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So Nottingham Council, supposedly by accident in l976, or via a route of systematic and non-accidental maladministration, approved the Nottingham Miscellaneous Clearance Areas No l Compulsory Purchase Order.  The next stage is for the Order to be approved by the Minister.   When the inhabitants were informed about the CPO they were also informed on which date it would be approved by the Minister.  But that is not known for certain.  A victim may appeal.   So the Accused appealed.  Some victims were under the impression that only owners can appeal (unfortunately, a common error) and, therefore, asked the Accused to represent their case.  Actually, very little notice would be taken of  a mere owner, rather than an owner-occupier, and rather more of a tenant.  An absentee landlord may find it more profitable to join the Freemasons and apply via the customary channels.  If a victim appeals there is a (local) Public Inquiry the Chairman of  which (who decides) is an architect acting on behalf of  the Minister.

The pretence in the case of  1957 Act is that the dwellings are ‘unfit for habitation’.   The dwellings so condemned were not unfit for habitation.  The Accused is unable to recollect a single case of  a house with major structural damage being demolished via l957 Act procedure.  In the l970s there were such as yet unCPO’d inner cities houses in Nottingham - which had been thus left abandoned even for decades.   But these were not to be demolished (and were not, therefor, subjected to any l957 Act CPO).  The council awarded (on behalf of the government) ‘improvement grants’ for expensive installations not for the repair of  minor defects such as the penniless occupier could with a small subsidy accomplish for himself.   Bombsites and derelict buildings, therefore, whatever might be the Law, were thus ideal for improvement grants!   Such derelict buildings and bombsites (and all else) turned out already to be in the ownership of the council or its monopoly housing association, but The Accused was to discover in Land Committee minutes are rare and exceptional procedure whereby premises in council ownership were then ‘sold’, not on the Open  Market but ‘secretly’, to what the Accused describes as ‘friend of  the council’, who were lubricated with a generous improvements grants and perhaps also top up improvement grants  - in the case of derelict buildings and bombsites, to restore the edifice, which then turned out of be allegedly stuffed with alleged so-called illegal immigrants in great concentration.  If there is a difference between houses ‘unfit for habitation’ and those ‘fit for habitation’  it is the difference between the l880s inner cities house and the modern ‘improved’ inner cities house.   The ‘improved house’ has an inside toilet, an inside bathroom and central heating - and it has ‘council windows’ instead of  sash windows.  Some ‘improved’ houses are also altered in the sense that the original l880s houses had staircases which were enclosed on both sides by internal brick or panel walls which separated the front living room from the breakfast room - whereas in the ‘improved’ house the internal walls are removed, with more of an open plan design downstairs, with a staircase installed which stands, without any supporting walls, in the room or area where formerly there were two or more separate rooms.   Another ‘improvement’ which is very lucrative to the improvements racketeer is the provision of  the ‘new roof’.   There are no grants to replace missing tiles - the victim gets a ‘new roof’.  A further ‘improvement’ was the injection damp course.  Nottingham Council’s routine ‘improvements’ included also the washing of  the house walls - though inspections in later years revealed no difference between washed houses and unwashed houses and, indeed, the houses in the Hart Street Improvement Area looked much more dingy than they had done in the Accused’s day and, despite the large sums (such as £17,500 in improvement grants for houses valued by the council at around £2000), it was not clear in what sense, if any, there had been ‘improvements’.  The Accused suspected that the money, if it had existed or was used for any form of improvement (which some later council minutes suggested it might not have been) were rounded up and used to rebuild the derelict structures.  Latter council minutes did suggest that these ‘improvement grants’ might in fact be loans to housing associations which were administered by the council (described in minutes as lent by the council) with more improvement grants awarded when the housing association could not pay back the principal or interest (a problem, allegedly, in the Hart Street Area).  The nature of  ‘improvements’ and ‘improvement grants’ has already been discussed in  previous chapters.

Nottingham Council’s Alleged Bullying Liar was allegedly employed or self-employed to find excuses for the CPO rather than valid justifications.  Thus he several times produced the excuse - to justify the selective Coping of  owner-occupied houses or those not already owned by the council or its housing associations - that the Accused ‘could not afford an improvement grant’.   Quite apart from such a consideration being illegal and contrary to government and council policy, it was untrue.  If  the Accused ‘could not afford improvements’, then surely he was entitled to a 100% improvement grant.  The council could both under the l957 Act and under the l974 Act issue an order to the owner to implement (specifically named) repairs or  improvements.   It could not force the victim to accept an improvement grant.  The victim could also appeal against the specific improvements ordered.  If  Nottingham Council really believed that repairs or alterations at 9 Harley Street were necessary this would have been a much more reasonable approach than issuing an immediate CPO - and most councils known to the Accused other than Nottingham Council would have done so.. though it was customary to leave owner-occupiers alone and only to serve such orders on landlords with tenants.   The Accused did invite the council to issue such an order, either formally or informally in the sense of  instructing the Accused what changes were required.   He also indicated that he was perfectly prepared to take over the whole block and arrange for what repairs or improvements might be necessary (though he did expect the council to deal with major repairs on 4-24 if his Robin Hood Housing Association took that over as well).   Whether or not he actually could afford to buy the remainder of  the l-15 block and install any ordered alterations, he did offer to do so and that should have been a basis for negotiation.   

That the Accused ‘could not afford’ improvements was not a realistic objection.  He had in any case to budget for a potential CPO leading to losses and a need to replace the house - and any realistic demands were not likely to cost him more than the losses he would sustain if there was a CPO, nor, for that matter, the amount the council was likely to pay in compensation (or eventually did pay - though that was not an adequate market value or replacement valuation and did not include any disturbance payment).  The possibility of  improvements, the costs and how any finance was to be obtained had not even been discussed - beyond the accused stating that if  forced to pay, he would.

Objections that might be considered more realistic could be suggested.  The Council or a junta amongst the council’s employees could be suggested to have wanted the CPO for their own surreptitious reasons.  There has been a passim discussion already of  the alleged council rackets.   The Accused also, if given the choice, did not want improvements (as the concept was understood by the council).  He not merely would have preferred to avoid the expense but considered them unnecessary and even damaging to the premises.   He did not want central heating.  Inner cities inhabitants were in the habit of  heating their homes not merely without insulating potential leaks but with no curtains drawn over the windows.  They were paying to heat the road!  These houses were already so well constructed that with a few home-made precautions the houses could be more than adequately heated throughout the winter merely by leaving the lights on (and the accused had two hundred watt bulbs that did not burn out).  If the Accused had central heating he felt that he could not afford to use it anyway!  The Accused did not want an inside bathroom and toilet.  There was an adequate outside toilet and a council bath a few yards up the road.  Improved toilets also had copper pipes which were apt to burst in cold weather.   Private baths were expensive.   They required the water to be heated and might also require additional heating besides the lightbulbs which to allow drying of hair or cloths and towels or to prevent dangerous heat losses from the body through evaporation of  water.  If there was central heating, people might invade who kept curtains open, switched on the central heating and took baths.  A bath and inside toilet took up space.  The Accused wanted as much space as possible for his own purposes -for books, documents and office space.  The existing space was all being used and was necessary.  Council windows as already discussed were inferior to existing sash windows.  They were less easy to repair.  They could not be opened wide enough or temporally removed to allow furniture to be moved in and out (which, with pulleys, was necessary upstairs as stairs were then constructed and appeared necessary also in Barratt Hutches and improved houses).  Council windows only had a narrow upper segment which could be opened or closed which meant that it was impossible, should it be needed, to effect adequate ventilation and it was impossible, should it be necessary, to climb out via the windows.  Everyone - not just the Accused - considered council windows to be ridiculous.  Injection damp coursing was also ridiculous and the Accused considered the old design of  staircase to be structurally sounder.   New roofs were not only unnecessary but inferior to the old roofs and not so easy or cheap to repair.  To the council the inner cities existed to promote the council rackets - and if  the Accused, in fact, was allowed to remain on the premises, both in law and according to council policy, he could not be forced to accept ‘improvements’.   There was no real requirement for the improvements.   They were not required and their absence was just an excuse with no basis in reality used to justify l957 Act CPOs.  Further, the Accused, if  there was a broken tile on the roof would replace the tile or otherwise repair the roof at his own expense.  He would not employ a racketeer to put up a new roof and make himself several thousand pounds of  profit.  The Accused preferred to do all himself rather than opt for very expensive packages of  improvements which not merely performed the intended job badly or not all but performed much else that was unnecessary or harmful.   The Accused did not want improvement racketeers in the house.  There were no grants for minor repairs or for repairs conducted by the occupant himself  - only very expensive major packages.   The rackets existed to enable the racketeers to make big killings - and the Accused would not be cooperating!

The real objection from the point of  view of  racketeers was that the house was not unfit for habitation, that no alterations were necessary - or none that required an improvements racketeer - and that it would therefore be impossible to incorporate l-15 Harley Street into the inner cities racketeering structure.   Nevertheless the Accused said that he was prepared to implement any changes that were demanded as a condition for withdrawing the CPO.  He was not going to tell any Bullying Liar what money he could or could not lay his hands on.  Roland, of  Roland’s caff, had been persuaded by a builder to install ‘improvements’ through a promise that he would get a 50% improvement grant from the council (indirectly from the government), charge the council double and charge the victim nothing.   Council officials whom the Accused consulted were united that the Accused would be eligible for at least a 95% improvement grant, if not l00% - even if the council did not request or demand the improvements.  However, the alleged Bullying Liar, if what the Accused tells the author is correct, was a Law unto himself pursuing a secret agenda which was the policy not of the council but the racketeers.  There was the technical point that the CPO’d houses were excluded from the surrounding Hart Street Improvement Area - not a point that can be justified other than in psychiatric law - the making of  excuses - and, in fact, the l-15 Harley Street residents had been informed that the houses were in the improvement area - which, when it was declared they almost certainly were (the list of  houses alleged to be in the CPO was subsequently altered and the original 4-24 were right on edge of  the area).   The alleged Bullying Liar’s more significant utterance was that either it was against the law to give improvements grants to owner occupiers (!) or that no grants were given to owner occupiers because they were not permitted grants of  the size available to the council and its housing associations.  Despite the illegality of  this policy and of  the massive grants given to housing associations, the Courts, or at any rate, the Magistrates Court, calmly repeated such allegations.  

If, in fact, the council was reluctant to give improvement grants to landlords who had for decades failed to maintain large numbers of  houses in their ownership and instead bullied them into parting with their houses at a cheap price, gave them to their housing associations and then awarded the improvement grants, they may have the readers sympathy.   Under the curious accounting associated with houses, the squandering of  five thousand pounds of  improvement grant, irrespective of  what improvements actually took place and irrespective of the fact that anything subject to improvement grant could be expected to be grossly overvalued, was regarded as value added to the house and subsequently demanded as part of  the sales price.   The market appeared to be rigged to avoid free market prices determined by supply and demand (such as by the ready award of  mortgages that drove the prices up).   Also, the author is of  the opinion that the alleged Bullying Liar would be right in claiming that such landlords could not be given improvement grants.   They were, however, according to the law, readily available to owner occupiers.   The morality and motivation of  the council has to be judged after closer examination of  the council policy - including the fact that improvement grants were issued to the aforementioned ‘friends of  the council’ who eventually proved to be running  private hostels for unidentified indoasians in densities that appeared greatly to exceed permitted concentrations (planning departments stipulate the maximum number of  persons within a house - so that if a room is designated as for fifty tenants, then two hundred and fifty might be a breach of  regulations).  Perhaps councils used such mysterious foci of  population growth to fill up their own houses.   The manner in which the Accused was treated is also relevant - there being no improvement grant, the house being pulled down and compensation being assessed on the basis of  the questionable prices quoted for the housing association and council transactions which may have been disguised compulsory purchases - not free market sales but sales which, as a medic would put it, were ‘voluntary’ on the part of  owners or else, according to the misguided cynic, bribes and not prices for the house.   The alleged Bullying Liar may have been confused by his limited knowledge of law and familiarity only with transactions that did not involve owner-occupiers - but from the point of  view of  degeneracy theory he may have been very conveniently confused.   The attitudes of  the alleged Bullying Liar  appeared also to be unique amongst the council’s lawyers.  All council officials other than the alleged Liar and the alleged little gang he was representing took the Accused’s point of view - and if  there were B.L. Laws they had been kept secret and were contrary to openly stated council policy.

Published  Law is regularly written in ‘criminal law’ terms and perhaps were Rupert Murdoch’s house to be threatened with a CPO such  considerations would apply.   But even Cardinal Wolsey and  Sir Walter Raleigh when CPO’d were degenerates.   Psychiatric Law applied.   The accused is always guilty.  When a victim appealed to the Minister against a CPO, the confiscatory authority is required to state the ‘principal grounds’ - the reasons - for the rapacious acquisition.   Let us suppose that the houses really have to be unfit for habitation or, to put it another way, let us postulate the psychocriminal hypothesis, the meaningless suggestion that could only be made by the severely insane, that an accused house might not be ‘unfit for habitation’.   Such a psychocriminally insane appellant, if  he has not yet been told the principal grounds writes to the council demanding that he be told.   If the council did not comply or  produced what were not reasons, the victim could then apply for a Court Order to demand that the victim be told the reasons.   The victim may find that it is difficult to find an authorised or practical procedure, if  any exists, and proceedings are not likely to have produced any order by the time the Public Inquiry takes place.  Meanwhile council propagandists will be planting sob stories in newspapers how irresponsible cads are delaying the CPO and forcing the inhabitants to continue living in rat infested slums.   Investigators from Madamme Tussaud’s would be sent out to find a stuffed rat -preferably an extinct species.   Then after the Public Inquiry has taken place and the appellant proves not to be Rupert ‘, the victim may appeal to the High Court on account of  the fact that he has been deprived of  his rightful knowledge of  what the charges might be and has therefore not been permitted to conduct an appropriate defence.   Even the psychocriminal reader will judge it highly unlikely that the victim, if not Rupert Murdoch, has a case.

In the l957 Act era all inner cities houses were demolished.   They were, at least nominally, unable to demolish more rapidly than they could build replacement houses and rehouse.   It has to be conceded that in the l970s Nottingham Council rehoused very diligently, though communities were split apart, rehousing even those who did not have any entitlement towards rehousing (though there may have been a general provision obliging the council to house the homeless which was outside the Acts relevant to the CPO).  This included squatters who might move in after the council had already taken over the premises or  young people who officially didn’t exist because they moved from house to house as unofficial undeclared lodgers (and were routinely expelled by owners before the council took possession).  Amongst the Accused’s younger acquaintances there were numerous who were not rehoused and instead moved out of  Nottingham - but there is no evidence that anyone was not rehoused who asked to be (though those who fled did not know they could ask or didn’t dare).  If it is assumed that there was an obligation to rehouse, the speed of  demolition was limited - and there were priorities.   There were houses already CPO’d by German bombs, there were many homeless people (or people living in makeshift camps of squatters or itinerants) after World War ll. and there were rogue landlords.   But every house was to be removed.  There were no houses that were fit for habitation.

The l974 Act changed the psychocriminal hypothesis (that is to say, the ‘delusion’, the point of view of those who deny the assumptions existing during a psychiatric trial). It was previously psychocriminal t suggest that a house unfitted by a Yesman might be fit or should or could be left standing.  But no even Nottingham council abandoned CPOs before Public Inquiry or after, when already approved by the Minister, or contrived to throw their case at the Public Inquiry.   But, according to the Accused’s researches, the unfitted house could be refitted, or it was no longer psychocriminal to suggest it could be refitted, only in select cases.  CPOs, claims The Accused, were abandoned only when the council had obtained the houses by other means.  Where under the terms of a l957 Act CPO the landlords would receive no compensation Nottingham’s Land Committee was prepared to lubricate the CPO by buying the houses, The Accused claims, prior to the CPO being approved by the Minister, at a below market price which to the owner was better than nothing.  In such cases, where the council had already acquired the houses en masse from some landlord the council might abandon a CPO and then it sold the houses to ‘friends of the council’ and did not return them to the original owners or compensate the owners retrospectively at a price that would have been appropriate for houses not unfitted by yesman.  The previous owners thus became previously cheated.  In that case, the Accused’s house, which was not to be acquired by the council without a CPO, was still to be judged by psychiatric considerations.   With the negotiations allegedly hijacked by the alleged Bullying Liar the house remained psychiatric even with a compromise such as the Robin Hood Housing Association which could effectively be kept under council dependency and control and which was not necessarily excluded from participation in the rackets, which derived their profits from the government rather than from the residents.

There did however exist an apparant modification in 1957 Act concepts of criminality in that the government now insisted that the gangsters prove that the alleged crimes of  the house excluded it from l974 Act treatments which were alternative to demolition, the standard l957 Act remedy  (which meant that the psychocriminal hypothesis or delusion was now that the house should not be excluded from such treatments).  In other words, if the Yesman wrote ‘there are no power points’, it was still psychocriminal to point out that there were power points and that if  there were not this was not a ground for declaring the house unfit for habitation.  On the other hand, the l974 Act existed to fuel the improvements industry, to generate improvement grants, not to generate improvements, and it was not so much necessary for the gangsters to prove that some fatal defect existed but for the defect to be or to be declared to be insufficiently fatal to generate a substantial improvements grant.  The naive might suppose that if  absence of  power points was not a ground for declaring unfitness in the nine hundred and ninety nine other houses in the area, that it was not so in the one house that was owner-occupied.  The naive might also suppose that now the requirement that there be ‘principal grounds’ was now meaningful.   A reality might also have been created of  the allegation in textbooks of  law that the accumulation of  a million trivial alleged defects did not constitute ‘unfitness’ - that it was necessary to show that one of  them did so on its own.  If it was not necessary to prove any defects existed, if the house was, as formerly was the case, by psychiatric trial automatically guilty, there was no need to present any grounds for unfitting the house - but now surely it was really necessary to list principal grounds and to prove that at least one of  them was insufficiently severe to generate an improvement grant (or that it was some alleged defect for the remedy of  which the improvements industry had not invented a specific racket such as new roof for a slipped tile or injection damp coursing for alleged rising damp).

The victims of  Nottingham’s 1957 Act Compulsory Purchase Orders were not sent, before they appealed, any specific reasons for the CPO on their house.  Instead, if  they received anything, they received a duplicated list which stated “The houses are...” followed by a list of  defects that might be found in houses.   This puzzled the Accused when he received his list.  But later he found that this list, or one not significantly departing from verbatim identity, was to be found not only in the council report on the CPO (which was submitted to the public inquiry) but in the reports of  all the CPOs for which the Yesman, Mr. Western was responsible (The Accused was given by cooperative council officials copies of  the reports on every CPO which he was able to identify in council minutes and they all had this list) but there were never in that document any specific references to any house.   So alleged defects listed might not be present in any of  the houses in the CPO.   They were just defects that might be found in houses.   This is another familiar feature of  the psychiatric accusation and trial.   The Accused usually cites this as ‘the accused is accused of  nothing’.  But to be accused of  everything amounts to the same as being accused of  nothing.  The accused is expected to accuse himself  by naming some accusation about which he supposes he is being accused - something of  which he is ashamed and considers grounds for persecution.   That saves the gangsters from having to discover for themselves.  Alternatively he has to go through his entire life history - to cite everything about which he could be possibly accused, deny the accusations and produce explanations to counter objections which might be leveled against those denials.   The accusers either ignore this or if any point that is apparently said to be relevant is disproved thus alter their position and go round in circles.   They maintain their accusation that the house or person is ‘unfit’ but shy away from facts or from producing any reasons. 

According to the Accused the allegation that the house was surveyed in l976 by the Yesman or anyone else is false and that the document produced by the alleged Bullying Liar at a l985 Land Tribunal is quite obviously a different document which was at a later date overwritten in the characteristic language and block letters of  the Yesman.  So, in l978, there was a knock on the back door of  9 Harley Street.  The Accused answered the door. 

      “I’m a Public Health Officer..”, said the man.

      “Very courageous of  you to pay a visit.”, said the Accused, “I’m Roland Rat”.      

      “The witch next door must have sent him”, said Dan Buster, who was visiting, “Has she been getting at you?  Don’t take any notice of  her.  She’s always phoning up the council...”

       “I suspect that she is... She wants to move out ... and collect her money.  But she’s alright...”

       “No she’s not!  She’s a witch!”

       “I thought it was the blind lady across the road who was the witch.  The children dance round her yelling ‘Witch! Witch!”.

         “They used to.  But they shouldn’t have done.  That wasn’t right.  Cher is the witch!  She casts spells.”

          “She used to be round here all the time chasing after you.  I always thought you were shagging her while my back was turned.  There’s something to be said against everyone.  But she’s alright...”

           “She’s not.  She’s a witch!”

           “There’s no rats round here beside us.”, said the Accused, “But she might have seen a red mite.  Did she show it you?   Or have you not been there yet?  Have you come to the wrong house.  The lady who phone up lives next door.”

         “It’s nothing to do with that.  You have appealed against the Compulsory Purchase Order.  You say you want to want to remain in the house.   The council policy is to let the residents choose for themselves.  So I’ve come to survey the house, if  that’s convenient.  It won’t take long.”

         “Has it not been surveyed?  There might be some other survey done when I wasn’t here by some chap whom Barratts have slipped a fiver to have the houses pulled down... There was a rumour that the council had secretly agreed to sell the site..”

           “They had!”, said Dan Buster, “But whoever they were selling it to have changed their mind”.

            “Yes, that’s the rumour.  We have an informant who hears everything from the horse’s mouth.  It’s probably true.  If so, they probably won’t bother about the Compulsory Purchase Order.”

             “When a  Compulsory Purchase Order is compiled we do not survey the houses.  We only survey the house if  the owner appeals”.

            “If they intend to drop the CPO on the house whenever anyone appeals, that might make sense.  But what has it to do with the Department of  Public Health?”

         “We deal with Compulsory Purchase Orders.   It all comes to us in the end.”

         “So you have an office in the Department of  Public Health.. in the same building as the ratcatchers and laboratories...”

         “Not in the same building.  But we are part of  the Department of  Public Health.  A separate department that is part of  the Department of  Public Health.”

           “Like the Public Health Special Branch..”, said Dan Buster.

           “I see...”, continued the Accused, “The Health Gestapo.  If  Cher discovers a rat, you have to come and arrest it, lock it up and interrogate it.   ‘Confess! Confess!  Your accomplices have confessed.  We found your pawprint on the cheese!’.  Perhaps you have sneak around the Park in plain clothes, disguised as a rat.  Or is that the Health MI5.  Have you met my friend Mr Ernest.  He is commandant of  the Health MI5. But nobody has ever before suggested that this compulsory purchase order, if it exists, has been a public health issue.  Everyone around here - despite council gangsters coming round harassing people, threatening them and telling lies - is in perfect health.  They are poachers - nip across to the Park and capture health-giving ratmeat.  We also have low fat, low protein, low calorie ratmeat which we sell in empty bottles. There is nothing wrong with the house.”

      “It’s got rising damp!”

      “Oh, I see! I didn’t recognise you!  You are that person on television...what’s his name?”

       “Lionel Rossiter”, said Dan Buster.

       “Is that his name.  Yes.  You could be him.  You got that out of  the TV script.  But there is no such a thing as rising damp.”

        “All these old houses suffer from rising damp”

        “Do you mean all inner city terraced houses..or just this block?”

        “They all have rising damp!  None of  these houses have proper dampcourses.”

         So the Accused had formed an opinion of  the visitor’s intellect and ignorance.  Being an ‘environmental health officer’ meant taking a two weeks training course in delusions required of  a Yesman.   Rising damp belonged to the world of  lay ignorance, not to science.

“I’ve never come across that.  Some modern authorities claim that dampcourses are not necessary or that they cause damp.   They may just say so because modern houses  don’t have dampcourses.  The Barratt Hutches that are replacing the demolished houses - I have noticed - have no dampcourses.  Nor do they have foundations - not beyond an inch into the ground - and they have thin plywood floorboards.    The materials to build proper houses are no longer available.  Blue bricks are now too expensive.  This house has nine damp courses.  You can see them by looking at the walls from outside.  Didn’t you notice?  That should be enough, shouldn’t it?  For all I know there may be more below ground.  It is usual for there to be one about a foot above ground level which goes all round the house.  But houses often have various additional damp courses  higher up which may not go all round the house.  I don’t know what the theory is.  But even though there is a heavy rainfall here -  the power station is a mile away in that direction - we never have any damp.”

The Accused was puzzled by the reference to damp courses.  He had heard in earlier years that some people had allowed themselves to be persuaded into having ‘injection damp courses’.  The perpetrator drills holes into the bricks and injects some chemical.  The Accused had assumed this was a worthless contrick.   This could not be effective, beyond damaging the bricks, and the houses already had dampcourses.  He had heard also that in some parts injection damp courses were one of  the ‘improvements’ on offer from councils.   Again, he had assumed this was a confidence trick and a convenient and easy route for some brand of  classifieds to make money.   It sounded now as if  naive uneducated people were being picked to be Yesmen and put on training courses on which they were indoctrinated with commercialist propaganda.  Instead of  being taught that the resources were not available to build dampcourses, they were told that dampcourses were not dampcourses and that a modern money-making ceremony of no value, and only that, bore the name ‘dampcourse!’.

      “These houses all have rising damp” repeated the alleged Mr Rossiter.

       “There is no such thing as rising damp.   The thing you have in your house in the TV set is not rising damp.  You will find that there are council tenants who are transferred from house to house on account of  ‘rising damp’.  If  they don’t get rehoused every five minutes there horror stories about rising damp in the newspapers.   Every house they inhabit has rising damp.  Its really condensation on the walls due to the combustion of  coal-gas.   They have the gas-ring on permanently and a pot of  water permanently boiling on the gas-ring. 

“On a cold day I could produce such condensation artificially in here.  If I just put the gas ring on, that might not do it.   But if  there is a hot fire in the next room and the gas fire is on and preferably also a pot of water on the fire, then there is condensation.  You would expect heat to increase the saturation level of  water vapour in the air and to reduce condensation, but in fact a hot fire in the next room precipitates condensation in this.”

      “Damp may be due to condensation.  But all these old houses have rising damp!”

      “Is that what they teach at Environmental Health School - or drama school?  Don’t believe everything you are told!  Damp does not rise upwards.  It descends downwards.   If  you see damp patches on the wallpaper of  houses,  you may get the impression that it starts below and moves upwards, but actually it comes down from the sky, passes through a hole in the roof somewhere and passes downwards.”

       “Damp may be due to damage to the roof.  These houses all have rising damp. It rises up in porosities in the brickwork.  It gradually rises higher.  The older the house is, the higher it rises.”

       “That is not so, is it?  The standard teaching in schools is that if a piece of  blotting  paper is inserted vertically into a liquid the absorbed liquid rises and continues to rise up to a point.  I am not sure whether that is true.  The theory is that the a strip of  blotting paper can only support a column of  water of  a certain weight..but I am not sure whether that is true.  Have you conducted any experiments on it?  I could set up some up to check.. In any case, the summer sun would soon dry it out.  It wouldn’t rise by a little more each year. ...But there are houses which are actually built standing in water...Venice is full of them, isn’t it?  For some reason, they don’t seem to be adversely affected by damp.  But in any case, there has never been  damp in this house..”

        “Rising damp ascends in porosities in the brickwork..”

        “You mean that there are holes one side of  a brick which connect with internal passages which, without obstruction, reach the other side of  the brick, where they open as other little holes... and there are other such passages through the mortar.... that does not seem to make sense.  There would be a column of  fluid of a certain height - held up by capillary attraction.   That, surely, would not extend more than a few millimetres above the water-table.  The main source of  any such fluid would be rain from outside and it would descend rather than rise.  If  there is no damp on the outside surface of  the brick, you would not expect any inside...”

           “You can’t see it from outside.  The water combines with chemicals in the walls of  porosities in the bricks.”

           “Oh, yes!  That might happen.  I don’t know.  The molecules of  many substances combine with molecules of  water.  That is how concrete is made, I suppose, and how bricks are made.  But that is not fluid water - water as can be visibly recognised.  That is not damp that would spread, visibly cause any damp or affect the house in any way.   You would never know it was there!  That would be no ground for declaring a house unfit for habitation.”

           “No - rising damp does not make a house unfit for habitation!”

           “Damp can come from various remediable sources - such as leaking water pipe or  a lake created by next door’s broken outside drainpipe.  It would not necessarily cause any lasting damage.  I suppose it depends on the composition of  the bricks.   There is nothing wrong with any of  the bricks in this block of  houses.   Nevertheless, water descends rather than rises.   This house is on top of a hill.  The centre of  Nottingham is surrounded by hills.  It is well above the water table.  The water table cannot be above the level of  the canal.  The canal is only a few yards away - on the other side of  Castle Boulevard.  We are ten or twenty feet above the surface of  the canal.  If  there was damp the cellar would be damp.  The cellar is completely dry.  You can see for yourself.”

The Accused let the visitor to the door of  the cellar.  He looked nervous.

        “I don’t want to look in the cellar”

        “It’s an essential aspect of  survey.  It is proof  that there is no damp.  If  there is no trace of  damp in the cellar, there won’t be any anywhere else.  In theory rain could come in through the coal hole - but it doesn’t.  The cellar floor and walls are quite dry...”

         “I don’t want to go into the cellar!”

      “If you feel we might lock you in ..or that the tiger lives in the cellar.. you can come another time with a friend.  I am sure you will be allowed a colleague to come as protector and witness. ..”

       “I don’t want to go into the cellar..”

The Accused opened the cellar door.  The black-suited tall wiry visitor now appeared suddenly eager to enter.  He stepped forwards, then suddenly nervously hesitated and did not enter.  He stuck his finger onto the wall at the side wall above the top of  the cellar stairs, looked at his finger and then brandished the now white tip thereof.

        “Look!  It’s damp!”

         “That’s whitewash I put on the wall earlier today.  You have to go further down to examine unpainted all and the floor...”

         “You’ve put something onto the wall to remove the damp.  I don’t know how you’ve done it!   You’ve done it somehow.  If  I got a dampmeter, it would  show damp.”

The Accused burst into laughter.

“Of course it would!  That is what a dampometer, whatever that is - a magic hygrometer - does!  It would be honking  while you were walking on road before you got here - or in your car.   There is water vapour in the atmosphere!”

The Accused’s comments have perhaps to be modified on the basis of  a series of  reports in subsequent decades amongst his acquaintances and some confirmation of  such coincidences, that injection dampcoursing was followed by the appearance of  persistent dark patches.   If damp really descends rather than rises and if  dampcoursing is effective, then it might be expected to prevent dampness descending into the ground rather than to prevent it rising up.   The Accused was more inclined to diagnose, however, that improvements engineers always cause damage and that in these cases they must have caused some damage.

That is all the survey which the visitor conducted.  The Accused was astonished to receive in the post several days later a letter:  ‘principal grounds for compulsory purchase order’.   The author was one Roy Westerman, known to the Accused as Yesterman.  Yesterman, it seemed to him, had come on false pretences.  He had conducted no survey of  the house.  He had no intention of  supporting the council policy that the Accused and the house should remain.  He was just pretending that he had conducted a survey so that he could invent grounds to justify the compulsory purchase order.  Without any surveys it should not have been approved by the council in the first place.  This Yesterman was part of  a commercial racket - an ignorant person whose essential qualification was ignorance.  A normoran  - a person of  wealth  in the form of  copious income which he could earn only by wielding a rubber stamp, a person paid for his incompetence.

The ‘principal grounds’ according to the law as it is written, not necessarily that which applies to illiterate degenerates required that at least one of  these principal grounds had by itself to be sufficient to render the house ‘unfit for habitation’.  But whatever is meant by ‘unfit for habitation?’.   Clearly in this instance what was meant that the house suffered from monetary unfitness - that it might not generate profit for the council rackets.  Monetary unfitness may be general or specific.  A house and every aspect of  the house is generally monetarily unfit if  the owner might not ask for or might not receive an improvements grant or not one of  sufficiently racketeering dimensions - that is to say, the house is owner-occupied.   A house is monetarily unfit in a specific sense if  there exists some alleged defect which:-

(a) is a defect which a specific improvement racket is supposedly designed to remedy 

and

(b) is absent or insufficiently present to generate an improvement grant.

In a case monetary fitness has to be restored by pulling down the house and erecting a dwelling eventually to be owned by the council which will generate for it a £30 a week rate support grant from the government, that is to say, has for the council a capital value of  £30,000.

However, those familiar with the Accused’s version of  Freudian theory will know that where there is a monetary explanation there is a sexual explanation (and vice versa).   The houses are in the cesspool .   They are inhabited by degenerates who do not contribute to the economic system, not even by creating  employment and income for others by generating improvement grants.   They have transgressed the first law of  heterosexualism, money passes from man to woman, or up hierarchy.   They are homosexuals.  They must be profitably buggerated.

The prophet Cosanostramus wrote:-

‘In the last days, there shall rise from the great lake the Great Beast, the all powerful Ethnic Cleanser for Health, and he shall be recognised by the numbers GMC and by his side shall be another man, that is always with him, the Great Bullying Liar.   And the Great Beast shall lose his head, and having lost his head, later he shall die - but he shall die yet live and shall have three horns and his piss shall flow through ten rivers and buggerate the world’

It might appear to any reasonable cryptoanalyst that the ‘great lake’, that the lake into which the degenerates are thrown by the Nasty Auld Man - of whom, according to the prophesy there are ten, assisted by three Bullying Liars - and ‘cesspool’ in which the degenerates live is the same thing.   But it is generally agreed by cryptoanalysts that the ‘great lake’ is the political system - psychiatry.   Sir Denis Q Basher hill was laid low by severe psychosis or, as he thought, Parkinson’s Disease, but nevertheless ruled as Supreme Ethnic Cleanser and died - but he is still Supreme Ethnic Cleanser.   If all this is true, then the language of  the prophesy reflects the fact that protective structure always grows out of  creative structure.   The Supreme Basher was educated at a Public School, a version of  the lunatic asylum, a corrective institution of  degenerates.

In the presence instance, however, if  the reader has in his vocabulary the term ‘unfit for habitation’ the image that is conjured up is of  a room with floors littered with cigarette ends and bottles.   There are leaking water pipes and fluid to a depth of  three inches.   There is excrement seeping out from cracked sewers.   This is the habitation of  promiscuous homosexual rats who breed like rabbits.   The vision engenders an emotion - fear.  The reader must stomp it out of  existence.  Degenerates such as the Accused, it is true, are not very fussy and on speaking terms with rats - but for the most part the habitations of the impoverished are spotlessly clean - even pathologically hygienic.   So perhaps an ‘unfit house’ is a house with no roof or a derelict house.  It isn’t.  That is not a house.  It is not a house - but a roofless house or a derelict house - a partial house.   There were no partial houses included in Nottingham’s l957 Act CPOs.  Partial houses are very cash-generative for council rackets - supremely fit.  So if the reader experiences the term ‘unfit for habitation’ as the cesspool vision or emotion, he is identifying all houses so declared by the infallible Yesman or Ethnic Cleaner with this image,  creating a generalisation or category and identify all included within this category with a stereotype to which they are unlikely to belong and which, indeed, is not included in the category! (As in the term ‘schizophrenic’ used in psychiatric persecutions).

The cesspool inhabitants are seen through the eyes of  the nobility - as they seem to be to them, not as they are.  The fear rather than the cesspool that stimulates the reaction.  The fear motivates the stomping, but the image of  the cesspool provides a justification.   The degenerates are seen as pigs living in a pigsty.  ‘Pigsty’ is a term of  abuse.  But when the pigs are removed, the pigsty turns out to be a structurally sound building, ideal for housing illegal immigrants.  Councils in l979 not merely obtained rate support grants but actual rates which, for the impoverished, were paid by the government (and, if  they owned the house, also rents - also for the impoverished paid by the government).   For an ‘unimproved’ house they received only a few pence.  So councils were very anxious for houses to be ‘improved’.   But in the year 2002 a council could charge £1500 a year for a desirable pigsty and privatised building societies were, according to newspapers, dishing out mortgages of  £20,000 for derelict garden sheds or beach-huts such as that inhabited briefly by the Accused in l972.

In the psychiatric trial it is not just irrelevant whether the guilty person has actually done it.   What he is accused of  doing, he never has done.   Similarly the Infallible Expert is not just sometimes wrong.   He is always wrong.   Therefore it could hardly be expected on the basis of  the aforesaid analysis of  the term ‘unfit for habitation’, that any ‘principal ground’ delivered to the Accused, whether taken in the sense implied within the accusation or whether it be taken in some sense that was true, would be either a realistic justification for demolition or deprivation of  the Accused of  his property or  else some circumstance inconsistent with the presence of  the house in an Improvement Area.

The documents relating to the Graf v Nottingham Cases occupied three large dustbins in Nottingham  Council’s Guildhall offices.   The Accused’s papers occupy three large cupboards.  Hopefully one day someone will read them and the reader will be better informed.  However, according to the Accused’s recollection the following were Principal Grounds.

(I) There were no power points in the house.   This allegation does not contradict any principle of  psychology.   There indeed were power points.  Quite a lot of them.  But the Accused had deliberately concealed them behind carpets and furniture.   He did not wish visitors to connect them up to heaters consuming several kilowatts of  electricity!   

If the reader is unaware what creates the obsession with power points - why the presence of  power points should create specific financial unfitness as defined earlier in this chapter - let him be reminded that those who move into a new house, or  improvement racketeers more in, whether it is necessary or not, always ‘rewire’ the house (which includes installation of  new power points).   The present day theoretical justification of  this constant rewiring is that modern people are forever using more and more electrical devices consuming many kilowatts, whereas the Victorians used hardly any and wires are supposedly designed for current requirements.   In the l970s however the obsession was motivated by a commercially inspired phobia.  It was based on the dictum which appears in the novel ‘1984’ by George Orwell: ‘New is good.  Old is bad.’ - which was inherent in improvements racketeering.  Wiring was said to decay or else old designs were supposedly dangerous - and without rewiring, supposedly there was a risk of  fire.  This was eventually to be modified by the allegation that Victorian wires were covered with rubber and were  rotted by sulphurous fumes which formerly were prevalent in the British city atmosphere.  This may be so.  But intendendedly rotproof rubber was used.  The Accused’s general rule was that if  at some point in time object A was older than alternative object with the same use B, then object B would disintegrate sooner, that is within a shorter period from that point in time.   At Briarwood, the old wiring was enclosed sheaths of  woven sackcloth like fabric, then that enclosed in some form of  rubber sheath, with the bundle (of  three wires, two for the motive current and one connected to earth) enclosed in a rubber sheath, which was packed around with what looked like horsehair.  All this was enclosed in an iron pipe.  This in turn was enclosed within a box composed of  long wooden strips which was built into a cavity built into the brick interior walls which was lined with wood (which would be hidden behind wall plaster)..  The Accused discovered no decay in these materials.  The more accessible wiring however did not visibly differ from that at 9 Harley Street, where it also was undamaged, or anywhere else.   House fires are more likely to be caused by electric bar fires than short circuits in wires.   In older houses, fuses, rather than being in plugs were in boxes and if  there was overloading or a short circuit the fuses blew and the householder had to install a new fuse - and if  the fault was not remedied they blew again (unless he used a fuse with too low a resistance). 

(2) There was a ‘winding staircase’.   This concept has already been discussed earlier in this chapter.  The Accused was puzzled by the term ‘winding’.  The staircase was straight, not spiral, as in a medieval dungeon.  It turns out that if  the staircase is enclosed on both sides and there is a door opening onto the staircase at right angles to the longitudinal axis of  the staircase, the staircase is ‘winding’.  Or if  there is a passage to the right or to the left at the top or at the bottom or  anywhere along its length, the staircase is ‘winding’.  In other words, if  the there are walls on either or both sides of  the staircase, it is ‘winding’.  A vertical ladder leaning against a hole in the ceiling, however, is not ‘winding’.

(3) There was an outside toilet.   This has been previously discussed.  The argument was produced at public inquiry that an old lady with arthritis might break her leg when going to the toilet at night.  The Accused pointed out that he was not an old lady (which meant also that he was not entitled to a grant to install a new toilet on health grounds rather than as ‘improvement’ - specific financial unfitness) and that people were entitled to chose their own practicalities and priorities.  Old ladies, who preferred not to be bothered by councils, were not bothered by outside toilets.  But councils were.  Governments published statistics recording the percentage of  houses with baths, inside toilets, fitted carpets and central heating in each city and the councils ran a lemming race to keep up with their ‘targets’.

(4) There was ‘rotting exterior woodwork’.  This was lifted from the standard phrase in the Westerman report: ‘There is rotting exterior woodwork on some of  the houses’.  If  there are a hundred houses in a CPO, that is a safe bet.   It is not stated, however, how much rotting exterior woodwork.  The phrase has to be interpreted in terms of  the definition earlier in this chapter of  ‘financial unfitness’.   ‘Exterior woodwork’ means the window frames - the wood around the windows -, the frames within the walls on or in which the windows hang or into which they are built (though 9 Harley Street had no fixed windows) - and doors.  Victorians provided massive safety margins.  Minimal margins are part of  modern economic necessity.  This meant that were the doors or window frames rotting, it is unlikely that it would have been of  any functional significance and the Accused would certainly have remedied any rot of  wood, if it occurred, before simple remedies proved ineffective.  But the Accused was not aware of  any woodrot.  ‘Improvements’ included sub-standard council windows.  9 Harley Street had solid wood doors.  Council doors were one of  the annoyances to residents that came with ‘improvements’.   They were flimsy - two thin plywood panels separated by approximately one inch, but connected around the edges by strips of  wood.   They also regularly had in part a window in place of  wood.  Double glazing is another ‘improvement’.   In houses of  Harley Street design it has no value and is merely a remedy designed for people who put on the central heating with the curtains open so as to heat the road.  It renders windows unopenable and difficult to repair  - and the accused, by methods he later devised at Briarwood - would have been able to effect repairs.   Council windows have no wood - and so wood is a crime - but wood is stronger than aluminium and although the house does not fall down if  the wooden frames round the windows are removed, the houses are designed for them to be there and they provide support for the arches (which in the modern hutches were not arches and badly designed).  

The Accused suggests the Yesman’s favourite accusation of  rising damp was not included in the ‘principal gounds.  The Accused’s preference for 9 Harley Street were based on practicalities which turned out to be very much justified by his experiences in the rented house eventually provided by Nottingham Council as replacement.  Although vandalism is not desirable and it causes damage, 9 Harley Street was relatively vandal-proof, could be easily  repaired by the Accused himself and at relatively minor expense.  It was obvious from the design of  the replacement house that the Accused now faced the prospect of  horrendous losses from vandalism (He found himself forced to buy the house for a considerable sum and was forced by vandalism to abandon it).  It was fortunate that the front roofs of  l-15 Harley Street were undamaged.  They were not accessible from inside and the roof door led to the back roof.  However, if  necessary,  inhabitants could use ropes as a safety precaution when climbing over to the front roof  - and there had been some experiments with ropes to explore this possibility.   Sprightly  youths such as dam buster considered it unnecessary to use such precautions.  It was not desirable however to clamber onto roofs unless there were repairs to be conducted and the Accused would have preferred to use his ‘flying tiles’ - carpet square soaked in concrete which could be propelled through the air to their intended destination (or lowered into place using string).  Damp, particularly if  the inappropriate and emotionally loaded phrase ‘rising damp’ is used, is a great embarrassment and not very desirable when a council is trying to prove a house unfit and it can take some time to discover the source of  dampness and a remedy.   The possible effect of  damp on councils can be more dangerous than the damp itself.

The Accused was anxious that no damage should be sustained during the period prior to the Public Inquiry (or that any should not be repaired before the inquiry took place).   There existed the council gangsters and their allies and there was danger of  sabotage.

             CH4 +  20 2  = CO2  + 2H2O

The Accused recorded this formula in his voluminous submission to the Public Inquiry in support of  the argument that the damp patches in houses described as suffering from rising damp were caused by the combustion of  methane.  But coal is alleged to contain coal gas.   There were great mountains of  coal (not anthracite) piled up outside Lenton Power Station.   It follows that smoke rising high above the chimney of  the power station contained water vapour.   This smoke then turned and travelled in a straight line and after doing so for a thousand yards stood directly above 7 Harley Street.  By this time the smoke might have been expected to cool, allowing the water to condense and to descend upon 7 Harley Street as rain.   The smoke in the distance looked innocent, a trail no broader than that behind jet-propelled V-bombers (which trails were also still sometimes in evidence).  But it must have contained enough water to prevent any liverworts in the yard of  7 Harley Street from dying of  desiccation.  Perhaps the rarity of  the liverwort, formerly common in street gutters, is tied to the extinction of  smoke.

So it rained upon Harley Street.  The Accused began to notice that when this was happening there were damp patches on the wallpaper on the foot of  the wall separating the breakfast room of  number nine from number seven.  When it was raining heavily the damp patches might rise to twenty inches.   Although it was a mystery  how the moisture got into the house, it appeared to the Accused that the likely cause was malfunction of  the drainage system outside the house.   Since no lesion was externally visible, possible causes included a metal drain pipe fractured below ground level or a blockage caused by a drain being covered by earth or paving brick.   Ms Cher was a ‘social worker’ and all self-designated social workers possessed massive ten kilogram tins of  baked beans marked “Nottingham Council Department of  Social Services.  Do not nick!”.   These were issued to Ms Cher so that she could pour them down and block toilet.   It is possible that some baked beans may have strayed into 7 Harley Street’s outflow drain.  So the Accused asked the inhabitants of  number four for their consent to his digging up what was probably more his own back yard to reach what might have been their drain.

The residents of  number seven, however, informed the Accused that the origin of  the damp patches was not overflowing or leaking drainage but a ‘leaking roof’.   

Have you got any damp patches on the ceiling?”, asked the Accused.

The inhabitants of  seven said they had.

Well, they said so and the description they gave seemed reasonable.   They said so.  They had previously mentioned this leaking roof of  theirs, before the Accused had any of  these patches.  But there is no conclusive proof to be provided to the reader.

The Accused felt skeptical.  The dampness rose up from ground level.  There was no dampness in number nine above the level of  the patches in the breakfast room.    The patches were vertically beneath the common roof area accessible via a doorway cut into the attic wall - but he had not noticed any obvious leaks in that roofspace, though he had physically entered the space above number seven.  There were no damaged tiles on the main roof of  seven or nine.   The back kitchen roof was a likely target of  sabotage and the Accused had regularly had to repair his own.   Theoretically a leak in or into number seven’s back kitchen might have been the source, but there was no external evidence of  this and according to the inhabitants of  seven, none within.    If  there did exist this alleged roof  leak then the likeliest source was the trap door which opened onto the roof (although the residents appeared unaware of  this structure).   The cure may be just to shut this door or window or to seal a crack in a window.  But it may be difficult to locate the point where the water is entering from outside - if  it is creeping under putty or between two panels of  wood and takes a circuitous journey before becoming visible in the house (though such complexities were unlikely on Harley Street). 

Have you got any damp patches on the ceiling?”, asked the Accused.

The inhabitants of  seven said they had.

Well, they said so and the description they gave seemed reasonable.   They said so.  They had previously mentioned this leaking roof of  theirs, before the Accused had any of  these patches.  But there is no conclusive proof to be provided to the reader.   So the Accused would have preferred any roof leak in  7 Harley Street to be rapidly cured - and, if  that did not cure his damp patches, he could press ahead with the excavations.   He would have preferred to conduct an inspection of  7 himself from outside.   But he did not wish to be so intrusive.  Instead he offered to repair the leak himself and asked their consent for his performance of  a more thorough in situ inspection of  their section of  the common roof space.  He did not wish to stray over without consent since if  he slipped when walking along a beam he might damage their ceiling (which could be repaired).  They asked the Accused not, saying that they would repair the leak themselves.  He therefore advised them to check on the roof door - which could be expected to in the attic or above the top of  the staircase leading to the attic.  “What attic?”, they inquired.  If  that failed to reveal the source of  the leak, they should cut through to the common roof space and inspect or else enter it via number nine.

But the inhabitants of  seven did not mend their alleged leak.  The Accused again offered to repair it.  Now it turned out that they were insistent that the landlord should repair the leak.  What did they expect the landlord to do?   It was possible, though not certain, that a couple of  minutes of  investigation, when it was raining, would reveal the site of  the leak.  It was also possible, though not certain, that within a further two minutes the leak could be repaired.  The Accused obtained sand, carpet pieces and tiles free of  charge - and had a supply of  tiles.  It is true that cement was bought - and bought by the bag.  But bags of cement were bought anyway and the amount needed might cost less than a tenth of  a penny.  The lawyer was expected to travel from Manchester - which cost at least times the money and took at least ten times the time needed to do the job.   Then when he arrived it would not be raining (and although rain was required to locate the leak, it might be necessary to perform the repair when it was dry).

This insistence that the landlord should perform the repair seemed to be a matter of principle - unless it was useful to have a leak (such as if  seeking rapid rehousing from the council or if being paid by the council to have a leak).  They paid, they said, twenty pounds of  rent to the landlord.   He was making a lot of  money out of  them.  The Accused was puzzled.  It seemed to him that not merely was the landlord making a lot of  money but they were paying a lot of  money.   They said this was not so.  There were four of  them, which meant that each was paying five pounds.  They would not elsewhere get a similar amount of  space per person at the same price.  [And if  they wanted council accommodation, this might be a way of  jumping the list].   This, if  true, confirms that similar premises have a different valuation for different people.  Long standing tenants of  inner cities’ houses paid ‘controlled rents’ of  between three and four shillings (15-20p) a week to live in inner city houses.  Those who had arrived later paid more.  There was talk of futuristic rents such as this alleged £20.  If this was true, perhaps the inhabitants obtained some manner of  grant for the rent.  This rent values the house as capital for the owner, assuming that the house is not CPO’d and that the tenants go on paying the rent and that the expenses are negligible (which is realistic), at £20,000.  The landlord is believed to have paid £700 for the house.  Number nine was more valuable to the Accused than number seven to its owner, but his income did not reach £20 a week and his expenditure did not approach £20 a week.  It was less than half that sum.   If  there are tenants, there is nothing to force them to pay the rent, there is nothing to stop them effectively acquiring the house for themselves and there is nothing to prevent them damaging the premises - nor to prevent them from making such demands that the owner has no choice but to give them the premises!   The Accused was a person alone, cut off by discrimination and penury - and that is what would have happened to him.

The Accused did not wish to lose his home because of  some argument between the tenants of  number seven and their landlord.   The failure to repair this alleged roof leak dragged on - and eventually the inhabitants said it had been repaired and the damp patches in nine no longer appeared.  The date for the Public Inquiry eventually was fixed and it was to start at ten in the morning.   The reader may suppose that a person trying to avoid the loss of  his home could get to the High Pavement courtrooms, some two miles away, by ten in the morning.  The chairman of  the inquiry (or ‘inspector’) had to travel from London while the Accused was still in bed.  The Accused did go to bed early and took precautions to get up in time, but nevertheless did not wake up until ten o’clock and felt crippled with tiredness.  As he was departing through the back door the Accused witnessed a paranormal phenomenon.  For some ten seconds water came pouring out of  the airvent (a brick with perforations) some seven feet above ground level - about a kettle full in all.  It had not yet started raining (though it was shortly to do so heavily).  The airvent opened into a covered passage way.   No perpetrator of  this magic was to be seen by the time the accused reached the passage.

The inquiry had been scheduled to begin with consideration of  9 Harley Street.  But the inquiry in progress when the Accused arrived concerned an appeal by  Mr Mansion, the owner (but not occupier) of  a house included in another CPO.  There were three l957 Act CPOs following adoption of  the l974 Act, both of  those considered in this present Public Enquiry having been smuggled in as part of  the report (which referred to the l971 Act and did not mention the l974 Act) which the subject matter of  the adoption by the council of  the new policy in l976.   One of  Mr Manson’s objections was that he had not been informed about the CPO until belatedly (since he lived at a different address) and had had insufficient time for preparation.   The Accused was never to obtain any consideration under such circumstances.

The Accused was severely shocked.  He had expected a serious and rational discussion by planning officers, or people who understood the arguments, based on facts.  Instead the Accused had his first vision of  the lawyer whom he was later to name the alleged Bullying Liar.  As the Accused saw events the alleged BL was conducting a hostile cross-examination of  the appplicant that seemed to be no more than bullying or yelling abuse.   The questions asked were more statements than questions.  Indeed, they seemed to the Accused more lies or propaganda or claims that the better informed would immediately recognise as ignorance or perversions of  the truth.   The Accused was familiar with council propaganda.  He knew the answers to these claims and allegations.  The victim did not.  The Accused was surprised that such behaviour was permitted in a Public Inquiry (or a Court of  Law).  “I hope this bully tries that against me!”, thought the Accused.  As it happens, the Accused was to make little progress against the alleged BL in future decades.

The Inspector had noticed the Accused arrive.   There were special seats for the applicants.  The Accused is unlikely to have been self-assertive enough to have introduced himself - but somebody must have recognised him and directed him to the appropriate seat.  The Inspector invited the Accused to address the gathering.  The Accused supposed that his absence must already have caused considerable delay, that he was being granted courtesy he did not deserve and that he should keep his speeches to a minimum.   The Accused had submitted a lengthy written deposition.  Copies of  Mr Yesterman’s report, which referred to the CPO in general, but not specific houses was available.   It is not known whether there was any council document referring to ‘principal grounds’    The Inspector was going to make up his own mind.  In chess too it is compulsory to submit reasons for an adjudication appeal, but the judge may not read them (or, as the Accused did, read them only after coming to a provisional independent decision of  own - that is to say, a final decision).

The process of generalisation - of visualizing many different situations as the same situation - can be misleading and an excuse for victimization.  The ‘unfit house’ or ‘unfit person’ thus is a concept invented by the persecutor, a vague image within the head of the persecutor to which various emotions and patterns of behaviour of the persecutor are attached and a rationalization or excuse for the persecutor.  But it may also be within the experience of victims or useful to victims to generalize or to think in terms of metaphors or analogies. Thus the world of the classified is:

“He also forced everyone, small and great, rich and poor, free and slave, to receive a mark on his right hand or forehead” (that is, classification imposes thoughts and actions) “so that no-one could buy and sell unless he had the name of the beast or the number of his name” [Revelations 13, xvi-xvii]. The name of the beast, according to the discussion in the first chapter of this volume, is ‘(Working) Class’.

The beast is also depicted as a great prostitute.  This is not intended to belittle the efforts of ladies who feel it necessary to convert their qualifications into money.  The terminology is rather intended to convey that this is also what, without openly admitting it, the Yesman does, or is forced to do - that he prostitutes himself to the beast, abandoning truth and humanity.

The laws of heterosexualism which are the politics of the beast can be visualised as The Hooligan, accompanied by his Friend Dave, mugging a victim on a lonely street - or in front of thousands of witnesses none of whom can do or do anything about it.  The only law and truth for that trio is that which applies to them - isolated from everyone else.  The Hooligan, as he stomps, emits a torrent of accusations and abuses - or diagnoses.  Let us suppose that the diagnosis is ‘You Bastard!’.  The diagnosis might be a different name or number (the processes have been explained in earlier volumes in terms of numbers or mathematical operations) -but it makes no difference.  The process of stomping, or the laws of heterosexualism, are built into the Hooligans internal computer and the victim of the stomping is the Bastard.  Various subjective emotions and perceptions, together with the stomping behaviour, are attached to the image or concept of the Bastard.  The victim is stomped because he is a Bastard and is a Bastard (and proved to be a Bastard) because he is stomped.  This is the law and the truth that the victim is a Bastard, because in that situation the law imposed by The Hooligan is the only law.  The Hooligan turns to his Friend Dave and says “Aint he a Bastard” and Friend Dave replies: “Ooh, aah, ‘Es a fucking Bastard, the cunt”.  He may forget that these are the laws of heterosexualism and say that the victim is suffering from a personality disorder - but probably not during this private discussion.  The Friend Dave is the Expert whose judgement is infallible and must not be doubted, the Yesman who agrees with the Hooligan, whose dictum is protected by Law, by the Henry VIII clause which ordains that his declaration must not be doubted.

What The Accused calls the psychiatric trial, or trial by psychiatric law, is a similar process to the interactions between The Hooligan, Friend Dave and the Victim.  In the present case, a psychiatric trial of a house (or nominally the house rather than the inhabitant), it has been alleged, the Alleged Bullying Liar becomes The Hooligan who cries ‘Unfit! Unfit!’ and the Yesman is the infallible Friend Dave who declares “Ooh, aah... He’s a Bastard.  Thanks for the gear!”.  When a person is victimised he is so repeatedly and he is subjectively aware of the identity of one psychiatric trial with another or with the identity of  treatment meted out by a Council, a General Medical Council and a Hooligan.- and he recalls it all collectively!

The Accused did not expect then and subsequently an alleged performance by the Alleged Bullying Liar would conform with the analogy quite as much as it did.  He supposed that council lawyers represented the people and were paid to be neutral, to ensure truth and justice, not unilaterally to promote what he considered to be the Case of the Council.  This ‘Case for the Council’ - or in later cases ‘Case for the General Medical Council’ is not really the case for the council or GMC.  It is more a defence of a set of papers or propositions which supposedly have come to be presented to the lawyer the veracity and appropriateness of which should be being determined rather than being preserved and protected under all circumstances and by any process available.  The Accused was to encounter lawyers acting for public authorities who were fair and objective - notably Mr Gibson of Leicester City Council.  But there are drawbacks in the representation of public authorities by lawyers.

The Accused was new to Public Inquiries and expected a discussion on technical questions by people who understood technical questions.   Instead he witnessed what he saw as Mr Mansion being browbeaten, bullied and abused by the Alleged Bullying Liar.  The Accused was under the impression that the Alleged Bullying Liar was not acquainted with the facts and did not understand the issues, that he was in an encapsulated world of his own of stupidity and ignorance, that he was akin to the aforementoned stomping Mr Hooligan (or to a psychiatrist performing psychiatric examination), in an isolated world in which he was the supreme authority, and using stupidity and ignorance as a weapon.   The Accused connected present events with the experiences of his upbringing, that the allegedly brighter children took up sciences and mathematics and that the allegedly less bright took up subjects with more lucrative prospects and that in those subjects there was a preferential progress of the less bright who were supported by money rather than talent - and those whose attainments exceeded their talent always were bullies.  This notion of the supreme authority figure with limited intelligence and understanding with an inherent hatred of those who could survive on their own merits was to remain within The Accused’s assessment of lawyers.  But even at this point the question struck The Accused of who or what exactly such lawyers represented.  At this point it seemed more that the Alleged Bullying Liar’s brief was an abstraction - what was written on the pieces of paper which he had been presented when preparing the case - but there had to be a suspicion that he might have been representing somebody - and during subsequent developments it turned out that he allegedly more was representing particular council officials with their own agenda or who wished to cover up their activities. 

In so much that the Public Inquiry was a trial by psychiatric law, it was an event divorced from the outside community, using the language of  psychiatric law, with an inevitable outcome.  The victim of the alleged Bullying Liar and the alleged Yesman was akin to that of  Hooligan and Dave - he could save himself only through trying to establishing a judgement outside the court, by the general public rather than the court itself.  The Accused therefore was forced to use arguments - and permitted to do so in this particular inquiry - which were not relevant to psychiatric trial.  It is not relevant, for instance that the Accused or his house is no more guilty than anyone else or anyone else’s house - or less guilty.  Nor was it relevant that the houses were to be pulled down and to be replaced by houses which were unfitter.  The Alleged Bullying Liar would yell that the houses were unfit for habitation and that it was the council’s responsibility and statutory duty to demolish (which it wasn’t) because in fact or supposition the Yesman had said so and whatever a Yesman said was absolute truth - and he yelled it allegedly with emotion and abusively - but nobody, except maybe the Alleged Bullying Liar, who allegedly lived in a world of stomping fantasies, really doubted that the houses to be demolished were fitter than those which remained or those which replaced.

So The Accused compared the houses with the replacement houses known locally as Barratt Hutches, to the houses and bombsites that remained and were to remain and which nobody regarded as ‘unfit’, any more than they would regard a tent in The Accused’s back yard as unfit for habitation.  The Accused pointed out also that different people had different requirements and that 1-15 Harley Street were ideal for The Accused’s requirements.  Details of such arguments are already scattered around this and previous chapters and more will be heard.  They are convincing enough and even constitute a major public scandal.. but the public had to hear and know.  The local Nottingham Post did not regard the Public Inquiry to be sufficiently important for a reporter to attend.  Before the declaration of the new government policy it was unknown for compulsory purchase orders to be upturned.  It did emerge from the comments made by the Inspector at this inquiry and from reports on other later inquiries that in such inquiries the Alleged Bullying Liar was no longer the only authority and that there existed an external authority represented by Ministry guidelines based on the l974 Act and not l957 Act policy and that there was now even a presumption against l957 Act CPOs.  But the Alleged Bullying Liar did not set himself up by interrogating and bullying The Accused and asking the sort of questions in triumphant tones which had apparently successfully browbeaten Mr Mansion.  The Alleged Bullying Liar may not have prepared a case against The Accused and said very little.

The victim of the psychiatric trial, the reader has learnt, is accused of nothing.  No evidence against him exists.  If  he or his house was guilty of something, and that was stated, he could defend against that.  But because he is accused of nothing he is accused of  everything and has to defend against everything.   The Accused therefore had sent a very long deposition to the Minister.  He had also written to the Minister drawing attention to 4 Harley Street, believed to be the most damaged house in the Hart Street Area, severely damaged, but not merely not to be demolished but put up for sale (at least nominally so!) by the council on the private market!  The Accused asked for this also to be surveyed as a comparator.  The Inspector had a copy of  the letter and he at fist appeared to indicate that he would survey also houses outside the compulsory purchase order but later confessed he would not be able to.  This is despite the alleged Bullying Liar forever repeating the insulting dictum of  the Yesman that the houses were the least fit in the area - a statement which the Yesman allegedly had by his own admission written without surveying any of  the houses!  The Alleged Bullying Liar admitted that the replacement Barratt Hutches had an expected life of  only eight years.  The council could not afford to build more durable houses, he declared, not seeing this as an argument against demolishing the existing houses.

This could have been planned obsolescence or increase of the gross national product by replacing the permanent with the disposable - but as a matter of fact, the Barratt Hutches still stand today and The Accused is not aware that are in any way by modern standards regarded as substandard or that they are in any danger of falling down.  Partly this is perhaps because of their small size.  It could perhaps be that the ‘eight year’ designation was an accounting fiddle.  During World War l contractors and councils were encouraged to build houses or edifices.  The government refunded them in accordance with their expected life-span.. that is, if the house was supposedly ‘temporary accommodation’ which would last no more than five years, the government refunded the entire cost within five years ..not so much to enable the contractors to build another one but because they knew very well the building would last fifty years or more but wished to encourage contractors to build houses .. to make it profitable.  For all we know, the council was getting grants to build ‘temporary accommodation’ which were to be renewed within eight years.  However the ‘eight year’ figure was universally accepted amongst council officials and architects.  -Those who had been used to traditional building practices were utterly appalled by the new standards.  There was then already a history - and it was to grow - of replacement houses being demolished while the remaining original houses were still in good condition or of local councils vocally declaring that their tower blocks were derelict and had to be demolished - and then quietly forgetting about demolishing them.  This was one of the reasons for the new policy.  But, it is true, that these were concrete buildings and the bad name given to new methods through the failure of several systems of concrete building may have caused prejudice against the Barratt Hutch (which The Accused described as ‘prefabs’, a term of abuse which he was not alone in applying to them), which today might be regarded retrospectively as a pioneering advance in architecture.  The Accused pointed out that Victorian buildings (and everything Victorian) were constructed with great safety margins.  Comparable materials were now no longer readily available (or, if obtained, cost a great deal of money) and it was only economically feasible to provide much narrower safety margins.   If  houses built in the l880s had, ninety years later, minor deteriorations, they had still a long way to go, were still structurally sound, with the damage having no effect on function, and this deterioration, even if not corrected, would still not have any functional or structural significance by the time the new houses collapsed.  Any deterioration seen in l880s houses (except perhaps gross vandalism) threatened the houses in two hundred years time, perhaps a hundred years time, but it did not threaten them within eight years!  The Accused’s comparisons could be regarded as referring to comparative valuation - 1-15 Harley Street were worth more than other houses in the area or Barratt Hutches (though the houses on Hart Street may have been larger than 1-15 Harley Street houses, except possibly 9,  but had no front gardens and smaller yards).   

Mr Yesterman’s reports on the three Nottingham Council post-l957 Act CPOs not merely included the routine list of all possible defects that could be present in houses but now also, as government directives required, the excuses for the houses not being included in some l974 Housing Act ‘Area’.  The eleven houses in the No l Miscellaneous Areas CPO were in the Hart Street Housing Action Area.  At any rate, they are believed to have been within it when it was originally declared and geographically they were within it and entirely surrounded by it.  They were now isolated within the Hart Street Area as one relatively small block, 1-15 Harley Street and three other isolated houses directly connecting on each side with houses that were still included within the Area.  The land was to be put back into the Area, if, indeed, it had ever been outside it, as soon as the demolitions was accomplished (and it is believed that, because it was impossible to do so without damaging neighbouring houses, at least one of the isolated houses was never demolished.  There was no appeal on that house and it was surveyed or considered during the Public Inquiry.  1-15 Harley Street were the soundest houses in the Area - or at least they had been when the CPO was supposedly declared - though there were now doubts about 11 Harley Street (though it was not nearly as bad as some of the houses outside the CPO).  Mr Manson’s house was also entirely surrounded by an existing ‘Area’.  Mr Westerman’s excuse for not including his house in any Area and also for not including l-15 Harley Street and the three Hart Street houses in any ‘area’ was that the isolated houses or the block were ‘too small’ to be included in an Area! (This excuse was used also in similar circumstances to justify the No 2 Miscellaneous Order).  This absurd claim that an isolated house within a Housing Action Area was too small to be included in any Area was levelled at Mr Mansion, in allegedly bullying tones, and he did not know how to answer it!

The reader, at any rate, may suppose that the claim that a house that is already within an Area cannot be included within the area because it is by itself too small to be included in a separate ‘area’ to be absurd.  In courts of law however such claims are taken seriously and attempts to explain the absurdity are assumed to reflect a mental deficiency on the part of the victim rather than the Yesman.  The judge will repeat the original nonsense, adding ‘Don’t you understand?’.  In the present case the point did not appear to get across that 9 Harley Street was already in the Hart Street Housing Action Area and that therefore there was no difficulty in including it within that area!  If the reader feels that the author, on behalf of  The Accused, spends an inordinate amount of time in explaining the obvious, he has an explanation!  This work is intended to be read also by Experts - who may not find it quite so easy to see the obvious as does the reader.  

In the biblical era, those diagnosed by a Yesman as suffering from pseudoleprosy where greeted everywhere by the cry ‘Unfit! Unfit!’ and that put an end to the argument.  Here too, because the alleged Yesman had allegedly said his piece, the Alleged Bullying Liar was able in all circumstances to yell ‘Unfit! Unfit!’ and to drown out all rational or factual argument.  It is necessary to defend against psychiatric trial or psychiatric diagnosis however as if the psychiatric trial or diagnosis did not exist.. as if the case was being presented to a jury of members of the public who are not bound by the rules of psychiatric trial or the declarations of a Yesman.

Although the No l Miscellaneous Order was in accordance with the l957 Housing Act, the houses were physically within the Hart Street Housing Action Area declared under the l974 Act and bound by l974 Act criteria.  It is doubtful that it was then legal to selectively remove some of the houses within the area and to say they were not in the area and that l974 criteria did not apply or that the removed houses should be treated differently (particularly in light of some of the excuses produced, such as a vendetta against owner-occupiers).  Government Policy and directives also applied to the entire inner city, were in accordance with the l974 Act and did not exclude houses which local councils chose to smuggle into l957 Act CPOs.  Government directives, the l974 Act and also Nottingham Council’s own directives indicated that a substantial proportion of  houses in Housing   Action Areas should not be council owned and that in particular owner-occupiers should be encouraged.  The fact that l-11 Harley Street were not council owned (except for number ll. obtained by them under mysterious circumstances) and that the Accused was an owner occupier should not have been a reason for excluding the houses.  The Accused claimed there were improper motives behind the manner in which the council was establishing a Hart Street council/Bridge Housing Association monopoly.  The Yesterman in his report claimed that only some minute number of houses in the Hart Street Housing Action Area were council owned (So he must have suddenly remembered that the houses were in the Housing Action Area.  Such inconsistency - together complete obviousness to it presence and taboo against pointing it out - is a characteristic of  the psychiatric trial).  The alleged Bullying Liar, after his triumphant performance against Mr Mansion, accepted a minor role in the Accused’s appeal, but did repeat Mr Yesterman’s statement on council houses.

        “Do you think you know more about houses than Mr Yesterman!”, the alleged Bullying Liar was wont to yell across courtrooms.

How should the Accused know how much Mr Yesterman knew about houses.  For  all the Accused knew Mr Yesterman had memorised the entire telephone directory - but he doubted that it was necessary to do so to wield a rubber stamp.  To such comments the Accused did not reply but he noted them his diary to add to the collection.  The author has to reveal however that The Accused was not perfect and that irrespective of what humble act he might put on in public he was in his own mind quite sure that he knew more about houses than the Yesman!  ‘Do you think you know more than the yesman?’, to place the alleged social authority of the man above that of fact or science or logic is also typical of  the psychiatric trial and the Expert.  The Yesman’s status is irrelevant to the truth and logic of a particular argument.

The Accused was telling a different story about council houses.   It had formerly been believed in the area that l-15 Harley Street were the only non-council houses.  Indeed, No 9 was originally supposed to be the only house not owned by the council - because its front door was painted blue and not green.   The Accused had found proof that around a third of the houses in the Hart Street Area were council owned.   Council Departments and the Land Registry were not supposed to divulge confidential information, but they sometimes dropped hints.   The Accused was still unaware of  the l974 Council resolution giving the Bridge Housing Association a local monopoly.  ‘Sold to Bridge Housing Association’ on a placard on a block of  houses was the first that was heard about this organisation.  The Accused suspected however that it was a front for the council.   The Accused said therefore that the number of  council owned houses considerably exceeded the Yesterman’s estimate.

         “Oh, no they do not!”, yelled the Alleged Bullying Liar.

         “Oh, yes they do!”, replied the Accused.

         “Oh, no they do not!”.

Then one of  the council officials sitting at a row of desks at the left (from the Accused’s point of view) of  the inspector’s table piped up.  He was looking at a 2ft x 2ft map spread lying on the desk (but larger than the surface of  the desk).

     “I see what Dr. Graf means!”, said the seated council official,  and pushed the map over into the direction of the inspector “There’s all these houses here..”.

    “No”, conceded the Accused, “I agree that there are only twenty four council houses marked on the map in the report.  But I’m saying that there are more than that.”

     “No, you’ve definitely got a point”

The Accused got up and walked over to look at the map.

      “Oh, I see.  It’s a different map!”

The Accused was surprised.   There seemed to be lack of  unity amongst council officials.  The council official who had called in l976 said that there definitely would be no CPO since it was council policy to keep people in situ if they wished to remain.  This had then also been the fact and expectation until it was revealed to Jesse Philby by the ‘man from the council’, who seemed to be pursuing quite different policies, that there had been a mysterious and unjustifiable switch in the houses which had been included in the CPO!  Thereafter there had been unity ..but had there been?  The general opinion in council offices, surely, had been that this CPO was a mistake and that the council were not expected to go ahead with it.  But nevertheless, whatever might be opinions off the record, The Accused was here expecting to face a united front.  In his private view, the map in the report was deliberately misleading.   He had not expected any documents to be available that contradicted the fabrications.  But the council officials at the desks (who had been provided to assist the inspector) now seemed prepared to blow the whistle on the Yesman and Alleged Bullying Liar.  There seemed to be two parties (which continued to be the case throughout the subsequent history).

     “That’s a different map”, added the Accused, “But there is no doubt that the council also own this block here, which is not marked.  You’ve got more powers of  investigation that I have.. But what you will find is that all of the houses, except for l-15 Harley Street, are council owned....”

The alleged BL also repeated a propaganda argument that if the council adopted an improvements policy towards houses condemned by the Yesman this would be so expensive as to force the council to abandon its entire clearance programme and inhabitants would be forced to live in unfit houses.  This, in the Accused’s view, was a dishonourable argument since the houses were only unfit because the Yesman said so.  This argument was not now very pertinent since the council would be forced to abandon its clearance policy anyway but it was still not respectable to say that this would be a good thing.   The argument had first surfaced when tenants in the Meadows (who wanted to stay put) obtained a High Court order from the council that they must maintain or  honour normal landlord’s services for houses which though CPO’d long ago were still occupied under a section of the l957 Act that permits this.  Once the council has it in mind actually to demolish, the tenants might find that not merely is their a diminution of services but there are extra privileges such as council workers sneaking in and dumping rubbish in the back yards (which happened on Harley Street).  The council, without the tenants’ knowledge, appealed, producing a person whom they paid to be secretary of  a ‘Residents Association’ to claim that the order was threatening to force the council to abandon its clearance policy and to ‘force tenants to live in unfit housing’.   At that time there did already exist the possibility of  improvement grants (which the government pays anyway - as well as paying for demolitions).

The Accused doubted the wisdom of  forcing everyone to conform with some stereotype imposed by the government and commercial interests.  Everyone was forced to have an inside bathroom and toilet.  Everyone was forced to have central heating and double glazing.  People were aware of  their own requirements.  There was considerable poverty in Britain, particularly in allegedly middle class areas.  Everyone was being forced to live above their means (Thatcherism!).  Although 1-15 Harley Street appeared to be small houses, they turned out to be Tardis-like within and to have at least as much space available inside than other inner city houses - which, also, might not have attic space and perhaps not even cellars (though the author is not aware of any in Nottingham, a coal mining area,  that didn’t).    Barratt Hutches were smaller and had no cellars or attics.   Installation of  a bathroom left a single room upstairs -or one small room and a cupboard, which might perhaps be used as a room.  Baths were like cars - for most of  the time occupying space and not being used.  They were expensive to operate and required additional heating to prevent those who had taken a bath and had wet skin from dying from pneumonia.   It was more reasonable to use communal baths or council slipper baths (which were to vanish as part of the Thatcherite revolution).   Double glazing was also criticised on grounds already discussed.  Older people were having pressed upon them technology with which they were not familiar and which they could not understand.  Also, if it was true that people were richer now than in the past, it was a richness measured in terms of  modern values and provisions.  Older people remained poor and those who had once been poor always remained poor and they could not afford to live in homes whose maintenance depended on the services of  other people whose wages belonged to the modern world.  Victims were rewarded by having to pay increased rents in council houses afflicted with, eventually or immediately, ‘improvements’ which they did not need or want.

The  Accused’s conceptions may have been dependent on the ready availability of cheap coal.  The use of coal was to become diminished with the declaration of smokeless areas and universality of non-coal ‘central heating’ (a name used for just about any form of heating).  Although the price coal in shops was already prohibitive, it was still obtainable at a cheaper price from wholesalers.  Victims in the l970s were to complain that the installation of  central heating damaged their houses.  However, all forms of  fuel or heating were to become expensive.   The Accused was fighting a hopeless battle to preserve the pre-Thatcherite economy in which he could survive. 

    “Do wish to ask Mr Westerman any questions?”, asked the inspector.

The Yesman was sitting at one of the desks.

“No!”

“You can ask him questions.  Is there anything you want to ask?”

“No, I have nothing to ask!”

The inspector appeared disappointed that the Accused did not avail himself of  the offer.   But the Accused felt that the Yesman was an architectural psychiatrist, a rubber stamp employed to unfit fit houses.  Now that it was being suggested that unfitness might not be a genetic constitutional disease but a monetary disease or  that the house might not be diseased at all he was rendered redundant.  The Yesman could not answer any questions and the Accused did not want to show him up.  He felt sorry for the Yesman and felt that he could only ‘question’ him effectively by humiliating him - and that he had no answers to any questions.
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