incident and he had not been asked to attend as a witness.   The older brother appeared surprised.   He had not known that his younger brother had attacked The Accused and apologised for the misunderstanding. 

The Accused’s greatest fear was that Tom would be ECT’d - with permanent damage.  The Accused had amongst his friends who regularly visited 9 Harley Street a young Nottingham University student who worked as an auxiliary nurse at the Mapperly Hospital.   The Accused fashioned a paper clip into a device.   He instructed the student to take it with him and to use it to fuse the ECT machine in the manner The Accused prescribed.   The student  said that this was unecessary.   There was only one ECT machine at Mapperly.    It had been out of order for eighteen months and nobody had noticed!   [That is, the electrodes were put on the temples, the button was pressed and the nurses and doctors thought that the current had been passed and that there had been some manner of  convulsion.   Or they claimed that they thought so.]

Tom eventually emerged from Mapperly.   He was in good health, reported no abuses in the hospital and did not display effects of  treatment or abuses.   But he did not return to Harley Street.   Partly this was because of  the stories allegedly told him in the sensory deprivation chamber.   But also, Tom and The Accused had lived been living at 9 Harley Street when nobody else was living there, whereas now Dan Buster had returned and also Irish Jake had moved in.  There was one recurrence of  the alleged psychosis witnessed by The Accused.   Tom and The Accused were sunbathing in the grounds of  Nottingham University (So this must have been summer l975).   Tom had covered himself with Mazda Corn Oil.   This was intended to accelerate the rate at which the melanosis developes.   The theory is that bright sunlight stimulates melanin formation.   The oil covers the skin in fact not in an uniform film but in the form of  small droplets.   These act as little lens which direct the rays impinging on the droplet towards the centre of  the droplet so that it becomes concentrated on little dots of  skin where there is a stimulation of  melanosis - more so than when the light falls on the skin uniformly.   The same is true of  droplets of  water and sweat (such as when The Accused was riding his bicyle over long distances in bright sunlight wearing only shorts and plimsolls or (athlete’s) walking shoes).   Suddenly Tom sprang up and ran away at tremendous speed.   The Accused did not know whether it was more polite to follow or more polite to remain.   So he followed slowly.   Several times Tom began to return, only then to bound away again, uttering the occasional exclamation that he wanted to be left alone.   This manner of  sudden compulsion to escape is not excessively rare amongst those afflicted with psychoses or  who will be or have been - but it is rare to get an explanation, for the victim to say what it was in his mind that prompted the behaviour.    Tom was later to say that he had had a recurrence of  The Accused taking on the form of  demons or  science-fiction animals.   Tom at this time also displayed some other signs of  hypermania.

It is important to identify any causes of symptoms - so as to save the victim from diagnosis of  intrinsic psychosis and life long affliction with psychiatric drugs.   The reader has already heard of  a possible explanation of  these hallucinations (an explanation for which there is history dating back at least to the sixteenth century).   However, there were also other instances of  young folk apparantly developing acute psychosis when smearing themselves with vegetable oils when sunbathing.   The Accused’s knowledge of  Tom’s past history, apart from that related to the reader, is sparse and unreliable, but he also was under the impression that reports of  alleged psychosis occurred always during hot summer weather.   Because The Accused was anxious that Tom should not provide any unnecessary grounds for psychiatric diagnosis, he was anxious also that he avoided cannabis and other psychomimetic drugs.   Respectable young ladies were regularly addicted to cannabis or other drugs and apparantly they had little effect on them - but such young ladies were also apt to befriend young men who were less obviously pillars of the community and less resistant to effects of  the drugs.   The Accused therefore was apt to feel suspicious or  resentful of  some of  Tom’s lady friends,  haranging them that they must not feed Tom with cannabis while they ignored his supposed resentment and registered only that his face betrayed that he was attracted to the young ladies as men will be attracted to young ladies.

Tom obtained a job in the catering industry.   We can say no more for fear of  being sued.   The sums that Tom earned were by The Accused’s standards astronomical and he was very pleased that Tom earned this money and grateful to the employers.   However, despite this generous pay,  this was what was regarded as low pay,  the lowest available...and The Accused noticed that, despite the net pay being in his view more than adequate, the PAYE tax deductions were unusually high.   Although Tom did not focus on this point, he did feel that he was being paid less than he earned.   The Accused was then to discover that there existed some jobs in which a high percentage of  allegedly gay (young) men were employed  - whereas from most occupations these young men were excluded.   He noticed also that PAYE tax deductions were considerably higher in such occupations than in others.   The victims were unaware of  this and neither applied for nor received tax rebates.    The Accused therefore wrote to the Inland Revenue pointing this out.   He doubted that these PAYE tax deductions made by employers ever reached the Inland Revenue.   He felt that greater efforts should be made to make it clear to employers, employees and Trade Unions that the anti-gay tax rate (or ‘single mens’ tax rate’ as some called it) was not a legally recognised entitity and that there were correct code numbers and that P45s were not confiscated by employers.   Later it turned out that a selection of  employers in this type of  industry had been prosecuted by the Inland Revenue for fraud.   The tax deductions had been retained by the employers and not passed on to the Revenue.   If  it was The Accused who had provoked this, he had not intended to do so.   He felt grateful to these employers for giving his friends jobs and did not wish their employers to be nudged into closing down or into employing more orthodox workers.

Tom and The Accused did not visit each others lodgings and their relationship was now more formal.   Tom however invited The Accused to a party held somewhere in the university (attended by crowds of  Tom friends).   The Accused found himself dancing with a female Tom-friend.   Perhaps he had had half a glass of wine or perhaps he had many glasses and was convinced that they had no effect.   Maybe it would have made no difference whether he had been drinking the wine or not.   Within two seconds of  the dance commencing The Accused was groping the young lady’s crutch.   Possibly the human hand has is controlled by some rule of  physics which always draws it into such a direction.   Perhaps this law of  physics invariably takes over except when some external force deters it.   The Accused did not suppose that the absence of  such deterrence had any intended futuristic significance.  A he-man was repeatedly trying to draw the attention of  the lady Tom-friend.   Again, this invariably happens on such occasions.   The Accused assumed therefore that some contract with the he-man existed and was not inclined towards disputing it.   The Tom-friend denied this however and  requested the nocturnal attentions of  The Accused.   This was complicated by the fact that Tom was telling The Accused that he had had a catalogue of  offers but that The Accused got first choice.   This somewhat surprised The Accused but if  it was so he was obliged to cooperate.   So while Miss Tom-friend was remonstrating with the he-man, The Accused  repaired to Tom’s room which was on the same corridor and they repaired to sleep.   Miss  Tom-friend arrived in the room.   She was eager for The Accused’s company, she said.

“If  you like”, she added, “I’ll shag both of  you!”.

That did sound like the basis of a negotiated compromise but Tom who perhaps took this literally and was not enamoured of  activities involving orifices made no move towards a diplomatic solution.   Rather he indicated that he was anxious to sleep.  However, he said, The Accused could go and play snakes and ladders with Miss Tom-friend.   This was not a diplomatic solution.   So The Accused informed the young lady that she had to go and entertain the he-man.   She had promised to do so, had she not?  A promise always had to be kept and he could not be intrumental in the breakage of  a promise.  It is true that had Miss Friend simply joined Tom and The Accused they could hardly have avoided some variation of  the negotiated solution but she took The Accused’s advice relunctantly to heart and went off to the room of  the he-man.   This young lady The Accused also was not to see again.   He was also to see very little of  Tom again.   They did go straight to sleep, and just that.   In the morning, The Accused mentioned to Tom that he suspected that Miss Tom-friend had made a play for The Accused because she was really after Tom.   It had been unfriendly or cruel of  Tom not to respond more enthusiastically.  The unrealistically self-opinionated Accused was not really admitting to himself that Tom had been the real target  - but Tom thought it over and decided on the basis of  various facets of  evidence that it was certainly so.   He said that now that he was aware of  it he regretted his ungentlemanly behaviour.

Tom soon thereafter disappeared to a Kibbutz in Israel.   Tom was more resourceful and enterprising - and more employable - than The Accused.   The Accused was to meet Tom once again.   This was in l978.   Tom had returned to Nottingham but perhaps not for long.    The Accused had been summoned to visit his mother to ‘help’ with her Open University work.  He was passing through Victoria Bus Station.  Tom was queuing up for a bus to Lowdham, where one of  his lady friends lived in a farm house.

“I thought I was in love with you!”, said Tom. 

 “If you thought so, then I suppose you must have been so.   If you were so, I suppose, you still are so.  Love is eternal.”

The Accused was still in love with Tom.  Tom said that he was not so sure.  He still recalled the accusations against The Accused made by the presumptive MI5 at Lincoln Prison when he had been injected with drugs and was being stored in a sensory deprivation chamber.   The bus arrived.   Tom suggested that The Accused accompany him on the bus to Lowdham in order to chat on the way.   The Accused said that he could not afford a bus fare to Lowdham.  He also felt he would be letting down his mother if  he did not rush back to Leicester, that he would be causing her some great hurt by not helping with the Open University work.   Tom said he would pay the busfare.   But The Accused could never bring himself to accept payment by others for what he could not afford himself.   If  he was going to Lowdham, then he had at least to have the money available.  The Accused had enough to go to Leicester and no more!   So Tom boarded the bus.   The Accused remained, went to Leicester and never saw Tom again.   Little children, do not do as The Accused did!

The Accused in Summer l974 visited a chess tournament in the South being organised by Baruch Wood, founder and editor of  ‘CHESS’ magazine and found Mr Wood at his stall selling books.

“Do you need any translations from foreign languages?”, he asked Mr Wood.

Mr Wood looked round his stall.

“I can translate most of  them myself”, he said. 

Mr Wood fingered magazines in French, German, Spanish, Russian and other languages and put them down.   Then he picked up some Hungarian magazines.

“I can translate everything”, he said, “Except these.”

The Accused did not understand Hungarian, but there was nothing else offered.  So he took the magazines.  The Accused bought a Hungarian dictionary and took out a Hungarian Grammar from Leicester or Nottingham Library and spent two weeks reading it.   There were several interesting games which were to appear in CHESS magazine and some articles or stories which appeared to The Accused to be intended for an Hungarian audience for which The Accused rewrote as tales about British personalities (such as B.H.Wood) - or maybe The Accused did not understand the language and just substituted stories of  his own.  These were also published.

There lived also a younger chess publisher in Nottingham.   He asked The Accused whether he could translate an unspecified  German book.  He thought to himself that the chances were that he could translate a chess book written in German at sight within two hours.    German literature was usually written in simple language but there was a possibility also of  technical language appearing or of a style being adopted increasingly in some circles, such as writers of  intellectual articles in newspapers, in which there were long convoluted sentences and lengthy composite neologisms.  In such a case The Accused could not guarantee being able to translate on sight and might need the assistance of  dictionaries and to spend time decoding - and when technical language was used it might be necessary to appropriate and read through appropriate technical literature to become familiar with the jargon - and it might take a considerable search before discovering the meaning of  a particular word or sentence (or misprint).   The chances were, however, that a chess book could be translated on sight and that if  there were one or two obscure sentences their meaning could be adequately deduced.  So The Accused suggested to the publisher that they meet again when convenient and that he bring the book.   The Accused meant that, unless there was some unforseen obscurity in the book, The Accused would then spend two hours dictating the translation directly to the publisher.

    “What is the meaning of  the German word ‘Zug’” asked the publisher (in a manner that  approximately rhymed with ‘jug’.

He had got hold of  this word because organisers of  lightening chess tournaments in Britain occasionally shouted out the German word ‘Zug!’ instead of  sounding a buzzer when a player were required to move.  The English would pronounce or intone this word so that it sounded like an English imperative verb rather than a German noun.   Not only is it necessary for a word to appear in a context to know what is meant but there is a slight difference in pronunciation according to context - so the publishers’ ‘Zug’ sounded like nothing on earth but The Accused supposed he meant it to signify ‘wind’ or ‘draught’.   The Accused thought howeer that this was genuine question - that the publisher had come across the word in some sentence and wanted to know what it meant.  So he asked what was the relevent sentence or context.   The publisher appeared not to understand.   The Accused told the publisher that if  he produced the context in which the word was used he would explain what it meant.   So publisher replied that the word Zug meant ‘railway train, pull, move, pass, wind, journey’ and various other things.

    “Oh! You must mean ‘Dzoog’ - it might mean that.  It depends... You need the sentence, possibly the whole passage, not the word.”

  No more was said about that.   The publisher also did not respond to The Accused’s suggestion that they meet again some days later and that he produce the book to be translated.

Six months later The Accused encountered the publisher again at chess match in Nottingham (between West Bridgeford ll and the publishers’ club in the first division of  the Nottingham Chess League) and pointed out to him some errors in translation from German in a circular he had received from the publisher.  He pointed out that these were literal translations of recognisable German expressions.  German idiom should be translated into English idiom.  At other times incorrect meanings seemed to have been gleaned from dictionaries.   Although word for word translation or sentence by sentence translation was customary in school exercises, when actually translating it was best to read through a sentence or passage and then render it as it would be expressed in English  or as nearly as the translator could do so.   It was not always possible to render in one language exactly what was meant in another.   He should not be unduly worried if  the product bore little resemblance to a literal translation.   Especially so in the present context where sentences translated from German were being incorporated into brief reviews of  longer works.

The publisher replied that he did not understand German!   The Accused was astonished.   He had assumed any publisher would have at least some knowledge of  German!   He would, surely, be encountering every day, in numerous languages, phrases easily recognisable as  ‘If Black plays, xyz, then White wins by abc’,  ‘White played this blunder because he was short on time’ and ‘at this point Spassky scratched his nose, wandered off  to buy a cup of  tea, returned, stared at the position for ten minutes and then resigned’. These German translations had been provided by Andrew Richmond (who played for West Bridgeford)...who had also translated the book, with the aid of  a dictionary... which had taken him six months!   Whyever Andy Richmond?   He had an ‘O’ level in German!  This was getting more and more incredible.  The Accused said that he had spoken German during his first five years and had hardly done so since.   This meant that he could not now necessarily guarantee to understand written German,  though he probably could, and still less could speak German or understand spoken German, particularly if  not in a familiar accent.   His family were Austrian rather than German.  Nevertheless an Englishman who with a degree in German let alone an ‘O’ level could not even expect that level of  proficiency.   The publisher remarked that he had not known that The Accused had spoken German as a child.   The Accused felt hurt.  He thought everyone knew he was a linguist and, in particular, that he had a German-speaking background.   He got persecuted enough for supposedly having a German name!   It seemed that everyone was living in their own narrow little self-admiration society that recognised only and exaggerated the talents of  its members.

The publisher asked if  then Andy Richmond was not competent to perform the translations.   The Accused replied that he had not intended to imply that.   His comments had been made on the assumption that the writer of  the reviews had a greater familiarity with German and he had assumed the publisher had written them himself.    Andy had done a great deal of work with his dictionaries (since The Accused had less knowledge of  Hungarian than Andy had of  German, he could be expected to realise this).   He must have been working ten hours or more a day for six months.   This was a considerable achievement.   He had not realised that Andy had such determination, dedication or devotion to private work.   He should have the opportunity to learn further, to build onto these skills upon which he had been labouring.
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