This chapter mainly deals with events in l976 and 1977 following The Accused’s brief absence at the Letchworth skillcentre. Relations with Mick and Sheba deteriorate and The Accused commissions an eviction notice and takes Mick to Court on charge of common assault but reaches compromise. The Accused commences his Open University Studies, getting remission of fees for only one Foundation Course because Regional Supervisor believes it is impossibe to take two in a year.. but Accused gets distinctions in both Mathematics and Technology - but not without abuse and prejudice from those such as schoolmasters, who are early schoolleavers and are paid be the government to scrape through degree courses so that they can get automatic pay increases - which contrasts with the motivations imposed upon Accused-mum and The Accused in their endeavours.  Accused discovers that the entire UK and EU steel production policy has been based on an elementary oversight when reading published statistics .. which error is to result in future years in mass plant closures.  Discussion of economic and energy policies.  The Accused cultivates his back yard and also is given two free allottments to restore to cultivability, but council then charge and then run over allottments with a bulldoser.. alleged Bullying Liar yells at Accused when he protests.Bureacriminal Lawyers for Nottingham Council and GMC, not really representing the bodies they claim to represent, misleading courts to pervert and change laws created by parliament.





The Accused is to discover restrospectively that manoevres are afoot which eventually result in 9Harley Street being confiscated by an alleged CPO.  The l957 Housing Policy, which resulted in mass demolition of good house and replacement by substandard substitutes in to replaced by the new 1974 Act Policy.  But 1974 officials try to perpetuate themselves by issuing Miscellaneous Clearance CPOs, the first of which, which includes 4-24 Harley Street is smuggled in as an appendix when the new policy is approved by the council - and then officials improperly substitute 1-11 two houses on Hart Street/  Residents are bribed to vandalise the area to justify the CPO.  The Accused is to discover rackets on a grand scale involving the Department of  Technical Services, Housing Associationa and Improvement Grants.  Council Dirty Tricks and Bogus Rats.  Although the new policy is intended for the residents the entire population is to be moved out and replaced by illegal immigrants.   It turns out also that while bewildered party politicians have been supposing that ‘empty council houses’ are a byproduct of each others traditional policies that really there are not council houses at all but so called to evade ban on involvement of councils in private housing and that councils and governments are  setting up a racket whereby it drives up house prices for their own profit.














The Accused’s three weeks on a typewriter repair course at the (all male) Letchworth Skillcentre are believed to have befallen in l976.  The Accused was prematurely expelled on the grounds that he was ‘abusing the system’ - that he might become a boss rather than an employee.   The Accused ate his last meal at the Skillcentre and as he was walking out of  the hall carrying his suitcase he met with Boy Georgius, who hailed from Gotham, near Nottingham.   The Accused was flattered that the Boy Georgius, a trainee on another course,  should choose to converse with him - though he thought that maybe Management would not approve of  employees engaging in conversation.  Boy Georgius informed The Accused that when he himself was shortly to depart from the Skillcentre.   The Assistant Manager eyed them in apprehension.  The routine was for diners to remain seated until the siren rang and then to exit en masse, not for them to stand up and gossip in the passageway.  Was a Trotskyite Revolution being organised?   Georgius informed The Accused that when he presently returned home he would resume his custom of  patronising every Friday night the Palais de Dance at Nottingham.   The Accused confessed that he was not familiar with formal dancing routines, that he was under the impression that the Palais was an establishment for highly-waged drunken yobbos and nine year old girls disguised as mature ladies, that the doors were guarded by bouncers who kicked away anyone not dressed according to the expensive dress code that distinguished the violent teenage drunk or without a conviction for assault and battery, that The Accused was not an attraction to pretty dancing girls and did not wish to become involved in conflicts with those that were.   He felt he was socially inferior and would not be welcome - but he was puzzled that Georgius, who did not have the hallmarks of  a drunken yobbo, should patronise such a place.  Georgius, however, declared that the Palais was a harmless hospitable place.  The Accused said that he would meet him there - on some Friday night - but did not really believe he would risk such an adventure.  The siren appeared to be delayed, and the pair conversed in the passageway until the Assistant Manager arrived to advise them not to continue the goodbyes until The Accused missed his bus - and Georgius was being distracted from his work.  The Accused never found sufficient courage to visit the Palais de Dance and he did not see Boy Georgius again.





Relations between The Accused, and Irish Mick, who was staying at The Accused’s house, 9 Harley Street, continued to deteriorate.   Maybe The Accused washed the dishes with the facecloth or dried his hands on the towel before washing all the coal dust from his hands.   The Accused was negiligent in routines and niceties and regarded phobia of  germs as akin to fear of  all that was unseen, unprovable and no threat - such as the fear of  bogeymen and space invaders.   He regarded hygeine propaganda as exploitation of  irrationality and ignorance.   The way to protect from germs was to breed a friendly familiarity with friendly bacteria.  Whatever the cause, there Mick became more threatening, and eventually The Accused became so afraid of  Mick abandoned the premises and slept rough (in the cold).





The Accused’s plans for financial recovery and earning a living were to be scuppered by the l957 Housing Act and Nottingham Council’s lawyer the Alleged Bullying Liar.  The 1957 Housing Act was intended to destroy inner city communities.  The Tory Heath Government had initiated what was to become the l974 Housing Act (a modification of a previous l972 Act) which was intended to preserve and support communities.  However, the l957 Act, which represented the old policy concurrently remained.  The city council in l976 agreed to drop the old policy in favour of the new, but the old officials, to preserve themselves, awarded themselves the right to appropriate small areas to be isolated from the new policy and to be treated as if the old was still in force - or, at any rate, there was an ambiguity.





The l957 Act had been consistent with the principles espoused by Sir Cyril Burt, the London County Council psychologist, who was one of  the Three Pillars of  Persecution (Burt, Bowlby and Beveridge), who felt threatened when travelling through  Battersea to London’s County Hall -  “Toff! Toff! Toff!” (or to University College, where he was a professor).  Battersea, and inner cities, he declared, were ‘foci of subnormality and crime’.  The solution was to pull down the houses, evict the inhabitants and scatter them into supposedly inaccessible ‘new towns’ (such as Clifton, near Nottingham, and Harlow, near Letchworth - also originally a ‘new town’) so as to break down the network of ties of  kinship and friendship upon which Burt considered the effectiveness of the ‘subnormality and crime’ and its impact on Cyril Burt to depend.  The Accused himself expressed similar sentiments when he first arrived on Harley Street - but was re-educated when the fall of Chief Inspector Lunatic brought a new confidence to the community.





One consequence of  the 1957 Act was that the superb housing stock erected in the l880s by Irishmen who were no longer working on the railways and replaced by shoddy modern dwellings.  The new towns, with the popularisation of  scooters and motor bikes, were no longer so inaccessible.   The new towns were overplanned, with the inhabitants (the young in particular) unable to organise their lives according to their own contrivances, and became.... foci of  subnormality and crime.   Victorian inner city housing was not so closely purpose built according to a pre-set concept of  life styles as was modern housing and could be extensively adapted according to needs or choices.





Throughout the nineteen eighties, in cities throughout Europe the former inner cities populations were evicted or made homeless while great expensive hotels and office blocks were erected on what had been their land.  ‘Foreign Aid’ was to be used to promote similar ‘improvement policies’ - remedy of  poverty by eliminating the poor - in less prosperous countries.  In Bangkok the clearance racketeers cut the moorings of  the barges in which people lived and pushed them off.   There was to be a flood of  dispossessed folk (such as the famous Vietnamese Boat people) seeking accommodation elsewhere - and if they were supposed to have money or some temporary use they were imported by richer countries, preferably as illegal immigrants, and settled into inner cities that had been vacated.   The l974 Housing Act was generally believed to reverse the l957 policy.   The ‘Hart Street Area’ of Nottingham was to be entirely cleared of its inhabitants and replaced by immigrants.





There is said to be one law for the rich and one law for the poor.  Whether or not The Accused’s experiences confirm this depends on what is meant by ‘poor’.  People are treated so as to maintain their membership of social classes defined within the social system - and excluded if they belong to no social class (or have not yet set one up for themselves).  Alternatively or equivalently, the law favours those who are naturally represented by lawyers.  We have seen that in low profile criminal cases those who defend themselves fare better than those who can or do employ poor-law lawyers.  In civil law or law relating to compulsory purchase (Lord Donaldson claimed that the 9 Harley Street cases concerned criminal rather than civil law) the advantage more rests with those who have allies, representation or lawyers.  





The Accused in both his dealings with Nottingham Council and the General Medical Council was seeking remedy or reversal of maladministration and using legal or quasi-legal procedures in the hope that they would draw the facts to the attention of  The Authority (Nottingham Council or the General Medical Council).  It is possible that practicing doctors who face accusations by the General Medical Council or its Health Section are provided with lawyers, support from professional organisations and compensation in the form of pensions funded by the NHS if they lose the case and are deregistered (which does not happen).  The Accused, however, was not a practicing doctor and was on his own.  The Accused encountered through life a succession of kangaroo procedures in which there were no accusations or genuine accusations and the same people were prosecutors, judges and jury and determined and administered the sentence - procedures in which there was no possibility of support or representation from any source.  Victims of compulsory purchase maladministration also are entirely on their own and denied any form of representation, support, consideration or justice.   There are situations where a victim can claim ‘legal aid’, the payment of lawyers’ fees by the state.  As far as the author is aware there exists no provision of free legal aid to victims of  maladminstration or kangaroo justice such as meted out to The Accused.   The victim of maladminstration who seeks remedy is technically not a defendant but a prosecutor - and legal aid is provided for defence, not for embarking on prosecutions against other people.  Even were such legal aid available, they would not provide an attractive source of income for lawyers.  There are not many such cases that are ever in danger of reaching the courts and an inordinate amount of time would be necessary to study little-known laws and procedures and to wade through a morass of obstructions.  Trial lawyers (and barristers and assistant barristers and...) depend on a steady supply of business from clients with ample funds (such as the government, local councils, the General Medical Council...).  The Accused, in any case, was not eligible for legal aid.  As matters then stood, it was only after savings had been reduced below £200 that legal aid could be awarded.  The Accused, who was refused a living and had not in earlier years been provided the actual or virtual financial support necessary to construct a means of earning a living, depended on saving for survival.  There have been high profile cases where people regarded by the public as having vast financial resources have been provided millions of pounds in legal aid where it seems more that they have initiated the cases or are complainants or prosecutors rather than defendants - and where the provision of a legal team is apparently needed only to organise propaganda and influence and to extend cases where there are few relevant facts and simple arguments into a lengthy circus.  It is also claimed that people who have been awarded millions of pounds in alleged legal aid (and people who have debts of such an order) remain very rich.  Whether or not this is so, these considerations did not apply to The Accused and, although it may be for other reasons, did not apply to victims in general.





The Accused in his cases against Nottingham Council and the General Medical Council was opposed by lawyers who were paid directly or indirectly out of public funds and supposedly acting on behalf of  the public rather than some vested interest but who were, in fact, representing the alleged maladministrators or were the maladministrators themselves.  Were they not initially the maladministrators, the manner in which cases were conducted soon converted them into such!   Judges rely on and believe and trust lawyers.  Lord Denning wrote that a judge cannot enforce the law correctly if lawyers are dishonest.  Judges rely on the lawyers to explain the facts and laws and, if there are lawyers on both sides, then at least in theory the judges can decide between two interpretations.  If only one side is legally represented the judge will assume that the interpretations produced by that lawyer are correct and, moreover, the court automatically believes that the facts as presented by the lawyer are correct and the lawyer becomes effectively a witness who does not have to take oath, does not have to tell the truth, who cannot be cross-examined, whose statements cannot be challenged and who has all manner of devices whereby he can with impunity manipulate and deceive the court.  In these maladministration cases where the lawyer is either the maladministrator himself or is employed not so much by the authority but by the maladministrators to distort or cover-up facts, The Accused criminal effectively becomes the supreme and unchallengeable authority in the court.  In the Nottingham Council cases the lawyer had also taken control over every aspect of negotiations with the council and presented an insuperable barrier against drawing the facts to the attention of  the council itself or of changing the negotiator (which could have been expected to solve the difficulties immediately).  The Harley Street court cases were not used to bring law and justice to The Accused but to victimise him so as to protect those who had made errors and who were, in the pursuit of the court cases, progressively perpetrating greater errors.  In the General Medical Council proceedings the domination by lawyers also prevented the facts from reaching and being determined by the GMC itself.





The Graf v Nottingham Council court cases resulted in reversal of every law affecting compulsory purchase and compensation.  However, this law, in practice, had already been perverted.  The Accused’s researches were to reveal that there was no legal basis for the convention that a house could be condemned as ‘unfit for habitation’ for no reason at all or on the basis of some trivial or imaginary defect (such as the absence of a roof tile).  Both in the case of  Nottingham Council and the General Medical Council there exists the statutory Henry Vlll declaration in which the ‘opinion’, for which there need me no reasons, of a real or imaginary person becomes unchallengeable in law.  According to current evidence the person who made such a declaration within the GMC did not exist and in the case of  Nottingham Council he had never surveyed, seen or set foot on the houses in question.  In neither case did he appear in court or was there any means of establishing the authenticity of the statement.  However, the Henry Vlll ex-cathedra declaration is little more than an excuse and if court cases could be justly and correctly conducted would have little relevance.  According to The Accused’s researches not only did the Law prohibit such unrealistic declarations of ‘unfitness’ of houses but the law demanded in all cases that there be realistic replacement compensation.  Contrary traditions had evolved because in court cases the victim is never represented.





The two laws consist of a published law - the law and precedents as they appear in textbooks and published precedents and the law as it applies to victims whose cases are never reported or in whose cases the court transcripts are a perversion of the facts.  According to published law all is just and fair and the law adjusts itself to bring justice to the victim or even favours the victim at the ‘authority’s’ expense.  However it turns out that the ‘precedents’ are often established, particular in compulsory purchase law,  in cases where both sides are represented by expensive teams of lawyers, both sides have a vested interest in establishing a particular ‘precedent’ which is justice to the victim in that particular case (and also in a case which is in public view a forgone conclusion).  The precedent is then interpreted a different way, to deprive the victim of justice, in dealing with the less publicised cases in which the authority’s lawyer decides what is meant by the precedent - however absurd.  Also, when a ‘precedent’ exists this is a particular court case - but the authorities and lawyers who write books for other lawyers who represent such authorities distort what has been decided, present that misinterpretation to the courts, and that becomes the precedent!





There turned out to be instead two traditions in Law as interpreted by judges (or the setting of  precedents).  Individuals and corporations which could afford expensive lawyers obtained judgements which were prominently reported in journals and apparently consistent with justice.  However, where an individual could not afford a lawyer, in the majority of  cases, which were not reported or the facts of  the case misreported, only the victimising authority had a lawyer - and the victim might not even know about the case - and the same precedents were interpreted with opposite effect.   The law of  compulsory purchase had in effect become a caselaw written by council lawyers and powerful corporations.   A spurious law had become the law - and this the l974 Act was intended to reverse.   It was propagandised that the disruption of  communities was now no longer considered desirable and that henceforth money would be available for the ‘improvement’ of  houses, not merely for pulling them down.  One reason for this was that it was becoming increasingly apparent to the better informed (though this was kept a secret from the population at large) that materials were not available for the construction of  houses to similar standards to those being pulled down.





Amongst those who did not have a vested interest in maintaining l957 Act policies it had become apparent that the effects of the old Act were not desirable.  Even Nottingham Council officials admitted that replacement houses, known locally as ‘Barrett Hutches’ had an estimated life of only eight years (though they have in fact survived much longer) and that even if not maintained the houses that were being demolished would have little deteriorated when the substitutes had come to end of  their projected duration.  It was no longer possible, at reasonable expense, if at all, to procure and use materials of such quality as were available in the l800s and the houses were more flimsy and with lesser safety margins (as well as smaller and less convenient) and built not so much with durability in mind as the shibboleth of  planned obsolescence which was seen as maintenance of  the economy and prosperity.  Formerly the government had not provided funds for the maintenance of  houses and had thereby forced councils into demolition and replacement (for which funds were provided).  Funds were now allocated in such a manner as to discourage the old l957 policy.  It was also now generally believed that it was unproductive policy to wage war against and destroy communities in accordance with the old Degeneracy Theory and funds were provided with the aim at least supposedly encouraging the alleged deprived communities, assistance in the maintainance of  housing and in the provision of employment (not the removal of inhabitants and their replacement by richer people or people purchased from foreign slave agencies).  It turned out however that there was a surreptitious hidden agenda and much clandestine perversion of the aims of the l974 Act.   The council’s behaviour was to force The Accused into thorough researches which revealed a network of rackets (surrounding the various provisions of grants, subsidies etc.), rackets apparently perpetrated by council employees without the councillors themselves having any control or awareness of what was going on.





The Accused’s researches on the Council Rackets are recorded in dozens of lever arch files.  Only a superficial account, largely based on The Accused’s reports from memory, appear in ‘Pictures in the Attic’.  The population of  Nottingham in l976 (and also town councillors) were fully convinced that rackets were going on but they did  not know what exactly they were.  A clue turns out to lie in the fact that in l974 the building industry had been busily churning out estates for intended sale under the impression that there was enduring housing bull market.  This market however collapsed and construction firms faced bankruptcy.  To avoid this happening (and for their own benefit) district councils throughout Britain, not just large city and county councils but also very minor local councils, bought up these estates, cheaply, on a grand scale.  The current Local Government Act prohibited councils from being involved in the private housing market.  These however were realistically houses for the private market and not council houses in the traditional sense.  The fact that local authorities were now major players in the private construction market was therefore surreptitiously or cleverly concealed by devices.   The Ministry of  Local Government (or Environment, or Housing, or whatever name it currently adopted) in theory was a regulatory body that prevented councils from breaking the provisions of the Local Government Act.  In fact, it was itself in cahoots with the conspiracy and laws and provisions that were passed were intended to boost the private market and to make councils’ involvement in this market more profitable (or to increase demand for the new houses which the councils had purchased - or to reduce demand for or availability of  the cheaper housing which already existed).





Political propaganda at the time made a great fuss about ‘council houses’ and ‘empty council houses’.  It was assumed that by ‘council house’ was meant the stock which traditionally was available to those (particularly those who could not obtain or afford housing through other means) and it was even assumed that the supposedly extravagant figures for ‘empty council houses’ arose from negligence on the part of councils towards poorer sections of the population or that these houses had been allocated to families or persons who did not need them, did not use them and who had sufficient resources to buy more expensive houses - or else, amongst other things, it was alleged that councils were deliberately sabotaging the ‘right to buy’ policy or deliberately not selling houses to applicants on the council housing list who were prepared to buy immediately rather than wait for a vacant house to be offered.  Others said that the councils refused to provide housing to anyone who did not offer to buy rather than pay a rent.  There were a lots of contradictory stories, all aimed at proving the irresponsibility of ‘left wing’ councils, but nobody seems to have suspected what was really going on - that the council’s stock in their involvement in the private market was classed as ‘empty council houses’ and collected a ‘rate support grant’ of £30 per week per dwelling (as claimed in Nottingham Council’s own documents).





The leader of  Nottingham Council’s Labour Party died in office.  It was not healthy to stick noses into the Rackets.  Those who might be witnesses to the facts we are discussing had a generally low life expectancy.  This gentleman had made a considerable fuss over the council supposedly buying houses from Costains (a building firm whose owner was a Tory Minister), selling it back at a loss and then buying it back at a higher price.  What was going on nobody discovered - but none supposed that this was other than the council giving away money to Costains.   The Accused claims, however, that he read Costain’s Annual Report and discovered that the council was not making a loss but had set up a ‘partnership’ in the private housing market with Costains (and other firms) in such a manner as to evade the law against councils having such an involvement.  Councils were permitted to trade in land.  According to The Accused, when this started during the housing slump the council bought the houses and land at fire-sale or cost prices.  The houses now became ‘council houses’.  Council’s under Harold Wilson’s right-to-buy legislation were permitted to sell houses to existing council tenants (if they were longstanding tenants, at a discount to alleged market price).  This was primarily intended to permit tenants to buy the houses they occupied.  However, if they transferred from one council house to another the right and discount remained.  Councils also offered and presumably were permitted to sell council houses to those who put their names on the housing list who had not yet been offered rented accommodation.  The council was also allowed to sell houses from its stock to victims of compulsory purchase orders.   The money, the government ordered, was to remain in council ‘reserves’ and not to contribute to the council’s spending budget (though there would be various commissions and kickbacks).  The council could thus sell the houses but it was not permitted to hand profit from the house sale to their ‘partners’.  The ‘partners’ therefore got profit from the ‘sale of the land’.  The land passed to and fro between ‘partner’ and council while the houses themselves remained council property!  So the council was not giving away money.  It was giving Costain’s its share.





Margaret Thatcher’s propagandists from 1979 onwards were to claim that ‘right to buy’ was a Tory innovation and a reaction against hidebound socialism.  It was to create a ‘property owning democracy’.  It did not create a ‘property owning democracy’ but a nation of slaves owing a great deal of money in debts and mortgages.  However, it was Harold Wilson’s Labour government which introduced ‘right to buy’.  It was not particularly attractive to sitting council tenants - a matter to be reviewed in forthcoming chapters.  The price, even at a discount, was relatively high, the mortgage was apt to be more expensive than rent and to confer less security (and, in any case, houses are technically all owned by ‘the crown’).  The person who opted for right-to-buy lost out through no longer being eligible for council maintainance and services.  ‘Right to Buy’ was more an excuse for councils’ surreptitious involvement in the private housing market.  The Ministry encouraged this involvement and promoted procedures that facilitated it at the expense of those who did not want to or could not buy expensive new private market houses.   The Accused was to find that Nottingham Council was taking control of all the inner area housing which would otherwise have provided a cheap alternative.  The council could not lay hands on 9 Harley Street, because The Accused was an owner-occupier, other than by issuing a l957 Order and demolishing it (and, according to its projected estimates, making a profit on the capital equivalent of rate support grants payable for the replacement houses).  However, in general, the council in l974 promised control of every district (defined as l974 Act ‘area’) to its own sponsored Housing Associations - and it had promised the Hart Street Area (including Harley Street) to the Bridge Housing Association.  The Council was to renege on a promise and responsibility to exchange 9 Harley Street for a similar house in the district (There were plenty available and supposedly for sale by the council).  Although the council supposedly put its own houses in the inner city up for sale it did not sell them but either kept them or transferred them to the Housing Association.  The government and councils were also to manipulate the prices of inner city houses to make them inaccessible to former residents and to reduce the competition against the sale of  more expensive ‘council houses’.





The Accused’s researches on the council rackets occupy several dozen lever arch files and they will be in this work discussed only superficially.   The population at large were not aware of  these rackets in l976 - and they were never to become aware of  them - and The Accused’s researches were to take place later.   There were however numerous cases up and down the country - hardly a city was without at least one - in which police attempted to prosecute council officials, councillors, builders and architects over illegal preferences and other irregularities when awarding contracts.   Citizens, through the evidence of  their own eyes, were highly suspicious though had no conclusive proof.   In popular conversation the widespread corruption was taken to be fact.   However, the police were unaware of  the intricacies of  the rackets and insisted on bringing cases initially to the local Magistrates’ Courts.   They had no need to do this.   Since this was equivalent to The Accused persons or their friends judging their own case they could have asked for a hearing elsewhere (a provision of which they were perhaps unaware).  This in itself might be sufficient reason for these cases invariably being thrown out at the Magistrates’ stage.   There remains however in popular mythology a case successfully brought which involved a Mr. Poulson, a Newcastle architect.  Whether he or his associates were really guilty or any more guilty than others found innocent the author does not know.





The long-standing CPO affecting King’s Meadow Road, where Lucy lived, was threatening to become a reality.  Lucy expressed herself concerned at the small size of  the ‘Barratt Hutches’ being built to replace existing houses.   The Accused therefore visited, while the builders were off duty, a site where new houses were being built.  The Accused was astonished!  He entered the door and came to an alcove that was little bigger than his back kitchen (later described by Westerman the Yesterman, employed by the council to condemn houses to be CPO’d, as inadequately small, though it was little more than a cooking area with a larger ‘front kitchen’).  9 Harley Street, by old fashioned standards, was small.  The Accused supposed this alcove he entered to be a foyer in which to hang cloaks - but then found it was the main living room.   The house had no foundations or, at any rate, the house extended only six inches into the ground [There is a modern building method whereby the house stands on a concrete platform - that is concrete is tipped into a space and allowed to solidify - some six inches below ground level.  The Accused claims however that he saw no such concrete bases.]  The floorboards were made out of  thin plywood.   There were no damp courses (rows of  blue bricks found in old fashioned houses).   Interior walls were built out of  cardboard and exterior walls out of  a single layer of small bricks with large holes in their interior to save on clay!   All houses were supplied with Council Windows.  These have only a small upper segment which can be opened.   It is impossible to deliver upstairs furniture through a council window and it was a  mystery how furniture could be transported up the narrow stairs.  There was, of course, no cellar - an essential feature of  Victorian architecture.





The CPOs in the Meadows threatened also to leave homeless a large section of  population which drifted around or slept on peoples’ settees or squatted in abandoned houses.   The council did turn out to be surprisingly liberal in rehousing these but nevertheless the threat of  enforcement of  CPO’s did induce landowners to evict their unofficial guests and also promoted a flight of  young people out of  the city and towards the south.   The Accused describes Nottingham Council as a mixture of  two extremes - on the one hand unusually liberal and progressive and on the other riddled with corruption, 1930s prejudices and exploitation, at the expense of  the population, of  the various means whereby legislation enabled council departments to wangle incomes.   Although the lawyer Marklew known to The Accused as The Alleged Bullying Liar (though we believe that the ‘Alleged’ is a subsequent amendment intended to outwit libel lawyers)  who crossed swords with The Accused was assistant secretary of  the Housing Committee, suspicion more points to coteries within the Department of  Technical  Services (which had some aspects of  a business, receiving commissions directly).





The Accused spent what he describes as a lengthy period sleeping rough, though he spent also a few nights in Leicester.  He did not dare enter 9 Harley Street on his own.   Friends promised to accompany him, but their promises did not materialise.  Eventually he returned to 9 Harley Street in the company of  Gerry Green.   Mick insisted - The Accused supposed this to be in a threatening manner - that The Accused remain to talk.   The Accused said he was perfectly willing to talk but wished to do so in what he considered a safe public place (that is outside the house, or, even, in the yard).   Mick insisted on talking immediately.  The Accused felt he had no choice and agreed.   However, The Accused formed the impression that he was not so much entering negotiations but being threatened with violence and took an opportunity to run out of  the front upstairs room, down the stairs and out of  the back door.  By this stage, Mick had caught up with him and, again, The Accused felt that his words and conduct threatened violence.  The Accused was grabbed and dragged back towards the house but when Gerry reappeared from the house, Mick abandoned The Accused and went back into the house.





Gerry and The Accused repaired to Canning Circus police station.   The officers opined that because The Accused had cut the palm of  his hand when being dragged,  to the extent of  the full thickness of  the skin being lacerated and there being bleeding from within, Mick, in theory, could be arrested by them on a charge of  Actual Bodily Harm, which carried a prison sentence.   The Accused had not supposed that the offence would be regarded so serious or carry a severe penalty.   The police however were very reluctant to pursue assault charges (in general, not just in this case) because they were difficult to prove and the parties frequently changed their evidence or withdrew charges.    There existed the alternative of  the complainant bringing a case before the courts privately, in which case the police might then adopt the case at the request of  the Attorney General.   The usual procedure was to serve a warrant on a charge of  common assault - which procedure was invariably initiated by the person claiming to have been assaulted and not the police, who regarded common assault as a civil rather than criminal offence.   The Magistrates could then bind over The Accused person to keep the peace, which imposed on him no penalty but exposed him to the danger of  a prison sentence should the offence be repeated.  The Accused’s objective, surely, was not for Mick to be sent to prison or to be afflicted with a fine he could not pay - either of  which impede eventual restoration of  amicable terms between the parties, but to regain vacant possession of  the house.   If  the private prosecution was brought, The Accused could then also obtain a court order from the County Court for Mick to keep away from The Accused for a period of  time.





The Accused later found in the library that threat or supposed threat or inducement of  fear is within the definition of  ‘common assault’ and that the Magistrates were authorised to impose a prison sentence of  up to three months and/or a fine of  up to fifty pounds (though an Act of  Parliament had since been passed increasing the maxima of  all sentences available to magistrates).  The Accused returned to Briarwood, in Leicester, and obtained a photograph of  his cut palm to be used as evidence,if  necessary, (together with an affidavit from a lawyer at the back of  the photograph and copies that this represented the cut palm witnessed on that day).





It is not clear to the author whether The Accused arranged for eviction papers to be served on Mick before or after this assault took place.   We have not consulted The Accused’s copious diaries, but presume it was after.  The Accused inquired amongst lawyers how notice to quit was to be affected.   They informed him that only one firm of  lawyers in Nottingham had any knowledge of  such matters - Wharton and Company.   The Senior Partner was Sir Anthony Wharton, the under-sheriff of  Nottingham.   This meant that he was employed to evict council tenants who had not paid their rents.   The Accused discussed the case with Mr Shapiro, who though also a senior partner was not so senior as Sir Anthony.   Mr Shapiro wrote a letter giving two weeks’ notice (that is after the expected date of  delivery, plus several days as a margin of  error) to Mick and Sheba.   





An eviction notice could provoke damage in reprisal.  Mr Shapiro opined that the cost of repairing any damage could be recovered from the evicted tenants.  Since that was the Law perhaps Mr Shapiro had to say so, but The Accused supposed this to be no more than an interesting theoretical point!  But an eviction notice may be to the tenants a blessing in disguise.  Mick and Sheba had applied for council accommodation.  Neither Sheba or Mick had an income from employment and they had a young baby.  It was not then known that 1-15 Harley Street were earmarked for demolition, but a strong case could be put for their current accommodation not catering for their needs.   They had a high priority.  But where the applicants already have accommodation what becomes available is automatically provided to other people, as they apply, who have no accommodation at all.  An eviction notice renders the tenant ‘homeless’ and puts her at the top the list!  Also, if the tenants want to be rehoused they may be more inclined to vandalise if they do not receive an eviction notice - so as to facilitate a Compulsory Purchase Order and demolition!


There appeared however to be an act malice perpetrated at this time or thereabouts by The Accused’s associates - the delivery through the door of Maison Philby of a copy of Mick’s marriage certificate.  At any rate, at some point in history such a certificate mysteriously materialised - but, as the reader may have anticipated, Sheba was not greatly worried by it.  Mick had ‘divorced’ his wife - or, she admitted, ‘separated’, which amounted to the same thing.





By the time Mick (with Sheba) appeared at the Magistrate’s Court to answer The Accused’s warrant, there were no longer any practical circumstances to provoke an argument between Mick and The Accused.  It is believed that The Accused, fearsomely, with Lucy as protection, had eventually returned to the house, found that Mick and Sheba had left and that they had tidied up all and left the house in good order before doing so.  It turned out that they had been provided with a council flat.  The Clerk of  the Court informed The Accused that it was customary for the parties to be kept separate before court cases.  For this purpose The Accused was asked to wait in an alcove in the main front foyer (adjacent to the room in which the hearing was to be held) which, he was assured, Mick would not enter.   Mick and Sheba had been allocated a waiting room at the other end of  the foyer.  However The Accused found himself cowering in fear in an alcove in the alcove while Mick snarled that The Accused must drop the case.  He had a previous criminal record, he said, though it had been a minor matter and he had not in actuality been guilty.  Because of this record, said Mick, Mick was bound to be found guilty and sent to prison.  Mick declared that he was not to be taken away from his infant child.  So The Accused agreed to drop the case - which, though he did so out of fear, may have turned out to be wise decision.





He was not going to be taken away from his infant child.  Then a court official arrived, concerned that The Accused had been harrassed by Mick, but The Accused said he was furthering no complaint on that account, that he had agreed to drop the case, if  that was possible.  Again it may not have been wisdom which provoked this failure to renege on an ‘agreement under duress’ that had taken place in the absence of witnesses, than, perhaps, fear and most of all The Accused’s principle that a promise once made, irrespective of circumstances, had to be honoured.  Partly perhaps that was practical wisdom rather than virtue.  If  The Accused did not maintain his reputation for always keeping promises then those who were placated by promises might in future seek more drastic remedy.   The Accused was called into the courtroom.  He passed Sheba on the way in.  She briefly mentioned that matters had been going well with them in that they had been allocated a council flat with which they were well pleased.  





    “I understand that you have a deposition to make”, said the Chairman of  the Magistrates.


   


“Do I?”, stammered the future No l amateur lawyer of the UK, “I don't know!  What is a deposition?”


    “You have something to tell the Court...”





The Accused had guessed that this is what had been meant but still had a tendency to be pedantic - to feel that he was committed to using words according to some exact definition.





    “O yes!  Maybe so!  I don’t know if  it is a deposition.  Mr Mick used to stay at my house, 9 Harley Street, in Lenton.  I felt that this was becoming increasingly threatening, with the eventual outcome of  this assault...”


  


 “That is not true!”,  angrily snarled Mick, who was seated nearer the front of  the court, “I was only trying to talk to you!”.   The Accused felt he was being threatened, not safe even in the court!


    “Are you making an accusation?”, the Chairman asked The Accused.


    “No I am not making any Accusation.  I am just summarising the circumstances that led to this case.   I thought at the time I had good reason for applying for the warrant.   If  Mr Mick disagrees with what I say, he is free to do so and, as I understand it, these facts or otherwise are not going to be relevant to the proceedings in this court.


   


 “The circumstances are now changed.   Mick and Sheba have been allocated a council flat, which I understand they find  satisfactory.  They are looking after a recently born baby.  They have vacated the house, leaving it in good order and I have, until today, not seen them since the assault or alleged assault took place - and so they have not caused me any trouble.   It is not in my interest to pursue the application related to common assault and it is not in Mr Mick’s interest.   He may even be under the impression that if found guilty he would risk a prison sentence, which would impede his objective of  earning a living and of contributing to the upbringing of  the baby.  He is not a rich man and would not be able to afford a fine..which therefore might have a similar outcome.”





The Chairman briefly had words with the Clerk of the Court [who sits on a desk in front of the Magistrate’s bench and advises the magistrate’s on maters of law].





    “It is not possible to withdraw the case once the warrant is served.”, said the Chairman, “However, we may avoid further action by binding both parties over to keep the peace.  But this cannot be done unless the parties agree.   Would you be willing to agree to being bound over?”


           


It did occur to The Accused that this might label him as a criminal, even with a record, though he had committed no crime and was the victim.   But he could always, if  necessary, explain the circumstances - or maybe so!  If this was the only way out, The Accused had to agree.   So The Accused agreed to agree if  Mr Mick agreed and Mr Mick agreed to agree if  The Accused agreed.  So that is what the Court ordered.





        “The Court wishes to thank you”, the Chairman told The Accused, “for agreeing to this outcome.  You have saved this country a great deal of  money!”





Presumably the Chairman was referring to the high costs of  running the prison service, which are computed as so many thousands of  pounds per prisoner per week.   This surprised The Accused.  The experience had been terrifying and he had feared greater injury at the time.  But in retrospect his case was not very strong - his word against Mick’s, no evidence of  any subsequent harassment and a cut hand which had healed without any permanent injury.   The Accused had asked Gerry Green to come as a witness but Gerry insisted it was not necessary (partly because he had made a statement to the police, though the police were not be involved in the case).   In such circumstances the Magistrates might be expected to issue an order intended to prevent any recurrences rather than an immediate penalty.





Although the author perceives a margin of  error in The Accused’s chronology, which perhaps will one day be corrected by reference to The Accused’s detailed dairy, we can take ourselves now to be in l977.  One of  the issues affecting the road was rumour or anxiety concerning a possible compulsory purchase order.   The information from the council official who briefly visited 9 Harley Street in l976 suggested that for certain there would be no CPO.   No official authority known to The Accused made any further suggestion that there might be a CPO.  1957 Housing Act CPOs were obsolete.  Inner City regions were now given various names such as ‘Housing Action Area’.   Harley Street was to be in the ‘Hart Street Improvement Area’.  The title given to the ‘Area’ (‘improvement area’, ‘housing action area’ etc.) determined the nature and amount of  government grants that were supposedly available to householders or those conducting business in the area or intending to do so.





Nobody was seriously expecting there to be a CPO on the 1-15 Harley Street or on any other houses in the district other than perhaps 4-24 Harley Street.  4 Harley Street was seriously damaged and other houses in the block 4-24 had leaking roofs and other defects.  What might be the council’s liabilities and responsibilities arising from this damage is an interesting theoretical problem and perhaps relevant to the discussion, but officials later (after l980) to admit that they could not CPO 4-24 because they already owned it and it seems that 1-15 and three houses on Hart Street were substituted for no reason other than that a CPO referring to ‘eleven houses’ had already been written.  Or perhaps 4-24 Harley Street had been the pretext and justification of the order and the substitution of 1-15 (without any surveys taking place) had always been intended by the perpetrators.  However neither The Accused nor anyone else, except perhaps Jesse Philby, who was indoctrinated by ‘the man from the council’ suspected that the houses were under threat.  Houses in the district were being advertised by estate agents and council for around £2250, which suggests an actual sale price of  around £1850 (and which values 9 Harley Street, the best maintained house in the area at around £3750) - and The Accused supposed that these houses were being genuinely advertised and sold.





The later researches forced upon The Accused were to reveal quite another story.   Further information will be given in subsequent chapters.  One paradox however is that while officially and in theory the houses in best condition have the least chance of  demolition and availability, if requested, of ‘improvement grants’, in practice, money was allocated so as to maximise improvement grants - with bombsites given massive improvement grants and perfect houses demolished.  Moreover the ‘improvement grants’ were awarded to the council and its housing associations but not to owner-occupiers.  One likely motivation for this turns out to be the ‘commissions’ paid to the Department of Technical Services for negotiating the improvement grants.  Improvement grants in so far as they were available in Nottingham and elsewhere to house owners were so only for major schemes costing thousands of pounds whereas nothing was provided for minor repairs such as replacement of missing tiles!  The owner of a missing tile had to pay for a ‘new roof’ (with perhaps even supposedly a 100% rebate as a grant, though improvement grants were to prove a considerable trap and hazard.  The Accused would have needed £50 to carry out all necessary repairs (including replacement of  bannisters on the landing which had been incinerated by Divvy Dan. [The word ‘divvy’ was in common use in Nottingham as a synonym for ‘crazy’ but the author believes it was actually an abbreviation for ‘defective’].





From the back windows of  9 Harley Street could be seen the remains of  a house which on Sherwin Street which over ten years previously had been subject to a CPO on grounds of unfitness for habitation.  The money the council had allocated for demolition had mysteriously run out or the demolition for no reason been abandoned or forgotten after the upper stories and most of  the upper section of the ground floor had been removed.  These premises were to be handed over to a friend of the council, who became its owner, and he was presented with an improvement grant of  many thousands to rebuild the premises!   There was also a derelict abandoned shop on Harley Street itself.  This was presented by the Council to the Bridge Housing Association who in turn were presented also with an improvement grant to rebuild the entire premises.  4-24 Harley Street, already in council ownership, were effectively to be rebuilt with a massive ‘improvements grant’.  It turned out that most of  the houses in the area not already owned by the council were owned by corporations,which no longer had a great interest in inner city housing, which houses provided them with low rents, and which corporations were willing to do a deal.  These houses found themselves in council hands, though no record has been uncovered as to at what price (even though the deal had technically to be approved by and appear in the minutes of  the Land Committee, whose most famous member was Councillor Chrysalis).  They were then ‘sold’ to the Bridge Housing Association for around £1200 ... and The Accused was eventually to uncover council committee minutes authorising improvement grants of  over  £17,000 for some of  these houses.  Indeed, The Accused was to claim that £17,000 was the average bonus for a Housing Association per house - and that no evident improvements were carried out.  The council were also to award themselves substantial government improvement grants.  In the course of  his subsequent court cases against the council lawyer Marklew The Accused compiled a list which alleged that the council’s Department of  Technical Services had benefitted to the tune of  several million pounds in fees for negotiating these mysterious awards.   The Accused also engaged in a correspondence with Diane Abbott, a civil servant at the Ministry of the Environment in London, who claimed that it was illegal for improvement grants to exceed the market price of  the house and that the Housing Associations in any case were not eligible for these grants.





As matters stood, however, nobody supposed that there was any prospect of  a CPO on the block 1-15 Harley Street.  This block was in excellent condition - and in the best condition of  any houses in the district.   There was no information at all except from the ‘man from the council’ who regularly visited Jesse Philby at 4 Harley Street.  His information was that there was no intention of  meddling with 1-15 Harley Street but that it was intended to demolish the council owned 4-24 on the other side of the road.    Some of  these houses, especially the semi-derelict number four were in poor condition.  They also had very small yards overlooked by a tall wall and a factory.   However, then Mr Philby reported that the man from the council had reported that the council had changed its mind., that it now was going to demolish 1-15 while the derelict even numbered houses were to remain.  Although this was not seriously believed at the time, Mr Philby turned out to be right.





In retrospect, as a result of  The Accused’s later researches, we know more about this.  Prior to reversal of  the l957 Act Housing Policy there was a council financial allocation for the demolition of and building of  so many houses a year.   This was one reason for there having been a great delay in the enforcement of  CPOs once they were ‘approved’ by The Minister.  The introduction of the l974 policy switched government subsidies towards that policy and it might be expected for the l957 Act policy to be abandoned.  It is perfectly true that it was finance that determined what happened.  However the reader will have gathered that this turned out to be more devious and complicated than the government allegedly intended (and the outcome was certainly not what the average non-lawyer M.P. had expected or intended).  Nottingham Council, indeed, did officially abandon its l957 Act Policy in l977 and did so through acceptance of a ‘report’ outlining the new policy - according to which what was to happen on Harley Street could not have occurred.





The new policy might have been expected to result in the closure of  the council’s clearance department and its replacement with young whiz-kids with sociology degrees and 1974 Act inclinations (as opposed to the attitudes we shall encounter amongst l957 Act personnel).  There were already threatened (and actual) redundancies resulting from (as from time to time occurs) local government reorganisation.  Formerly the District Council of a County Borough (or large city) would have its own education department, housing department and so forth (and, indeed, small rural district councils such as Beeston on the outskirts of  Nottingham had and continued to have their own housing departments.  There are records even of small parish councils buying in l974 vast acreages of  ‘council housing’ from private developers.).  But county councils also had all these departments.  There was now a tendency for the County Borough no longer to be effectively organised as an independent county within a county and for functions conducted by District Councils no longer to be duplicated by County Councils (and vice versa).  The former departments in District and County Councils still existed but there was an increasing tendency for a particular function within these departments not to be duplicated.   The alleged ‘fiddles’ uncovered by The Accused, if they occurred, might have been an attempt by otherwise redundant officials, or what The Accused alleges were stupid unadaptable Nazi officials, to protect their jobs.   The local Tory administration was replaced in May l974 by a Labour administration.  While The Accused throws doubts on the motivations of  the Tories, even though this new ruling junta may have consisted of nice people, according to The Accused they had little awareness of what had and continued to be going on, conducted their duties with little application or investigation and were led by the nose by their officials and lawyers.





The Accused claims that councillors automatically approved what was presented to them without knowing what it was.  With hundreds of items approved during some committee meetings this is not unlikely.  Moreover recorded meetings may not even have taken place, minutes may have been subsequently changed and The Accused was to obtain several differing and contradictory versions of some minutes.  There is a considerable question mark about how the Council came to ‘approve’ the Nottingham l977 Miscellaneous Areas Clearance Compulsory Purchase Order.  Although the report which was the basis of  the l974 Act policy was supposedly just that, it also contained a provision for a continuing l974 policy and employment of l957 Act officials.  There was to be every year a ‘miscellaneous clearance compulsory purchase order’ (and, in practice, there were to be two, l977 and l978, though the latter was to be enforced first).  It was customary for 1957 Act orders to be planned for years ahead through not particular houses being identified but a particular number being identified.  The No l order appears in the report itself as affecting ‘eleven houses’.





It is not unambiguous how the l977 (No 1) Order came to be approved by the Council, but the balance of probabilities is that a version of the minutes is correct which reports the No l Order (and equally dubious Albert Street Order - the No l order, No 2 order and the Albert Street order being the council’s last l957 Act CPOs) were enclosed within the report and that the council ‘approved’ it without realising it had done so.  However, when The Accused eventually uncovered the original CPO supposedly ‘approved’, the document refers merely to eleven houses and does not specify the houses themselves.  The houses are supposedly recorded on the ‘attached list signed by the Chairman’ (of the committee).  Such attached lists do exist in respect of  CPOs and other documents - though there may be some difficulties in finding them.  However, there is no convincing evidence that they have been signed by anyone and are typewritten rather than printed documents - and the typewriting may be amateurish.   The Accused reports open admissions by council officials that the original eleven houses were 4-24 Harley Street and that l-15 and three houses on Hart Street were subsequently substituted, because the council could not CPO its own houses, in order to keep the CPO alive.  Relevant council officials were themselves unaware that this had been done and were under the impression that there existed no intention to CPO or demolish l-15 Harley Street.  As with other aspects of  this story and others which appear in this work, The Accused claims to have known for certain facts which were subsequently denied by Authorities.  However it is his word, the legal processes are biased against the production of evidence by complainants and witnesses who work for councils turn out to have a mortality, disappearance rate or tendency to be deployed else where on a scale comparable with those in the NHS!  The author does not doubt that substitutions took place of ‘attached lists’ and that it did so in this case (and in the related case of an ‘attached order’ authorising the invasion of 9 Harley St. by bailiffs).  Whether so or not, these ‘attached lists’ were hardly credible documents!  Council officials Westerman and Marklew were themselves to admit that no surveys of  l-15 Harley Street had been conducted before they were ‘included’ in the order.  Instead Westerman produced a general report, with wording much the same in every CPO issued, listing the potential defects which might or might not exist in ‘the houses’.   The Yesman is also expected to state why the houses in a particular CPO cannot be treated as a Housing Action Area or other 1974 Act area.  Mr Yesterman produced a number of amusing excuses and in the case of  the No l order claimed that the area was too small to be a Housing Action Area, even though it was entirely surrounded by and effectively part of  the Hart Street Action area as defined within the l977 report (and, indeed, according to maps of the time, included within it!).   The relevant council officials, The Accused claims, when he was conducting his researches did not even know where Harley Street was and supposed that the CPO referred to Hartley Road (on the other side of  Derby Road and perhaps a more obvious target).  Whatever statements are made by the yesman in the report attached to the original CPO are made because the law requires them to be made for the order to be legal and to be approved by the Minister, not because they are true.  It is always so with ‘Henry V111’ enactments (such as the General Medical Council’s ‘the Screener for Health is concerned that...’).  These allegedly blatantly untrue statements made by a person whose honesty, intelligence and relevant knowledge may not impress the victim, can be to the victims a considerable insult and humiliation.   Thus the yesman declared 11-15 Harley Street, the best houses in the district, to be so unfit that it was the council’s duty to demolish, that it would be negligent for it not to do so.. and the alleged Bullying Liar, The Accused alleges, although displaying very little else in intellectual accomplishment, would yell these statements at the top of his voice, in bullying tone, in courtrooms.   The Alleged Bullying Liar, like the General Medical Council’s Alois Panzenfuhrer, had a free licence publicly to bully, abuse and humiliate the victims of persecution or injustice who already had to live with sufficient pain.





 [These allegations of maladministration in Nottingham Council had it in common with the allegations against the General Medical Council that the officials and council itself largely believed them to be true but nevertheless could do nothing to expose them or to protect The Accused from victimisation].





The name of  the former chairman and continuing influential member of  the council’s Land Committee has been rendered as Chrysalis without the author being aware that there exists a Mr Chrysalis and a public company called Chrysalis.  Councillor Chrysalis was chairman of the nearbye posh Park Residents’ Association and described Harley Street, during his agitations in the council, as ‘rat infested slums’. Perhaps he was a friend of  Cyril Burt.  Rats have to eat and prefer the habitations of  the rich.  There were no rodents on Harley Street.  By ‘rats’ His Excellency was surely referring or unconsciously referring to the residents.   The inhabitants of l-15 Harley Street were indeed to be abused by council operatives during the subsequent enforcement of the CPO as vermin.  However it was not just the residents of  1-15 who were removed.   So were the residents of  4-24.  So were, with some vigour, the entire population of  the Hart Street Area - and to be replaced by imported immigrants.   This removal of the inhabitants of the Hart Street Housing Action Area was illegal.   The government grants are provided for the benefit of  ‘residents’ - by which is meant ‘existing residents’.  Although some might be expected to go and others to move in, there is no ambiguity about the removal of everyone - a l957 rather than l974 policy!





The ‘official’ council line was ‘We did not substitute 1-15 Harley Street for 4-24.  However, if/when we did, we did so because it was not possible for us to CPO houses we already owned.   Actually, there did exist l957 Act CPOs which included council-owned houses.  Although this was the excuse, other motivations might also be suspected.   If the council and its housing association were intending to establish a monopoly over a district (or were intending to keep all the improvement grant money for themselves), the l957 CPO was the only way of confiscating an owner-occupied house.  City centre land, such as l-15 Harley Street, could be very expensive and 1-15 Harley Street was a privately owned island in a sea of  council owned land - and therefore considerably reduced its potential development value.  It was profitable for the council to confiscate houses and to replace them with smaller dwellings for which it obtained rate support grants (and, The Accused claims, the council had budgetted to make a profit this way).  At any rate, whatever the explanation, 9 Harley Street was CPO’d because it was owner-occupied - in direct contradiction to stated council policy that owner-occupied houses were not be CPO’d!   








The reader has learnt that according to The Accused not only did Nottingham Council officials ‘fake’ a compulsory purchase order when the houses were in perfect condition but they then bribed and cajoled Cher and Jesse Philby to vandalise the area, so as to provide grounds for the CPO which would survive any subsequent public inquiry.  Then they persecuted The Accused lest he persuade the council to compensate residents for being victimised.





However if  Mr Chrysalis, Chairman of  the Posh Park Residents’ Association said that Harley Street was inhabited by rats it had to be established that there were rats.   Although The Accused only once set eyes on Councillor Chrysalis, he opined that Mr Chrysalis must be suffering from rattophobia, an obsession with cesspools, rats and homosexuals which was first described by Sigmund Freud in his famed ‘ratman’ case.   It is found amongst bosses in butch male authoritarian professions or Public School Boys, whose butch image does not wash at home and whose wives are in a similar occupation and more intelligent.





The Accused one day found workmen digging up his back yard.  They had been sent by the council.  The (outside) toilet of  Ms Cher, at number eleven, they said, was blocked up by a dead rat.  They had been ordered to find the dead rat!





     “Miss Cher’s toilet”, said The Accused, “has not been blocked up with a dead rat!  It has been blocked up with the tealeaves and baked beans she persistently insists on tipping down the toilet.”


     


     “But we’ve been told to find a rat!”


    


     “You’ve not been told to unblock the toilet? ...You have been told only to find a rat?”


    


     “Our orders are to find a rat. We’ve been looking for it for four hours!”


     





       “If you do find the sewer-pipe which may be running somewhere here you won’t be able to see through it .. and if you did and could see a rat ..how would you get it out?  The pipes have a much greater diameter than a rat - and so a rat would not block it.   This outflow pipe to the main sewer drains my toilet as well as Cher’s.  Mine is not blocked.  So that pipe is not blocked by a rat or anything else!”


   


 “Then where are we going to find a rat?  We’ve been told we have to find one!”


  


  “I am afraid you won’t find a rat here.  Rats have to eat.  They inhabit the homes of  the rich.  You might try Councillor Chrysalis’s”


    


    “Where does he live?”





Nevertheless they went on searching, directing their attention now to poking around with a stick amongst weeds in Cher’s back yard.   But then The Foreman arrived.





        “Have you found the rat?”


        


        “Er yes!  We found a rat..”


       


         “Where is it then...?”





           “We did find a rat... but we’ve lost it!”





Mock ye not! It is true!  Rats are very much inclined towards the company of other rats... but they keep out of the way of humans.  Humans rarely set eyes on them.  They have good reason for avoiding human company.  They labour all day to clear every speck of organic offal - and how do the humans reward them?  The Accused, a King Rat, had never seen a rat on Waterway Street - and it is therefore highly unlikely that a casual visitor to that street would have seen one.  There was a set of  standard delusions about rats .. and council propaganda exploited them.





The reader may already have heard about the newspaper stunt which occurred when councillors were anxious to demolish Waterway Street, the site of  a subsequent lucrative development.  They repaired en mass to the street, on the side of  the canal, and, as might be expected amongst those so afflicted with brotherly love, the rats came out by their thousands to greet the councillors.   To emphasise the feat, a councillor was shown displaying a hundred weight coal bag full of  dead alleged rats.





How did these rats get into the bag?  Were they perhaps water voles engaged in a futile invasion of  the houses in an attempt to escape from being poisoned in a polluted canal?  If they were doing so, was there any means of preventing such invasions into the posh hotels and office blocks it was intended to construct?  If these rats had not already been dead, then perhaps rat poison rather than demolition of houses was the standard means of eliminating them?  No! It was all the fault of  opponents of  compulsory purchase orders who were ‘forcing’ residents to remain in premises on the rat-infested road against their will.





How so?  How was anyone preventing anyone else from leaving?  It was council policy that nobody wishing to be rehoused from a proposed clearance area could be so before the CPO was signed, sealed, approved by the Ministry and delivered!   So, these particular people were prevented from being rehoused, irrespective of circumstances, until the CPOs were effected.  If there was no CPO however there existed no such regulation and if somebody did not want to leave all that could be done to drive them out prematurely was done!  So, at any rate, it is said.





The educated were convinced that rats lived in sewers and that in search of  baked beans they swam along the sewers, with road maps that enabled them to pop out of lavatory pans in Harley Street but not the Park.  Indeed there were reports of  unfortunate people in proposed clearance areas being bitten by rats while sitting on their toilet.  The common domestic rat, Greedius malicius, does indeed live in subterranean tunnels (some do) - such as underground railway tunnels and sewers.  But that does not mean that they enjoy swimming in the excrement.  They walk along the footpaths on the side.  They thus do not have access to the outflow pipes of  toilets and if  householders pop them into the toilet they drown.   In same parts in which these aquatic rats are to be found, the reader may also find, or so it is said by some who have seen them, rats of  enormous size.  They are black (which makes them an endangered species), are rarely if  ever seen other than at night in the absence of  street lighting, are as big as rabbits, gather round dustbins and when city councillors approach these rodents shriek “maiauw!” and vanish into the darkness.


Rats are rumoured also to eat babies.  As a matter of fact rats, if the humans keep their own food out of rat reach or teach the rats not to borrow it, have only one significant defect.  They demolish houses - which is perhaps why council officials are so anxious to secure their company.





So The Accused found a council employee tipping oats down a drain and into a hole into the ground at the side of  his house.   Why that?  Were they trying to attract rats?  Rats love oats, can detect them from a distance and tell all their friends.  They enjoy trotting  around when nobody is looking, run their noses along the ground, sniffle and devour any particle of oat that comes their way - though a great bag of oats, oatmeal or flour is to be preferred.  But mining or burrowing into narrow tunnels for oats is laborious even for a rat.   But the officials claimed not to be commissioned to attract rats.  It was fully confirmed by the Chief Executive of the council, after consulting with experts, that this was the recognised standard test for the presence of  rats.  If  the oats vanished or disappeared down the hole, that proved the presence of  rats.





The Accused had never felt confident of  obtaining throughout his potential lifespan sufficient income on which to survive.  So he felt inclined to grow his own food.  It is true that were there a famine somebody else might decide to dig up The Accused’s potatoes before he got hold of  them, but that prospect did not worry him excessively.   The potatoes, if eaten, would have served a useful purpose.  The Accused progressively removed the blue bricks in his back yard and replaced them with plant-infested exposed earth.  Indeed, potatoes were an installed commodity.  The Accused had calculated that  400 square feet of  potato plantation was enough to feed one man for one year.   A demolition and building of  new premises was in progress six hundred yards away - across Sherwin Road, on the way to the university.   To The Accused’s surprise soil heaped up by the builders which had been under the demolished dwelling was of  excellent quality and The Accused kidnapped a few hundred bucketful, laboriously carrying the three hundred yards to his back yard.  Blue bricks are rare and valuable and councils with CPOs do not pay for them (not that the council had by then informed anyone, except maybe Jesse Philby and Cher Bonio).  So The Accused laboriously transported those he had displaced to Leicester.





The Accused also went to the council offices to inquire about hiring an allotment.  The Accused was informed that two allotments, or potential allotments, were available - a total area of  approximately l600 square feet - which had been found to be uncultivatable.  The Accused could have possession of  them free of charge.   The allotments proved not to be entirely desert.  There was an apple tree for children to climb and plunder.  The Accused laboured assiduously to convert the desert into productive land.  He knew, had been told that or supposed (or all three) that nothing would grow initially beyond beans and peas and clover.  The plan was that these leguminous plants, whose roots are adorned with nodules containing bacteria which ‘fix’ nitrogen would ‘improve’ the soil sufficiently to permit a greater variety of crops to be grown in future years.  The Accused purchased, by the kilogram, peas and beans of  every description from a health shop and also planted other seeds and crops.  Something would grow!   Peas and beans were also to be found amongst the contents of  the window boxes The Accused had constructed out of  concrete and indeed there were beanstalks also in the upstairs front room - - though these were short of sunlight and their stalks grew to be very long, very thin and very pale.





Although it may be reasonable to cultivate food in the hope of  hedging against starvation and although The Accused was chronically afflicted with low income and it had always been incumbent on him to perform what others might regard as an inordinate amount of  work for little or no return, it became clear to The Accused that the private individual in an allotment could not produce food as efficiently as a farmer with a tractor and heavy equipment.  The Accused was not in a position to say that his time was worth such and such an amount an hour - but when a farmer can plough an acre in the time it takes a gardener to dig three square yards, the economist may be led to suspect that the farmer produces food more cheaply.  The amount of  time consumed attending this allotment did suggest that even were The Accused to devote his entire time to it, the project was unviable - and also that it was unrealistic to think of  cultivating food as a cheaper alternative to buying it on the market.





There turned out however to be a gentleman, Mr Patterson, who demonstrated a solution to this problem of economics.  The Accused embarked upon the two mile walk to his allotments and eventually found himself on a footpath with other people’s allotments on both sides.  In the grass on the side of  this path the keen-eyed Accused espied a recumbent cabbage plant, or at any rate a brassica plant which, had it been erect, would have amounted to a cabbage on top of a eighteen inch stalk to which the roots remained attached.   The Accused stood awhile in silence eyeing this cabbage.  It did not walk away and nobody came to claim ownership.  People did throw away cabbages.  That is what usually happened to cabbages.   The Accused did not place on cabbage a high priority for inclusion in his allotment or dinner but there did exist a moral obligation to rescue such cabbages if  they were so maltreated  and to replant them or to eat them.  The cabbage had to be given a chance to flourish and multiply, even though his allotment might not be the ideal habitat.  But it might flourish and multiply..  The Accused waited a further while.  There was nobody else on the path, nobody in the allotments, nobody hiding behind or within the hedges.  Or so The Accused thought.  The Accused picked up the cabbage.  Immediately, out of  nowhere, Mr Patterson, a West Indian gent whom The Accused had not previously encountered sprang into view.   The Accused was stealing Mr Patterson’s cabbage said Mr Patterson.   The Accused did not know whether he was or not.   The Accused recited to Mr Patterson the history related to the reader - or tried to do so.  Mr Patterson was reciting a spiel of his own.  Mr Patterson might be expected to realise that that The Accused intended to rescue, not steal, the vegetable and that The Accused was willing to surrender the cabbage then or subsequently to anyone who claimed rightful possession.  However it appeared to The Accused more that he and not Mr Patterson was the victim of a robbery.  Had Mr Patterson, he wondered, thrown the cabbage onto the verge as bait and lain in wait like a spider in some concealed lair.





Mr Patterson raved and ranted.  He demanded three pounds for his cabbage.  This he said was a valid market price.  Perhaps it was.  For all The Accused knew a cabbage in the market did cost a weeks’ income.   If  Mr Patterson indeed was the tenant of  the nearby allotment and had cultivated the cabbage,  this did entail many hours of work.   The Accused however did not suppose that the rights and wrongs were relevant.  He supposed this was merely a robbery and that the rest was decoration - so The Accused handed over three pounds, which he was fortunate enough to have in his possession - and carried off  the cabbage and, in deference to the efforts of  Mr Patterson, did not consign it to the dustbin but planted it in his back yard.





Although The Accused had been assured that no rent would be charged for the allotment, he received after some months a bill.   The Accused mentioned the anomaly to a council person.   The council person however appears to have had a degree in accountancy and not in agriculture.  Land was worth so much a square yard.  He could not understand the concept of  some land being readily cultivated while other land was not and that The Accused was being required to restore to cultivatability land, to perform a service in return for which he was promised possession without charge.  The Accused nevertheless paid the rent.   He was too timid a person to protest or to refuse to maintain custody of  the allotment.





The next episode in the history was that The Accused arrived at the allotment for which he was paying rent and on which he had spent much time in the attempt to restore it to cultivatability to find a bulldozer parked outside it and a track or road through and occupying a considerable proportion of  the two allotments.  So The Accused telephoned the council from a public call box.   Street phones were already expensive, particularly so during office hours, and perhaps a facility more amenable to the budget of a company director  than of  The Accused.  But they were not as expensive as they are now and perhaps it was reasonable for The Accused to risk a ten second call one every two or three years ..though the author does not feel himself convinced.  So The Accused phoned up the council and eventually was put through to one of  their lawyers.   A bulldozer had vandalised his allotment, said The Accused.  Could the council check up on this?  The official to whom The Accused spoke instead chose to yell abuse at The Accused down the phone.   The Accused had not suggested that the council had authorised the offending operations and the lawyer had no reason to suppose they had.  Nevertheless the lawyer yelled at The Accused that if the council had constructed a road through The Accused’s allotment then this was because it was necessary.  Could The Accused not understand so obvious a fact?  Why should they tell him in advance?  Of what relevance was it that he was paying a rent and had done a great deal of work on allotments that now had to be abandoned?  It was necessary for the council to build a road, screamed the lawyer.  The lawyer, The Accused assures us, ranted to the effect that The Accused was stupid, dishonest and a troublemaker and that nothing had happened  worthy of  his attention.   The Accused claims this was his first encounter with the lawyer Marklew, known as The Alleged Bullying Liar. The Accused was not returned the rent he had paid for the allotments.





The Accused commenced his Open University studies in l977.  The Open University’s courses run continuously from Spring to Winter rather than from autumn to autumn with intervening holidays in the manner of  other universities.  No prior qualifications are necessary.  The degrees therefore commenced with a ‘foundation courses’.  This resembled an arrangement in Scottish Universities with four year degree courses - and at Keele University,  though the author is not certain whether their degrees lasted for three years or four.  However, in these other universities the preliminary year was supposedly intended to provide all students with a background in both arts and sciences before specialisation rather than to substitute for GCE ‘A’ levels taken at secondary school before commencing university studies.  There followed then ‘second level’ courses and then ‘third level’ courses, the latter being broadly equivalent to the specialised final year courses in other universities.  Courses were, according to their length, classified, as full subjects or half subjects (two half subjects being equivalent to a full subject).  An ‘honours’ degree required at least two full subjects (or four half subjects or one full subject and two half subjects) at third level.  As at other universities, there was a preponderance of  half subjects amongst the courses available.  This enabled universities to lay on more courses at equivalent cost and half subjects were often little different in length to full subjects, though some aspects or the final or more advanced ‘units’ of the courses were ‘optional’.  During the year  (‘continuous assessment’) students were marked on TMAs (Tutor Marked Assignments) and CMAs (Computer Marked Assignments) and there was in each subject an end of course examination.   If  students were not anxious eventually to be awarded a first class honours degree they might obtain a pass mark by covering around a third of the syllabus in each subject (which could prove sufficient ordeal) and by relying on performance on the ‘continuous assessment’ which might be more a collaboration between students (or between students and tutor).  If  the student felt himself more in a competitive situation or  was after a degree with a classification considered respectable in academic circles it was necessary to maintain high marks both in the continuous assessment and the examinations.   There student might also have the choice between easy subjects and difficult subjects, which would in the assessment of  overall classification of  a degree be regarded as equivalent, but although the Open University was specifically designed for those who had  had been denied previous opportunities in education the Open University in l977 had few easy courses available even by comparison with other universities at the time rather than by comparison with universities of  the l990s and thereafter.  Students were expected to work hard and to maintain high standards, or so at any rate the professors intended, and students with perhaps little prior education who were also in full time jobs would take a long time to complete their degrees - rather than the courses being adjusted so that degrees were obtained within three or four years as at other universities.  Students were not expelled for missing exams, failing exams or  taking years off from their studies.





 Dr. Last, the German electroencephographer at the London Hospital who is a bete noire in this story, was awarded an Open University (ordinary) degree in the mid l980s.  Dr Last would have been financing himself and his degree, presumably in arts subjects, was perhaps not intended to alter his income or employment prospects.  He was retired or near retirement at the time.  Myra Hindley was amongst those in prison who studied for and were awarded Open University degrees.  She was not expected to be released and was not released and therefore perhaps she too studied more out of interest than ambition.  However even in such cases perhaps, though the student may not openly admit it, there may be a hidden hope of employment or of combatting discrimination (or some the amelioration of the candidate’s life in some other way.  In other cases, career ambitions or hopes are more obvious - though the circumstances facing the chronically employed or those without existing prospects differ from those of people who are already employed.





Accused-mum studied for an Open University degree for many years.  Accused-mum in Austria had an ambition to become a doctor and got as far as becoming a nurse.  But this was inconsistent with her social class and, though not herself Jewish by race (or supposedly not) or religion, she was, in the pre-Hitler era, able to work only for Jewish families.  She came to Britain with an ‘au pair’ work permit and found herself hounded as an ‘enemy alien’ and saw her marriage to Accused-dad, a British citizen, though of similar origin, as necessity as well as what she wanted.  She was without prospects and without qualifications recognised in Britain and studied at nightschool for a London University degree in pharmacy - which she was never to complete (for which the arrival of The Accused bears some blame).  Nor did Accused-mum ever complete her subsequent Open University studies, though she accumulated a catalogue of certificates and diplomas - and, without The Accused’s knowledge, not merely obtained GCE A levels, but excellent grades (mainly distinctions).  She was able to pursue these studies because Accused-dad provided finance.  They may have contributed to her eventually obtaining, late in life, a post as a medical practitioner’s receptionist, which she occupied until she was over eighty years old, though this was also largely due to The Accused’s moving to London and Accused-mum finding herself amongst people with a similar cultural background to her own.  Accused-mum in the l950s had found herself excluded from employment with the excuse that she was supposedly the middle-class wife of a rich husband who was expected to study only for amusement and to work for charity rather than income.





The Accused found himself from birth socially economically ostracised and without prospects of earning a living because he belonged to no social class.  This discrimination was voiced as his supposedly not belonging to various social classes or supposedly belonging to some other social classes within which he did not have membership, full membership or prospects.  He was supposedly ‘not working class’, ‘not Public School’, not a temporarily registered foreign doctor, supposedly a ‘white’, Jewish or homosexual or refused employment because he had university qualifications or because he was not already a member of an employment club.  He proceeded via the ‘competitive system’, by his own efforts and secretly from his parents, entering a state grammar school via an accelerated entry experiment and then Cambridge University via the Open Scholarship system.  However he had consistently been refused income from all sources, with the declaration ‘Your father will pay’, even refused a succession of scholarships he had earned because of his social origins, and now found himself the victim of the parental means test on students grants.





The parental means test was a device whereby everyone was treated according to the traditions of their born social class - with the ‘working class’ owned by and paid for by the state and the military officer class owned by and paid for by their parents.  Those who were classless found themselves without adequate finance - in The Accused’s case because finance by parents was not atavistic family or class tradition.  The parental means test was based on prejudice rather than actual parental means - and where parents chose to pay, however much, there was government rebate.  Accused found himself at times with no income at all. The Accused, to evade discrimination, had to divorce himself at least temporarily from his parents.  But the parental means test put Accused-mum into a dictatorial position.  Accused-mum was herself beset with insecurity and anxieties, and even delusions, and exhibited a number of obsessions which may appear to the reader to contradict one another.  She did not believe The Accused should have any income at all and that all that Accused-dad earned or possessed belonged to her.  She believed that the parental means test conferred upon herself a right and responsibility for absolute control, that funding should be not more than the minimum required for survival - and should be withdrawn altogether if The Accused did not comply with her wishes in every way - which included embarking, against his will, on a medical career in circumstances that eliminated any prospects.  Accused-mum believed that every possible device, however devious, should be used to maintain this control - including preventing The Accused from finding an independent means of earning a living or funding and secret interventions into The Accused’s affairs and deceptions - and maintaining secrecy and unpredictability in all her manoeuvers.  At Cambridge The Accused received no ‘subsistence allowance’ in the form of a direct cash payment, though Accused-dad paid bills for food and accommodation.  The Accused was nevertheless under continuous threat that this would be stopped.  The Accused, who was intending to work for the government communications agency rather than as a medic for a brief while successfully lived in London, prior to and during the commencement of clinical studies, without income and evading parental control - but his mother then secretly descending upon the London Hospital Medical College with the result that The Accused, after he had interrupted his studies on financial grounds, found himself the victim of the curious Maudsley Hospital conspiracy which reinforced Accused-mum’s power and forced The Accused back to medical studies under very unfavourable circumstances.  He was eventually given some respite though a small legacy from his grandmother, but the benefits though significant were limited.  The Accused, unable to work in ‘Public School’ hospitals found himself in those reserved for foreign doctors and subject to intractable prejudice.





Accused-mum was so afraid of persecution and of herself and The Accused being persecuted by the Nazis that she became much as a Nazi herself.  Not merely did she obstruct any intention Accused-dad may have had to provide financial support, but The Accused’s parents obstructed, sabotaged and denigrated The Accused’s efforts rather than supported and encouraged.  The difficulties induced by the parental means test on students’ grants resulted in The Accused being awarded only class 2.2 for his Pt 11 in psychology at Cambridge and although his academic career was not too discreditable and his teachers held him in high opinion, in the circumstances that evolved, through interference by Accused-mum, this was, in relation to earning a living, no better than being awarded no degree at all.





Accused-mum was to some degree assisted through marrying Accused-dad, who provided her with funding.  The future British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher had studied at Cambridge, supported by a prosperous grocer father, and had become a ‘research chemist’ in private industry.  A marriage to Denis Thatcher enabled her at much the same age as that with which The Accused now found himself was able to abandon this unpromising career and study instead to become barrister.  The Accused did not have a rich generous husband - but might have become a competent and prosperous barrister had he had the funding and secure and suitable accommodation that would have enabled him to study in London.  Perhaps he too could have become Prime Minister instead of being permanently humiliated because of chronic employment.  But he did not have the money.  The Accused was very much handicapped because he not only was on low or non-existent income but obliged to save money to guard his future.  The Accused had at school intended to study mathematics rather than medicine (His teachers had urged him to study physics - which is likely to have been good advice).  He had been deprived of  this opportunity and of obtaining a sufficiently prestigious degree by the injustice of the parental means test.  He was now to obtain, on the dole or with no income at all, the required first class honours degree - and, as a reward, only more abuse (Though in theory he would have had more chances without the activities of the alleged Bullying Liar - though had it not been that persecution perhaps some other would have supervened).  It was usual for the unclassified to be required to make inordinate efforts in the struggle for survival (to avoid psychiatrisation or elimination by some other means) but without there being much realistic chance or hope.





In The Accused’s youth there had been a distinction which in his locale was described as ‘working class’ and ‘not working class’ though more accurately it was between classified and unclassified.  Those with class might be promoted by parental money and influence but if truly ‘working class’ were given income or employment at the age of sixteen.  Those apparently working class might still be unclassified and find themselves victims of discrimination despite or because of any qualifications they obtained - but the standard ‘working class’ system was for employment or certainty of  employment to come first and for the employers or state then to pay for ‘qualifications’ when employment was already ensured.  Those who were already club members might be encouraged to obtain degrees or not ostracised from employment because they possessed them, though the degree was symbolic - letters after the name rather than a reflection of standards obtained.  The employment system favoured the bogus degree and it was, by The Accused’s estimation, bogus degrees that were awarded to those accepted within the system.  Those who proceeded ‘competitively’ were obliged to strive for supposedly higher standards or first class honours real degrees but these degrees nevertheless were apt to remain cause for discrimination, the outsiders with degrees being refused employment because they had ‘opportunities’, were ‘overqualified’ - or some other excuse was found for the discrimination.  Exclusion from the employment system or low income then became the excuse for maintainance of exclusion or low income.





The majority of  the Open University’s clients, upon whom it depended, however, had career prospects in mind but were already employed but paid by their employers or the state to obtain degrees.  The largest category were schoolteachers.  Teaching had formerly been an occupation for the unclassified and low paid - one of high standards in which incumbents not only generally had degrees but even first class honours degrees.   In common with some other occupations there were however those who maintained the same high standards and were equally knowledgeable and competent but did not have the standard degrees or qualifications.  These might suffer discrimination or be paid lower wages or denied promotion.  However more recently teaching had become well-paid and working-classified.  There did exist the degree in teaching, formerly described as diploma, which was a vetting procedure to exclude non-class members but there was now discrimination against or exclusion of  those who had ‘real’ degrees (which affected particularly scientists and mathematicians, whose subjects became less and less taught in schools).  Nevertheless those who had no degrees or whose teaching qualifications were described by the former term ‘diploma’ instead of ‘degree’ were paid less and might find themselves unable to land jobs as head teachers.   The government therefore paid them to obtain degrees.  However, under such circumstances, what is required is not a degree of some supposed standard but only a degree in the sense of having completed the course and sat the examinations.





It has been stated in an earlier paragraph that universities traditionally excluded students who ‘failed’ there examinations whereas the Open University catered for those whose circumstances would make ‘failure’ very likely and that therefore there was no penalty or exclusion for ‘failure’ and students could take as may years as necessary to complete their degrees.  While this terminology may be understood by the reader, it is nevertheless superficial and conceals a less intelligible reality.  The student fails or potentially fails not to pass an examination but to attain an objective.  The Accused could be described as having ‘failed’ at Cambridge because he did not obtain a first class honours degree after an unrealistically arduous course.  Others merely have to go through the motions, to obtain a ‘pass’ in the sense of actually surviving to take the examinations and sitting them.  A classified person does not have to ‘compete’.  He is either a member or not - and the first university degree, if he takes it all, may not be even be the required class vetting procedure - which is some other qualification or certificate issued by the social class or occupation itself and not by the supposedly neutral universities.   Whatever the necessary objective, candidates rarely ‘fail’ in the sense of being unable to attain the necessary academic standards.  They may not complete the course material or may not attend the examinations or may not complete the papers.  They may be lacking in necessary self-confidence, may be financially handicapped or suffer from some other adverse intervention into their affairs.  It is these adverse circumstances which are the ‘failure’ - and in fact very few people if anyone at all are expelled from or find it necessary to leave universities because of failing to obtain necessary marks or grades in examinations.   If the Open University imposed time schedules or requirements found realistic in orthodox universities there would be ‘failure’ in the sense of these untoward external interventions rather than an incapacity to maintain necessary standards - and in the Open University as in others the person who actually completes his assignments and sits his examinations is awarded a degree.











The Accused’s intention when at school had been to study mathematics not medicine.  This (and The Accused’s expectation that he would be awarded a first class honours degree if  he did so) had been designated by his mother as ‘delusion of  grandeur’ and met with threats of  psychiatry.  His prospects then depended on getting a first class honours degree in a situation where this was hardly feasible.  In that sense, although the means test on students’ grants did not deprive The Accused of a degree in the sense of  a series of  letters after his name (M.A., M.B., B.Chir) that, indeed, looked very impressive, it did deprive him of  the opportunity to choose his own subject, of  obtaining the necessary first class honours degree and of a means of  earning a living.  His qualifications and the fact that he had attended university and medical school prevented him from earning a living rather than improving his prospects - and while unemployed he faced further discrimination rather than remedy of  the injustice he had been done.   The Accused also still had not abandoned entirely his original intention of  becoming a cryptoanalyst and he wished to obtain the forbidden first class honours degree in mathematics in order to disprove the validity of  matriarchy and psychiatry.   He was unemployed for life because his mother had in l965 tricked him into an admission to the Maudsley Hospital and the proof that his ambitions, as opposed to those of  his mother, with her power reinforced by psychiatric threats, would discredit psychiatry, discredit the disdain which had been placed upon him and show him to have been a victim of  injustice!





The reader may suppose that because The Accused was chronically unemployed he had more time available for study than other Open University candidates.   Whether this is or is not true we cannot be certain.   Different people had inroads on their time made by differing factors.  The Accused claims that his being unemployed and with at times no income and at others less than was regarded by the government as the minimum necessary for survival and having to battle against numerous discriminations and handicaps made it necessary to labour harder and for longer hours than others even to maintain similar standards - and it was essential to him to obtain a first class honours degree.  Whether or not The Accused’s income was now higher or lower than during his earlier studies - and it is believed it was substantially lower - his circumstances were now more appropriately organised and realistic.





In theory, an Open University (ordinary) degree could be obtained in three years and an honours degree in four.  The local director of  the Open University (‘O.U’) had informed The Accused when he applied in l976 that an Open University degree in practice took at least ten years and she felt this was true also in the eccentric circumstances of  The Accused.  It was necessary to spend the first year studying a foundation course.  A person with existing GCE ‘A’ levels or a degree could claim exemption to at least one of  these foundation courses (Such a person could claim exemptions equivalent to at least two full subjects, but it was not clear that more than one could be a foundation course).  If no exemptions were claimed, two foundation courses were necessary.  Each counted as one full subject (though they did not contribute to the classification of  the degree).  Up to two full subjects could be taken in a year.  Thus, in theory, both foundation courses could be taken in the same year.   The director claimed that there was too much work in a foundation course for this to done in practice.  Thus The Accused, who did not want to spend two years on foundation courses and wished to complete the degree as rapidly as possible either had to study two foundation courses in one year or claim exemption from one course.  He did not wish to claim exemptions (nor to take easy fill-in subjects to improve chances of  a satisfactory classification of an eventual degree).  He wished to gain the maximum educational value from the degree course.  He therefore opted to take two foundation courses in l977.  Since he was intending to take a degree in mathematics he opted for the foundation course in mathematics.





The Accused’s other chosen foundation course was in Technology.   This, from The Accused’s point of  view, was the course amongst the options available that he was likely to find the most difficult.   The Accused was well-educated in arts and sciences - but not in Technology.   The Accused however considered this a considerable defect on his part.  He had always had great respect and admiration for engineers and wished he had their knowledge and skills.  Had this course not been available he might well have opted instead just to take the one foundation course and the exemption.    The director however continued to maintain that The Accused had taken on an unrealistic burden and had done so against her advice and therefore the Hardship Fund paid the fees for one course but not the other.  (Did she perhaps think that The Accused would eventually sit the examination only in the course which he found the easier?).





The Open University is famed for the television programmes which are laid on for each course (or all but a few).   These were broadcast late at night.   The Accused had no television, but the broadcasts or recordings of  the broadcasts could be seen at the Open University’s centre at York House, on Mansfield Road in Nottingham ... next door to the Roebuck!   Other students considered these television programmes as essential.   So apparently did tutors.   This consensus may have arisen from the difference in attitudes and personality of  those who were allowed to leave school early and enter employment and those forced to remain and enter more academic careers (that is, between classified and unclassified).   Also, perhaps, in sciences and mathematics, the television programmes may have been less relevant to course material than in the arts.   These TV programmes were designed for a mass audience, not just Open University students as entertainment and as advertisement for the Open University.  Although well done they were not genuinely essential to the courses.  The Accused sometimes found them difficult to follow and they took up time which The Accused felt could be more profitably spent.   Although The Accused may have watched the technology programmes and some belonging to courses he was not studying, there is some validity in  The Accused’s claim that he obtained a first class honours degree without watching a single TV programme while those who watched TV programmes did not do so.  The Open University’s courses are based on printed booklets, with supplementary material, the material covering each weeks’ study being called a ‘unit’ (though students may fall behind or consider it politic to restrict their studies to the earlier units rather than the current week’s unit).   What was then the foundation course in mathematics in future years was to duplicated as also a first level degree course - so that students could take it as a course contributing to the classification of  any honours degree - a course they had already previously taken as a foundation course!   The Accused, in retrospect, can be regarded as having underestimated his previous education in that he had already at school taken examinations equivalent to ‘A’ levels in Pure and Applied Mathematics.  Nevertheless The Accused found himself as if a beginner because the Professor of  Mathematics was seeking to introduce ‘functional notation’ in place of  traditional notation.   The notation and concepts involved have some resemblance to those now taught in schools, but there is constant evolution and change in the notation and concepts delivered to schoolchildren and, for better or worse, aspects of mathematics and notation are now taught to schoolchildren, or some of  them, which are familiar to nobody taught at a school or university in the l970s or previously.   The Open University systems were never exactly the same as any taught in schools and nowadays somebody trained by the l970s Open University would have to retrain himself to understand whatever is the current version of  ‘modern mathematics’. 





The Open University graded individual continuous assessment assignments as A,B, C, D or E and produced an eventual grade, A, B, C, D or E overall for continuous assessment for each subject.   The examination was similarly graded and this was combined to give an overall grade for  the subject and the grades obtained for the subjects eventually determined the class of  an (‘honours’) degree.   This system, now used in other British universities, was already being used in the USA.  It has, from the educational point of  view, what is both a defect and an advantage that the student has to know the course material off  by  heart  (while there is little reward for anything else).   This contrasts with the teaching at Cambridge where there was an open-ended, undefined syllabus, vaguely including everything - with only those who were the pupils of  the examiners having any inkling what would appear in the examination papers!   In the Open University, with its clearly written ‘units’ and in the subjects studied by The Accused (except for one), the University’s system worked very well.  





‘Continuous assessment’ is now a standard component for all school and university courses.  There is the danger that the ‘continuous assessment’ is not really the work of  the student and also that tutors or students may know in advance what answer will be marked as correct as opposed to being actually correct.   This was evidently the case in the Open University.  Accused-mum had in the l970s been in the habit of  attending seminars in which the students (and tutors) discussed their assignments and came to collective conclusions which Accused-mum was convinced were expected by the examiner, which perhaps they were, and correct, which The Accused often felt they were obviously not.   Such collusion was also to some degree evident on the technology course.   There appeared to be a curious psychology with more dominant or persuasive individuals being able to convince even tutors of conclusions that displayed elementary misunderstanding, which conclusions were then universally believed to be those required by the examiners.   - that is, except for The Accused, who felt that irrespective of  the consensus or what the examiners might expect, these conclusions were wrong.   The Accused by character - though this is unusual - always abided (after due consideration) by his own individual conclusions or decisions irrespective of  disagreement by experts.   It is true that experts perhaps are right - or sometimes are right- or maybe they sometimes are - but if  The Accused could not understand the reasons for the expert’s conclusions or could not bring himself to understand or agree with the reasoning invariably decided for himself, irrespective of the risk that might involve.





In his younger days The Accused never found courage to appeal against any examiners’ decision - though he might have had reason enough.   This was part of  his self-assessment of  inferiority.   In the Open University it is very unusual to appeal against grades given.   The Accused however during his Open University course appealed against dozens of  continuous assessment grades - in every case succesfully - and perhaps would not have obtained the required first class degree had he not done so.  One reason for the superfluity of  appeals perhaps was that although The Accused thoroughly read and re-read the units, he did not always follow the reasoning that led to the conclusions or find himself  able slavishly to follow the methods or algorithms suggested for calculations.   Rather, having read the units and not being fully educated or convinced, he would then try to find whether he could come to the same conclusions more convincingly by his own methods.   The Accused did not in these endeavors imagine himself to be superior.  The Accused devised numerous easy mathematical proofs and methods when he was a schoolboy but he supposed that this talent was a defence against failure to understand the more complex and convoluted presentations of others.  Now too he regarded himself more as remedying failure to understand rather than revolutionising mathematics. The time he spent on units were by this lack of  understanding and compulsion to gain understanding inordinately increased - and the pain.





When he in Leicester studying in the sun in his mother’s garden The Accused would find himself weeping and screaming - and once even the police were called to check that he was not suicidal!  In retrospect The Accused claims that it is usual for any conclusion in mathematics to be preceded by an argument or proof - and that this alleged proof may be an unsatisfactory route to a predetermined conclusion.   The solution to a problem can often be seen, guessed by accident or deduced without any formal proof or, if the answers or answers to problems are correctly deduced or guessed it may not be difficult to prove that those particular answers are correct and the only answers.   The Accused now claims that the answers to many mathematical problems have been known correctly for centuries but that there has also grown up a tradition for the same incorrect or unnecessarily convoluted proof being presented for as many centuries - without anyone noticing and these proofs being repeated over and over again by examination candidates (or else the proofs are copied out from textbook to textbook and nobody ever bothers to check them or takes any further notice of them).





There was another or similar difficulty arising from the Open University’s attempts to introduce functional notation - particularly in relation to calculus.   The functional notation is not simply a point for point different way of  expressing the same concepts and arguments that appear with the traditional Leibniz notation.   Standard calculations and proofs using Leibniz notation are for the student simple and although they work they may do so through serendipity rather than conceptual accuracy.  The use of  functional notation more obtains valid conclusions by valid methods - but it is very difficult to understand or follow (and attempts to translate proofs from Leibniz notation to functional notation may be spurious or difficult).    Some of  the Open Universities more advanced courses still used the Leibniz notation and quite possibly nobody had worked out how to translate the material into functional notation.   Students therefore found some parts of  the introductory course difficult to understand with the result that either they abandoned the course,  omitted parts of  it, jumped from A to C without any understanding of  the necessary linkage B, or resorted to an already ingrained tendency to learn algorithms without understanding them and without being able to apply general principles to unfamiliar problems.  The Open University therefore in later years backtracked on its emphasis on this new notation even though  aspects of  it are now standard amongst schoolchildren, which they were not in The Accused’s era.  The Accused confesses and regrets that his inability to proceed with mathematics beyond this Open University Course has caused him to forget all his former learning and discoveries - which, he feels, may be a loss to mathematics and science.   The Accused was therefore likely to tackle problems by his own methods.  He felt these were more rapid, clearer and more valid than the methods others used - but nevertheless they were, to his astonishment, often not understood and The Accused had to write out appeals explaining his methods!





The use of continuous assessment in modern universities in addition to examination results to determine class of  degrees  leads to suspicion that eventual classification may be unreliable (though whatever method is used will be unreliable).  In mathematics particularly it is uncertain that calculations performed during continuous assessment are the student’s own work.  The Open University if asked once, twice or even three times would claim that continuous assessment was valued equally to examination grades.   Thus if a person obtained an  A in either continuous assessment or the examination and a B in the other, he was graded with an A overall.  This may have been the practice in some subjects, perhaps those more reliant on essay writing, but in the subjects taken by The Accused in practice an A in the examination was required to obtain an A overall.   In Arts subjects it is conceded that a perfect answer is not possible, 100% marks are not awarded and a mark as low as 60% may be an A or even the highest mark obtainable.  [The Accused used to win school essay prizes with marks around 35%].  However it is usually reckoned that to obtain an A in continuous assessment in a mathematics subject it is necessary to obtain a string of  As and an A is usually considered to be equivalent to a mark of  90% or perhaps 95% or over, whereas an A in an examination paper might be obtained for marks over 80%, 85% or 90% according to the overall performance of  students in the examination.  In an examination a  student may be permitted to answer more than the minimum number of  questions required to obtain a l00% mark - which can if  the examiners so choose (and they usually do) allow a student to obtain a mark of  140%.  In fact, it does happen that the number of required answers is not specified, the candidate does not know when taking the paper how many questions need by answered and that the marks are scaled according to candidates’ performance.  It does happen that one or two students regularly perform so much better than the rest that it is useful to have a system which simply cuts them off with an over 100% mark rather their performance leading to everyone else having lower marks.  On the other hand - and this did happen in the Open University - the student who answers more than the required number of  questions or what is determined after the event to be the required number of  questions may be penalised - by the marks deducted in each question being summated, by the first five questions marked being taken as the total or the five questions with the worst marks taken as those contributing!   The Accused, if it was permissible, usually answered every question on the paper.     The Accused obtained the required As in mathematics continuous assessment,  but initially at any rate obtained some B’s in technology.  The Accused felt that this was the best that was obtainable by anyone with honest answers, but it was not clear to him at the time whether from the examiners’ point of  view this was a substandard performance or whether a Bs in technology were the equivalent of  A’s in mathematics.





Open University foundation courses in addition to ‘units’ have set books.  The explanations were in the mathematics course provided in the ‘units’ and there was no textbook.  So perhaps the examiners felt that the compulsory set book was not necessary.  But there was a set book - written by one Polya.  This was an essay in mental processes used when solving problems and was intended to encourage students not to think too rigidly or unimaginatively.  The book described the actual processes which someone, or Polya, might adopt when solving a problem rather than the more logically valid thinking that appears in the proof or statement the solver eventually publishes.   To most students  this was gibberish - and though to The Accused it presented nothing  new, was not time-consuming and was reassuring.  There were no questions on this set book however in the continuous assessment or examination.  There was a choice of  set books on the technology course - two out of  a list.  The Accused however considered the objective to be to obtain the maximum education from the course and therefore studied all the set books.  One of  these concerned the assessment of  properties of  materials for technological purposes and the composition of  materials.  This was to be of  some practical value in The Accused’s  do-it-yourself enterprises!   J.K. Galbraith’s ‘New Industrial State’ did not contain ideas new to The Accused  but  he had thought that they were his own ideas, unique to himself and at  sharp variance with the views of  professional or academic economists.  In addition there was a book which reviewed the availability and  use of  fuels, coming strongly to the conclusion that in a future world there would have to be a high dependency on nuclear energy.  However another set book, written by one of  the Open University’s own professors emphasised the ecological dangers of  modern technology, introducing The Accused to what were to become shibboleths of  the future ecology industry - such as global warming, the ozone layer and the greenhouse effect.   Although this work was in line with conclusions that The Accused had come to by himself, without realising that others were thinking on similar lines, he felt that that some of  the central arguments were unproved or ill conceived and was later, when ecology movements sprang more into the public arena, to feel that shibboleths were being promoted for personal reputation or profit at the expense of  a more rational and realistic overall view of  ecology.





The reader might come to different conclusions on the facts and arguments quoted in these works but The Accused felt that they confirmed his own view that ever increasing industrialisation and  ever increasing use and waste of  energy the world over was not a  desirable long-term objective.   It was preferable for the world economy to be not, in the sense of economist’s use the term, forever expanding  but  for it to be adequate and effective, to provide for basic needs, on the basis of  a limited budget of  resources and  without waste.   In that sense The Accused felt that his own lifestyle at Harley Street showed an example whereas the British economy at large was one of  inordinate and unsustainable waste and obsolescence into which people were being forcibly detained and on which they were being made forcibly dependent (an  argument explained in his l968 London Hospital Gazette article, From Viet till Armageddon).   The population were being brainwashed into an ultimately self-destructive psychology and system of  social values.





A two weeks’ compulsory summer school is part of  most Open University courses - including all foundation courses.   Lectures are included in the programme.    There is one entertaining and educative lecture delivered by some established charismatic teacher - though this is not necessarily of  great relevance to examinable material in the course.  The rest of  the lectures are mainly remedial teaching - based on the assumption that the great majority of  students will only complete a third of  the course and will do so with great difficulty!   The Accused had always found it difficult to learn from lectures.   He continued to do so.   He felt that his limited time had to be spent for maximal benefit and therefore did not attend lectures and rather lay in the sun reading the written units.  The Accused was very much impressed by a visit to Rugely Power station and by its Chief Engineer.   The technology course taught him a respect for British Industry, its skills and complexities and for its workers.  The Accused learnt also that the government had decided that any future miners’ strike would be ineffective.  All power stations, even if using coal as fuel, were fitted up to use oil.   Although workforces were retained at former levels,  entire power stations could be manned by a single person (though this was kept secret from Trade Unions!).





Although the Open University taught the unemployed Accused humility and respect for industry, at the same time it brought into glaring view the mass ignorance, pretence, pseudo-expertise, role-acting and very limited competence that pervaded the world of  the employed and appeared to be a compulsory requirement for being part of  it, with few exceptions.   During the technology summer school just about everyone on the course would crowd round in the bar to be told the answers to self-assessment questions by a person who claimed to have been awarded nothing but A’s in his TMA’s and CMA’s.  Quite apart from the answers suggested by this person being in The Accused’s view ludicrous, he thought it naive of  the audience to take any such claim of  nothing but A’s seriously.   TMA’s, after all, were marked by tutors.  CMA’s were sufficiently matters of  opinion rather than unquestionable fact for even the most knowledgeable student not to be guaranteed an A (unless the examiners’ answers in advance) and The Accused was convinced that some of  the answers expected by examiners in CMA’s were wrong (which they were later acknowledged to be) and that the only way a person could obtain nothing but A’s was by cheating.   This man’s boasts were akin to someone claiming he had obtained only marks of  100% in a course on English Literature!  This hero however was greatly ululated amid much drink and a celebrity amongst the students.





There were also some practical sessions in science or physics.   A class experiment was set up which was attributed to Isaac Newton, which had some resemblance to Galileo’s alleged dropping of stones from the top of  the Tower of  Pisa.  A weight suspended on a pully was dropped down and stopped with an outstetched hand at the moment a stop watch held in the other hand reached so many seconds and then a spring balance, at the other end of  the pully,  which bore a resemblance to the scales used for weighing letters in the post office,  was supposed to measure the potential energy that had been converted to kinetic energy.  Something of  that sort.  The Accused watched the other students impressively performing this experiment.  In his view the experiment could not possibly be performed.  It was all play-acting or people convincing themselves.  These people had been so brainwashed into the play-acting way of  life that they did it automatically.   Students working on their own or where there was a low student-supervisor ratio would never perform such dubious experiments or not so without much amendment, trial of alternative methods and attempts to verify the experiment’s accuracy.  But where students are taught en masse, even at Cambridge, it is common for there to be standard experiments with standard apparatus which cannot possibly be performed but which like the dubious mathematical proofs are forever repeated and considered by all performers to be valid and genuine.  The supervisor at this experiment was a young man with perhaps little experience and a tendency to protect himself by bullying, reminiscent of  Dr. Marsh, at a similar age, on the Bomford and Ellis firm in l964, with a similar naive, gullible audience.   Had this experiment really been devised by Isaac Newton, asked The Accused.  Quite certainly it had, said the supervisor, it had become a standard experiment on science courses.  The Accused had never heard of  it!  From what The Accused could recall of  Isaac Newton’s experiments (and those of Galileo and everyone else famous) they were simple to perform and not riddled with inevitable human error.  The Accused felt it unlikely that Isaac Newton had devised this experiment and had not discovered anything easier and more satisfactory.  The Accused nevertheless kept his thoughts to himself and went to apply himself to the experiment.   The supervisor, whom The Accused suspected of  being no more qualified in science than he was, then came up to deliver to The Accused an abusive tirade to the effect that The Accused knew nothing about science!  The audience, who knew nothing about science, were impressed by this.  





Amongst the topics being studied at the technology Summer School was steel production.  It was then taught at the Open University and universally believed by academics, industrialists and the press that  steel production was rising and would continue to rise.  It was for this reason that  bigger and bigger steel furnaces were being built.   The EEC and Japan had to compete with each other in bigness and numbers of  new furnaces to collar the anticipated market.   The students were advised to consult the EEC steel production statistics in the library of  the university in which this summer school was being held.   The Accused  did so.  To his amazement, despite all the caveats that were taught regarding the interpretation of  statistics,  the claim that production was rising was based on the figure of  one year and a footnote conceded that thirteen months had been included in this year... and The Accused felt that the statistics more suggested that  steel production and  steel usage in the EC was declining rather than rising.   In subsequent years there was a crisis when it was discovered that there was an unsustainable overcapacity in EC (and world) steel furnaces.  Plants, including some with newly installed modern large furnaces, began to be closed and the heads rolled of  several technocrats admired by The Accused, who felt that engineers and not lawyers and accountants should be running industry.   Scientists can understand accounting and law, but lawyers and accountants cannot understand science.  The Accused claims that here a major national policy was provoked and proved to be a disaster because of  a mistake in interpreting statistics which could have been noticed by any ten year old schoolboy.   Once someone had said that steel consumption and required production was rising, everyone took it for granted and did not notice that the relevant statistics carried no such message.  Whether or not The Accused’s boasts on this occasion are justified - The Accused was to discover during his technology course and subsequently that mass hallucinations based on very elementary mistakes in reading or interpreting statistics were commonplace!





The Accused, when eventually taking the written examination in technology recited opinions of  his own and thought that by doing so he was condemning himself to a poorly assessed performance.  But he was capable of  nothing else.   Candidates were asked to praise nuclear energy.  The set book had very emphatically claimed that supplies of  fossil fuel were running out,  that only nuclear energy could provide future needs and that nuclear energy was cheaper and ecologically preferable.   The Accused wrote that the book had indeed come to these conclusions.  But the conclusions were not consistent with the facts or statistics cited in the book (which The Accused quoted in detail).  This could be attributed to the book having been published by the Nuclear Energy Industry.  The conclusions were their own propaganda.   The statistics did suggest that there was gross misuse of oil - that what are known as known and probable reserves were adequate for no more then thirty years and probably not even that.  Some speculative guess could be made as to total reserves - that is, including what was not yet discovered - though some of  these sources could be difficult and expensive to tap.  Whatever the estimates, it was profligate to use oil to fuel power stations and to produce obsolescent plastic goods.   The entire Western economy revolved around oil as a fuel and oil used for production of  materials - and, in the long run, there was insufficient oil and the oil might well be situated in areas where the inhabitants were inimicable towards Western economies.   The argument relating to gas was similar.  It might be a lot easier and pro temp cheaper to use gas rather than coal for power stations but all indications were that this was a valuable and limited resource which should not be simply burnt up in a limited period of  time.  In particular, if  gas was to be used as a fuel it should not be so indirectly by conversion to electricity.   Using l970s technology this resulted in some 60% of  available energy being wasted and according to the theory of  thermodynamics then taught on the course, there was no theoretical possibility of  improving on this!  [Modern gas reactors are said to improve efficiency beyond this by recirculating hot water and using that energy for further production of electricity]. On the other hand, the coal reserves listed in the statistics were not as was suggested running out in the short term but sufficient for them to be the only fuel used in power stations for another four hundred years, even assuming inordinate ‘growth’ of world economies.   By contrast, nuclear fuels were not as suggested in effectively ‘unlimited’ supply.  The reserves were very limited, there were few mines - all or most of them in Australia and South Africa (which was politically dodgy) and they were hauled from great depths in unpleasant conditions by what were sometimes very poorly paid workers.   Even in the natural state, nuclear fuels in time burnt themselves out or became inadequate for fuel purposes.   The argument that nuclear energy was cheaper and safer than alternatives was forever being promoted by workers in the nuclear industry.   These workers claimed that popular anxieties such as that a power station might explode in the manner of  a nuclear bomb were based on ignorance. [The Accused had during earlier years been given an angry lecture on this subject by Peter Sanderson, Leicestershire Chess Champion, who worked for English Electric].  They had a point as regards safety, but nevertheless the existing record of  nuclear power did suggest that there were mishaps and untoward consequences and the full degree of  these was still unknown or controversial.   The claims regarding safety were also based on the assumption that precautions to prevent accidents would be adhered to rigidly and would be effective - which was akin to assuming a conclusion before examining the evidence.   The Accused felt that the abandonment of  coal was a mistake - and particularly so in the British Isles, which had substantial known coal deposits (and coal was also likely to be found where there was oil or gas).  It would have been more desirable to improve technology to mimimise the defects and ecological hazards of coal rather than to abandon the coal mining industry and to abandon and forget technology based on the coal-driven internal combustion engine or electrical generator.  The Accused also questioned the concepts of  national and world economy that were assumed.  It was not necessary and desirable for the world economy continuously to ‘expand’ with ever increasing use of  energy.   If  the ‘industrialised’ Western countries were to be saturated with power stations then it would be better for the rest of the world not to be so and the Western countries to be a reservoir of  power for the rest of the world.   They should put an end to unnecessary ‘growth’ in their own requirements and instead export their energy, even for no financial return  - though they might be dependent on other countries for agricultural produce (as was Britain and Japan already).   Even in Britain, the dependence of  electricity, the production of  which converted a high percentage of  potentially available energy into heat, was not to be encouraged.   If the economy was stabilised rather than forever ‘growing;, that is to say, if  there was not forever more and more waste without any increase in permanent wealth, then currently minor sources of  electrical generation, such as utilisation of  solar energy, wind and waterfalls could play a part.   However,  it was doubtful that they could do so in the form of  massive commercial power stations providing many Megawatts of  energy per hour.   Rather they were an arena for domestic do-it-yourself devices coupled with some means of  storage (such as electrical batteries).   The Accused’s essays though not necessarily what was expected were lengthy!





The Accused, somewhat to his surprise, was awarded a distinction in the technology foundation course.   Although a surprise at the time - on reanalysis, this was perhaps not quite as unlikely as he suppposed.  A fair number of  distinctions, surely, were awarded for foundation courses.   The Accused’s continuous assessment grades, although not all A’s, were all A’s and B’s, on the upper side of  adequate.  Really there were no more than three B’s that were included in the total and all-As were not likely to be as commonplace as in mathematics.   Candidates were not expected to be Nobel Prize winners and rather were to be encouraged and provision of  some reasonable answer to all questions in the examination, even if  the conclusions were not those expected, should have been sufficient.   The Accused at a later summer school encountered some of  the students who had been with him on the technology summer school.   How had he fared, they asked, expecting that he had failed and that they would be able to crow over it.   He mentioned that he had obtained a distinction, not supposing this was regarded as a major achievement.  But apparently they had not received distinctions and the great hero with nothing but A’s had not received a distinction - and the assembly stammered and slunk away in embarrassment!       





The Accused attended also the summer school for the mathematics foundation course.   To amuse the students various tricks and puzzles were laid on.  The prize specimen supposedly was a puzzle that had taken over two hundred years to solve - if  it had in fact been solved.   The Accused stared at this motionlessly for some six minutes and worked out the solution in his head!   The Accused was at this summer school grossly persecuted by schoolteachers who pilloried and abused The Accused for being a scrounger (an unemployed person or someone who relies on charity or state benefit).   The Accused said nothing.  But eventually another student, also a schoolteacher, pointed out to them that their Open University fees were paid by the government.  “





     “How big are the classes you teach?” asked The Accused’s defendant, “How many free periods do you get?  How long are your holidays?”





It turned out that at that time - it varies with the birth rate - teachers were teaching small classes and had numerous free periods, long holidays, adequate salaries and additional payments for all manner of  bogus activities!   The Accused kept silent but he felt hurt also because many of  these teachers had nothing to teach, did not even understand their own subjects and were given a free ride by the government to get a pass degree, through the generosity of  the examiners, for which they would get an automatic pay increase.   This did not suggest that The Accused was being more generously treated than they were! [He was not going to receive any reward at all - only abuse - for his eventual first class honours!].





The Accused was awarded a distinction also in the mathematics foundation course.   This disproved the local director’s initial assumption that it was impossible to take two foundation courses in the same year and subsequently the Hardship Fund paid fees for all courses.
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