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The events that affected The Accused and others whose lives tied in with his are a progression in which one event is the consequence of previous events and of underlying external politics which, from the point of view of any individual, changes very little in a lifetime (though one person may see it, realistically, differently from another).  The events during the years following Accused-mum’s death - these words are written in 2003- are the evolution from events much ealier- and indeed can be traced back to the experiences of the Accused’s ancestors.  To a considerable extent what might be described as unfavourable static circumstances were shielded by less traumatic transient circumstances  and, perhaps more effectively so in The Accused’s life than in those of many people whose lives caved in irreversibly at a much earlier age (though it may be that The Accused was more aware of the realities).  To the pursue the thesis, therefore, it should be necessary to give an adequate account of these later years as what it was all leading to and, indeed, what The Accused forsaw.  But, at the same time, those involved in the more recent history, and perhaps also The Accused himself, are reluctant that all should not be revealed.  Some feel that it is unwise to impart information, even where nothing compromising can be discerned in that information.  From l985 onwards it was already necessary to become somewhat evasive and generalisation and concealment of individual identies and also on occasion of significant events becomes a matter of policy - until permission is obtained for more revealing narrative or those concerned choose to produce their own accounts.

Accused-mum turned out to have managed her own affairs very competently - much more skilfully than The Accused had supposed - but nevertheless The Accused was faced with a backlog which even today, if it is to be cleared at all, cannot so in less than seven further years!  The Accused found his reponsibilities now stretched unrealistically because in addition to labours at Hendon, he had rewsponsibilities at Briarwood and Elford Rise.

The Accused feared that if he vacated Briarwood for more than a few hours there would be burglaries and thefts of furniture.  Several items of furniture had been stolen repeatedly and recovered from dealers.  An oak chest of drawers which had been stolen at least twice previously went missing.  Antique dealers amongst whom The Accused made inquiries confessed that if a particular item was in the hands of one dealer every other dealer knew about it but at the same time spoke ambiguously about this oak chest.  He should direct his attention, however, several hinted, at Dick Dastardly’s Antique Palace.  Mr Dastsardly ‘restored’ furniture (which the slanderous take to mean that he altered stolen furniture so that it could not be recognised).  Dick Dastardly’s Palace was sited in a picturesque location which libel lawyers do not permit us to portray.  Let us suppose it was located in a large oak tree in the Abbey Park.  In consequence of information received, therefore, The Accused procured Catharine to accompany him to Abbey Park.  The Accused used to put on a Laurel and Hardy double act for which he needed an accomplice.  He would assume that his companion automatically knew the script and would not spill the beans.  So he took it for granted that Catharine would realise that they were supposed to be doddery ignorant tourists - or, at any rate, The Accused would be doddery.  For him it just entailed acting naturally.  On no account must they reveal their own identities or that they were looking for a missing piece of furniture.  So they arrived at the old oak tree.

“What a magnificent oak tree!”, said The Accused, gazing in amazement and then consulting a Russian language textbook which served as an imitation tourist guide.  “The Lie-chester Anch -ient Oak”, he read, “Four thousand years old.  Famed meeting place of  King Lear’s daughter Regan and her childhood sweetheart Thatcha the Magnificent.  Shall we look what befalls in the great manorial hall built in the brances?”.

So they climbed up the ladder into the great tree mansion comprising at least three two storey antigue showrooms.  The Accused wandered around admiring the exhibits, asking Catharine which of these quaint relics they could transport back to California.  The cupboard marked £700 - that is around a thousand dollars - would make a picturesque bathing hut to be placed in their garden next to the swimming pool.  The Accused also took the opportunity to fumble around opening side-doors leading to more secret store chambers.

But then Mr Dastardly arrived.  “Good afternoon! Can I help you?  I am Mr Dastardly.”

“Oh yes, we have a neighbour in Hollywood - Damien D.Dastardly.. He said he had relatives in Durbi.  This is Durbi, isn’t it?  We are just passing through.  I suppose that must be the race-course.  I suppose you must know a friend of ours, Mr Hervi Smith...”

This went on all very well until Catharine blurted out that The Accused had been the victim of furniture thefts on Springfield Road.  Then Mr Dastardly caught on.  He became belligerent.  He had ‘permission from the police’, he ranted, to acquire the stolen items.  In their view and that of  the police he should himself have sold them to raise money to elevate his impoverished life-style.  The burglar, the police had said, were entitled to procure thefurniture and proceeds for themselves if the owner did not do so.  This speech about the unequivocal support he was given by ‘the police’ continued.

The objective had been to locate the stolen furniture.   Because The Accused’s cover was so carelessly broken we do not know whether it was to be found on the site.  The Accused was surprised to find that Catharine was so lacking in worldly cunning.  It appeared she had more an intelligence that applied to a world of books and newspapers.  The implication that the police gave thieves a licence to steal and receivers a licence to receive need not be taken on face value.  Nevertheless The Accused was increasingly forming the impression that the police in preventing or dealing with crimes were not abundantly effective and that they would not or did not know how to cooperate even when the work or prediction or detection was done on their behalf or they only had to act as requested.  The interpretation that the police were allied to the criminal was at least available.

The Graffiti Gang or its more rapacious offshoot was also still sometimes in evidence - and the Accused would sometimes see its members, in Balaclava masks, hovering on Springfield Road as he approached the house (and would therefore hide elsewhere until they had vanished).  The Accused was walking along  London Road, accompanied by Ben Johnson, feared as a tought-guy but also cowed by experiences, when they were approached by three masked robbers - one of whom had been commissioned to recite the spiel to intimidate the pedestrians.  This he did awhile.  “What shall I do, Roland?”, the formidable Mr Johnson pleaded in terror.  But then he sped off lightening pace, leaving The puny Accused to negotiate.  But then another masked robber came from across the road and turned out to be The Accused’s friend Stanley.  He was acquainted with The Accused, he said, and Ben Johnson was an acquaintance of The Accused.  The robbers took their leave and departed.

An eight year old youth (perhaps the victim of what pundits call the attention deficit hypermotility syndrome but also egged on by a young lady over twice his age) was wreaking havoc on Elford Rise and environs.  There was damage which The Accused was unable to procure any contractor to repair.  William Shakespeare travelled with The Accused on a mission to Nottingham to procure a door to replace the replace the vulnerable council structure which had been damaged.  The price charged by the local woodmerchant proved prohibitive but he then let pass the information that Wickes warehouse charged only a fraction of  the price.  So the pair, since The Accused could not afford busfares, trekked for four miles to the warehouse and, with a door, four miles back.  This door proved not to be the correct size.  This waste of time and energy did not please Mr Shakespeare.   That was one incentive for not returning to Elford Rise for further labours.

The eight year old felon and his older lady advisor, had arrived with a gang to torment the pair when they were at their labours.  They did little more on this occasion than ask a great many questions, which The Accused answered, and The Accused, who had lived on Harley Street when it was saturated with children, did not suppose their behaviour was seriously amiss.  One produced a goldfish in a jamjar.  Where did this come from, asked The Accused.  It emerged that it had come (without permission being granted) from someone else’s pond.  The Accused argued that it was desirable to respect the contents of other people’s ponds.  The youth was apparantly unfamiliar with such arguments but after he had asked a great many questions he was satisfied that the goldfish would be happier in its previous location and that the pond-owner would be happier if the goldfish remained - and the boy went off to return it!  Mr Shakespeare however interpreted events as the Accused being victimised - being victimised supposedly because he was poor and dishevelled.  He was afraid that if he returned to Elford Rise or was seen to be an associate of  The Accused he too would be victimised.  The Accused in summer perhaps was not so dischevelled.  But he appeared to have a reptilian ancestry, inordinately affected by temperature, wearing in winter half a dozen sweaters that were never taken off and a heavy coat, while adorned in summer with just shorts and plimsolls.  Mr Shakespeare supposed this was immodest and an invitation to victimisation of  the Accused and of anyone seen as associated with him.  So this was further incentive for his not returning for further labours at Elford Rise.

The Accused needed a team to share the responsibilities, a quasi-family structure in which members would be living at all three adresses and travelling to and fro - and accommaditing to the otherwise low expendiure and poverty that this entailed.  That, the Accused felt, collectively would not lead to such a bad life.  But folk were now accommodated to the conveniences not to be found on The Accused’s premises and did not see the advantages of this lifestyle.  Catharine was now living at Briarwood.   She travelled with The Accused on a couple of occasions to London.  But she did not like London.  It was too far from mother and home.  She formed the impression (which The Accused did not share) that London people were unfriendly, snobbish or yobbish.  Her ambition was eventually to have a flat of her own.  The period during which Catharine lived at Briarwood was one in which she was entirely devoid of  symptoms of her alleged schizophrenia.  But she still consumed her tablets -which was in The Accused’s view unnecessary and which he interpreted as her preferring addiction to tranquillisers to his company.  Catharine feared that The Accused’s attitude of devotion to labours was one that threatened to trap her into the role of an exploited woman adopting an archaic woman’s role relegated to performing the less physically exacting but more boring household tasks.  The Accused felt that he could not afford to repair the inadequate facilities at Briarwood and that Catharine might remedy this by claiming household benefit (that is to say, pay a rent), but Catharine felt that this would result in the intrusion of inspectors who would not tolerate the notion of her paying a rent for such ill-equipped accommodation.  It would be discriminatory for her to pay a rent, she also felt, when everyone else who arrived at Briarwood would be told that there was no rent and that no rent must be claimed off the government and then went and claimed it all the same, pocketed the rent and asked for more off  The Accused.

Catharine was less delighted that formerly when this succession of friends did arrive.  The Accused felt that there was nothing he could do to prevent their coming or staying and that they had to be treated civilly and as members of a family.   He, admittedly, had no power or control over them, but felt also that so long as Catharine was there she was a witness and civilising influence.  All-male households were always manageable.  But Catharine suspected also that this might be exploitation or invasion of her privacy.   Goeffrey Langland arrived for a while and then Piers Plowman.  They promised to peform the necessary repairs on Elford Rise but time dragged on and they proved to be occupied on schemes of their own.  The Accused eventually gave the house at Elford Rise to the Jesus Army, partly because he thought this was the right thing to do and partly because there did not seem to be any viable alternative.  The Jesus Army had an associated builders’ repair outfit, which did not usually operate North of its base in Northampton, effected the repairs which were now also ordered by the council.  The Accused paid the bill, which technically he should have been able to claim off the insurance - but he never got time to get round to it (and continued to have no time to get round to much else which had built up over the years).  The Accused had supposed that once repaired this would be a very attractive house and ideal for a Jesus army cell or family but The Accused was informed that there were no takers and that they might have to sell it.  Whether or not a use was eventually found was not known.  The Accused had even the notion that he might move back there himself when all else collapsed.

Relatively cheap accommodation was again in l996 available and The Accused noticed that what appeared to be a sound and attractive semi-detached house in Northfields (with garden and garage) was for sale in the Northfields district of Leicester.  There had to be snag.  The Accused supposed that this must be because there was a black mark over the district.  Northfields was now a largely Indoasian area with a reputation for troubles caused by alleged National Front elements and criminals, but The Accused had not noticed this himself and, if it was so, it was likely to be transient and manageable.  The Accused suggested to Catharine, Geoffrey, Piers and others of  his associates who were then seeking accommodation that he buy these premises and that they live there.  If the house was bought this did not mean that the money was wasted.  There would be a house in place of the money and collectively they would be saving rent equivalent to many times the capital.  The market price of the premises would inevitably rise to two or three times the present figure and that represented saving of loss through inflation.  The scheme would be economically justifiable even if they did not pay any rent, but housing benefit was in fact claimable, thought The Accused, without his suffering any loss.  It did not have to be any higher than reasonable cost of maintainance - and therefore not income (though The Accused in any case had little income).  It would also be a test whether the members of the firm had any aptitude for estate management.  The premises were easily reached from Briarwood by bicycle and a supply of cheap bicycles could be procured.

There was, however, no enthusiasm whatsoever for this scheme.  Catharine thought Northfields was too far from home, a dodgy district - and she supposedly could not ride a bicycle.  Schemes intended to transfer The Accused’s finances to viability received no support at all.  The modern trend was to be a worker earning high wages rather than to be self-sufficient on low income - and not even those denied employment could adjust to a lifestyle more appropriate to the dispossessed constructing a means to survive (as per the enterprises of former immigrant populations).  Catharine eventually decided she had insufficient privacy at Briarwood and that The Accused’s associates were threatening or bullying.  She moved to a smallish flat supplied by a Housing Association for which she was charged over fifty pounds a week.  This irked The Accused.  He considered this housing association as a social menace which had bought houses all over Leicester, with heavy government subsidy, for rent and thereby pricing the houses out of reach of those, such as he himself had been, who urgently needed them.  They then exploited those who were not necessarily in such a desparate situation as he had been with enormous rents.  The deprived, he felt, should band up against and osctracise such organisations and collectively manage for themselves.  Another of the Accused’s temporary residents, Peter Macefield also decided to hire a field in Derbyshire and build for himself a log cabin.  For this The Accused was required to fork out.  He felt that he had been terrorised out of this cash - that he was so isolated and without help to be unable to protect himself - but Mr Macefield built himself very attractive accommodation, though he was later to find himself in difficulties.

The Accused, because he was afraid of burglaries and furniture thefts at Briarwood, spent little more than a couple of hours a week, or fortnightly,  in Hendon before returning, usually accompanied by an associate, usually, in l995, Sidney Savage, who in return for help in the house or garden, was rewarded with a meal at the local cheap Italian cafe or a short exploration round the environs.  The Accused’s objective was to confer onto his mother’s belongings, her papers in particular, to what was to him a comprehensible order.  Accused-mum had kept papers relevent to the immediate management of her estate in a manner so that he could take over without interruption (and had explained to him what and where these were).  But the upstairs of the house, garage and garden sheds were piled full of goods in what was to The Accused a confusion which would take years or decades to disentangle.  As matters stood The Accused had inherited his mother’s estate, but he was not able to trace its history, he felt, adequately back into its past.  He was entitled to administer it as he wished and did not need permission from any outside authority how to do so, but nevertheless he felt that there for legalistic purposes details he had to uncover.  Technically, for instance, he might have a claim of damages against the estate on account of his past treatment.  Although this did not immediately seem relevent to anything practical, he felt it was necessary to discover the facts.  As matters stood The Acused resolved to transfer to himself via a serious of transactions what he judged to be provable debt to himself and to keep what remained separate and to be used only for its own expenses and maintainance.  The low income this entailed The Accused supposed, would prove sufficient, or he had to put up with it.  To the extent that this failed, that was due in the first instance to the demands of others rather than his own.

Sidney proved more effective than The Accused had envisaged in transferring goods into boxes and piling them against the wall so as to create space for manoevre.  He also performed necessary labours in the front and back garden very rapidly.  But there was a divergence of purpose.  The sorting of papers, books and documents is a process which, even with continuous work, day by day, may take years - and if the work so far is disturbed it may necessary to start everything again. Once papers are filed in order, then they can be studied.  This stage has not yet been reached!  Sidney more had in mind the rationalisation of the interior of the house with the aim of it being let.  The Accused more envisaged eventually living there himself.  Prospects of earning a living in London were better than in Leicester.  The ‘working class’ viewpoint is that a house is a goldmine in rents.  Where a person has a job, a secure income and can mount up debts, it is possible to maintain this illusion.  The Accused regarded it as unnecessary and unrealistic.

The Accused made discoveries, some of which have already been related.  He found that medical textbooks from his student days had found their way to Hendon - including what seemed to be the textbook which he had supposed stolen at the Maudsley Hospital in l965.  Further evidence surfaced of interference into the Accused’s life by his parents of which he had not been aware, including a visit by his parents to and correspondence with John Ellis when he was Dean of  the London Hospital Medical College.  He discovered that his parents had been involved in numerous activities of which he had not been aware in which they had adopted a progressive stance rather than the reactionary point of  view with which he had been familiar.  His mother had been studying for and obtaining a string of certificates and qualifications right up to l995 and had maintained high standards.  However, it also turned out that Accused-mum had obtained power of attorney, without The Accused’s knowledge, over Accused-dad’s affairs in l991.

The Accused faced also a backlog of work in Leicester.  Although he whines about being robbed and even terrorised by friends, his friends also provided valuable help in the restoration of the house and the garden.  This proceeded from l995 onwards despite by added burden of the Accused having to protect himself from the threats and dangers imposed by the GMC’s persecution.   The Accused spent 1987-90 almost entirely on repairs to Briarwood.  This is all still far from complete.  One of the most time-consuming tasks was repair of the toilet attacked by the plumber’s sledgehammer.  The ancient cistern was obsolete and spare parts not obtainable from suppliers so that The Accused had to find his own and procure them from skips.  The Accused picked up from his friends practical tricks and skills.  All had something to teach.  So there was extensive repair to woodwork.  It was necessary repeatedly to repair the roof and skylight to stop leaks (though currently there are some more leaks whose source had not been identified).  Attempts have been made to repair cracks in the wall, plaster restored and windows repaired, attempts to insulate against the cold and there have been internal decorations.  Repeated repairs and improvisation have also been demanded by the outside toilet and other plumbing.  Shelves have been erected on the walls of  Accused-mum’s bedroom which had converted to an office and subjected to a fire - and this has been restored to function of document store and office, though other rooms have also been converted to document stores and libraries - and it has proved necessary to hire a garage to provide extra storage room.  The lighting circuits affected by the fire have not been restored but a system of lights has been installed connected to the two remaining power plugs.  Telephone extensions installed and the box-room and breakfast room converted into stores for paint, tools and plumbing equipment.  Much time has been spent in combatting dry rot and areas under the study and drawing room are being converted to storage areas.  It is not known whether friends of  The Accused wish to reveal what part they have played in these restorations.  However, not only are the house repairs far from complete but no appreciable inroad has been made into the reading and processing of magazines, documents and manuscripts.

It turned out that Accused-mum had built up a portfolio of shares in privatised utilities.  The Accused felt obliged therefore, as Accused-mum’s executor, to conduct his case against the Northumbrian water company contesting the takeover bid by Lyonnaise d’Eau in the Chancery Court - with which he was occupied at the time of the l996 GMC committee meeting.  When a company succeeds in a takeover bid it may compel the remaining holders to part with their shares at the bid price if  shareholders in their ‘category’ have accepted the bid with respect to 90% of the shares in the category.  A ‘dissident shareholder’ may then appeal to the court for special treatment in not being required to accept the bid or can claim that the bid was not in accordance with law.  Precedents have in the main surrounded what is meant by ‘category’.  This can mean, say preference shareholders as opposed to ordinary shareholders, but sometimes may refer to a particular group of ordinary shareholders.  This again arises usually from disagreement as to which of the shares are to be regarded prior to the bid as already in the hands of  the bidder or the ‘enemy camp’ (or, therefore, at what point the bid is to be regarded as having been initiated).  Thus if the bidding party already own forty per cent of  the shares and the bidding commences as an alliance with another party who owns another forty percent, then, particularly if the bid is directed against the holder or holders of the remaining shares (for instance, in order to oust him as a director or to be in a position to enforce some further reorganisation of which he disapproves), the remaining twenty per cent may be a separate ‘category’ from whom a 90% vote is required before they are forced to sell.  It is also possible to argue that the bid price imposes on the holder an unjustifiable loss or that the directors of  the company have misled the shareholders or published misleading or incomplete accounts (or have concealed relevent facts or vested interests).  The Accused was also to claim ‘public interest’ and negligence by the Minister when approving the merger (for which The Accused provided alleged documentary evidence - or at any rate, the company freely handed it over to The Accused on request).  Although this was the most likely point to succeed, if it did so it would do so through publicity, delay and reconsideration by the Minister rather than order by the court.

There are in the legal texts are very limited number of previous cases reported.  The Accused had photostat copies of all of them (and was fully familiar with all of  them).  As is usual in published legal literature these cases had been decided very much in accordance with commonsense or fairness, though this does not necessarily happen in the unpublished cases of poorer supplicants.  However, it is not believed that there ever have (previously) been such cases.  Nor had there been any cases at all for many decades.  Large shareholders are separately consulted by bidders and company directors and terms are negotiated which they are prepared to accept (or will not oppose in court).  Bids are ideally conducted where the large holders have bought cheaply or are panicking.  They can also be given extra inducements such as capital payments - which they misguidedly always welcome!  Smaller shareholders do not realise that they need not do anything, that the big boys will fight it out between themselves and that their shares will then be bought automatically.  They rush into signing forms because they suppose that if they do not do so their shares will be confiscated for nothing, that they will face demands for legal charges, that their shares will be rendered worthless, that they have no choice, that they might lose some available option or that they might forget to sign the next form at a critical stage or they may instructions from a financial advisor (who surprisingly often does not know the law or procedure).  However, lesser shareholders for the most part hold very few shares apiece.  The cost of a lawsuit, if lawyers are employed, will exceed the value of the shares, perhaps multifold!  The weighted risks are therefore against a small holder conducting a case - and it is not worth his while risking his money to make a point!  Although small shareholders, holding their shares in their own name, have a need to organise themselves to protect their own interests against company directors and institutions, they do not do so and collective cases are not held (though, in any case, cases have to be conducted in specific litigants names).  The Accused was therefore faced with the fact, as with the Graf v Nottingham cses, that he was the only shareholder who could conduct a case - that is to say, conduct it himself without being represented by lawyers and faced only with the court fees and his own personal expenses.

The market price of  water companies was comparatively low when compared with earnings (or with dividend).  The explanation of this was that water companies had extensive reponsibilities, were expected to invest great sums, for instance, to maintain standards of purity of water and of rivers (for which they were then responsible).  There was amongst the larger investors considerable unease over potential expenses.  Also, the profits of regulated water companies (the regulated activities being hived off into separate subsidiary companies) were so high that the regulator might be expected eventually to intervene to reduce them.  However, The Accused’s main objection was that the price paid was too low as a multiple of earnings - ridiculously low.  The Accused maintained that the shareholders had been misled by the circulars distributed by the company’s directors (or their agents).  The prices of shares over a period of, say five years, varies much more than the general public to suppose.  It is not unusual for the highest price to be five times the lowest.  Also, the current market price is not relevent to holders or to potential buyers or sellers.  They perform their own valuations and the current market price is often a poor reflection of any realistic valuation.  The directors were taking advantage of a currently low market price to justify the bid.  They were also claiming that punters would make a profit by accepting the bid and reinvesting at 7.5% interest.  It was impossible for any private individual of limited means, if indeed anyone at all, to invest money to obtain 7.5% interest.  They would be lucky if they got any at all - and if they wanted to hold cash they would do so and not buy shares.  This calculation was based supposedly on the current dividend being paid on the shares and not, as The Accused argued it should be, the earnings per share.  On that basis the bid price was not merely too low but dramatically too low.  As matters stood the projected earnings for the current year’s account were even higher, but even allowing for a clamp down by the regulator and a reduction of earnings per two thirds, the price was too low.  There should be a share alternative, not a pure cash offer.  Water companies bought water companies.  Share alternatives were like for like and therefore comparative valuations based on any of the obvious criteria were reliable and comparative income or earnings were maintained.  It was easy to get over any difficulties that arose from holding French shares and, in any case, a complete takeover was not necessary.  It was the small shareholders who were likely to oppose this bid.  Over ninety percent of shares in any company were owned by trusts which dealt in other people’s money and by directors - who had a logic of their own and had already voted in favour.  The company was to remain separate as a subsidiary of  the French company and the small shareholders should retain a minority holding.  In fact, he personally should be allowed to maintain a minority holding.  He should not be the victim of the stupidity of others.  He could not afford to miscalculate and could not afford to be the victim of miscalculations.

The directors and trusts had voted for the takeover - and the number of shares with voting power was increased through directors’ options having votes.  It was obvious that the price offered was unfavourable.  Although these were good directors whom The Accused in other respects supported, technicians who had worked their way up rather than members of the club of money-drones, they were either being led by the nose by consultants or else had some benefit from the bid which was not available to others.  It was known that they would be keeping their jobs and that they would also become directors of Lyonnaise.  They had not necessarily bought their share options and despite the low level of the bid could expect to make a considerable profit out of the praemium over the price they were required to pay.  There might be other inducements.  The unit trusts, pension funds and the like habitually sacrificed long term considerations to convert shares to cash.  This could be attributed to their buying shares at prices at which there was a trivial dividend yield.  They needed cash to pay their expenses and wages and, in many cases, to pay dividends to trustholders.  As far as the small shareholders were concerned, the institutions were the enemy, forever demanding pay-outs which diminished the value of the shares, indeed, regularly reducing reserves or inceasing debts to a level which might eventually promote bankcruptcy or liquidation of the company.  They also chased bandwaggons or consensus without thought.  The money-industry in general was also continuously promoting takeovers, demergers and other expensive and unnecessary arrangements because it enabled them to earn millions of pounds in fees. The Accused got the impression that company directors were continuously being pestered by salesmen promoting mergers, demergers and rearrangements.  The small or individual shareholders did not share the interests of directors and institutions and should be regarded as a separate category required independently to register 90% of their votes before being forced to accept the takeover bid.

The Accused argued that one of the motives behind privatisation was to retain a manner of control by users in the form of representation as shareholders.  The Accused argued that ‘globalisation’ was not desirable.  Lyonnaise was, in fact, owned by Mr Tung of Hong Kong (of whom The Accused had no criticism personally) and was part of a much larger monopoly.  The term ‘globalisation’ was not yet in the popular  vocabulary but The Accused was using it in the sense of  multinational companies being outside the control of  any  national governments (not under the control of The Americans).  There were certain countries where ‘globalised’ companies were based or registered, amongst the Hong Kong and Singapore.  Shareholders in privatised nationalised industries need to protect themselves against the instincts of compay directors of their advisors, particularly where the directors were money-drones rather than scientists.  There was extensive investment by such companies in countries with dubious politics and, ultimately this would be lost (which it was to be).  In other countries there was so close a depenance of British companies on existing governments that the British were interfering in elections, exuding propaganda on the World Service of  the BBC and even urging political parties to pretend to sympathise with popular disapproval of foreign companies and then to pursue another policy when elected.  Company directors were very keen on the notion of abolishing small shareholders, whom they regarded as a nuisance and tricks and stratagems were perpetrated just for this purpose.  Even without such tricks, the percentage of shares held by small shareholders in their own names, rather than someone else who voted contrary to their interests, was in every company continuously diminishing, while company directors awarded themselves millions of shares and options which threatened to eventually to put all companies into the hands of directors and ex-directors.

Northumbrian was a particularly well-run company, with technologists rather than money-drones or lawyers as directors.  It had an usually large proportion of shares, supposedly eleven per cent, but if directors’ options were taken into account, probably nine per cent, in the hands of  small shareholders or users.  This was one of the reasons for it being possible to bring the case.  Normally a company could raise a 90% majority from company directors and institutions alone.  Although Northhumbrian claied 90% acceptance for this bid, it was open to doubt that without small shareholders this could be achieved without directors’ options or votes cast by pension funds contrary to pensioners’ interests.  It sounded as if the great maority of smaller shareholders had not yet accepted the bid.  The Monopolies’ Commission, claimed The Accused, had expressed the opinion that the bid was not in the public interest.  The Minister’s approval had been rubber-stamped on superficial grounds.  Ministers automatically approved everything.  The Northumbrian also provided water to the Yorkshire and Welsh Water companies and had arrangements with other companies and had subsidiaries in Central America where a large multinational might ot be welcome.  The Minister had overlooked the degree to which a monopoly was being established locally, I in the nation at large and internationally.  It was not desirable for company profits to be diverted abroad and it could not be guaranteed that desire for profit would not override support of local communities.

The Accused had had unfortunate experiences at the hands of allegedly belligerent, uncooperative, mendacious, unprincipled, abusive and bullying - all allegedly - (male) lawyers rather than barristers.  The Northumbrian barrister was friendly, even cooperative, explaining some of the technical aspects that arose out of the Accused’s arguments to the judge.  The Accused was astonished to find that the judge was so ignorant about stocks and shares, sharing many of  the misconceptions that enable the pundits to con the punters.  The judge was also complaining of toothache, which could have explained aspects of  his judgement.  The judge supposed that the bid must be favourable because, he thought, ninety per cent of the shareholders had accepted the bid.  It would in most large companies require only two hundred shareholders to accept the bid for the 90% to be reached, even though there might be several hundred thousand shareholders.  The point was not so much how many shares had been acquired or supposedly acquired by Lyonnaise but that the calculation presented to the shareholders to justify the bid was allegedly misleading.  Then the judge awarded costs to Northumbrian water.  This was extraordinary.  Costs have never been awarded to the company in this application.  It is regarded as the law that the company pays its own costs (and the plaintiff pays hers).  That information will be found in every company law textbook.

This is not necessarily what Northumbrian Water wanted.  The case had been heard with minimum delay at the request of the company because they feared that if it was not completed it would not be possible to meet deadlines.  Allegedly it might even be necessary to abandon the takeover bid.  For this reason they also wanted no appeal.  The Accused wanted no appeal.  He had made his point.  There would be further action if someone else took this up, there were reports in the Press or the Minister intervened.  Anyone else could use the same arguments in this case or in any subsequent case.  However, because The Accused had had costs awarded against him, though in his appeal papers, immediately submitted, he explained that his appeal was primerally against costs but that he was obliged to present the entire case to show that he had a strong case compared with previous cases where the company had paid its own costs.  However, The Accused received a letter from the Northumbrian barrister informing him that the company board had decided that the company would pay the costs.  So the Accused informed the court that he withdrew his appeal on the understanding that the company was paying its own costs but reserved the right to reinstate it if that did not prove to be the case.  Nothing further was heard.

The Accused had intended to avoid dependence on his mother’s estate but supposed he was entitled to at least part of the l993 fire insurance payment, on a policy for which he paid (in his own name).  He accordingly laid aside three thousand pounds which was intended to enable him to survive through setting himself up in self-employment, though it turned out that he found that this was instead used for similar purpose for associates.  This was not necessarily not in his own interests and led initially to what seemed to be productive halcyon period in the earlier months of l996.  However then many in the environs of Briarwood were drawn into the epidemic of alcoholism and drug addiction was hitting Leicester - and particularly the young and easily drawn in and the previously reformed.  It might be in the interests of all for this tale to be fully told.  There appeared to be a mass-cover up or complacency by those who administrate and what historians will suppose retrospectively is the consensus story.  The Accused felt that the Medical Profession, and the GMC, were in the forefront of the misrepresentation and so out of their own short-term interests and because they were themselves little more than pushers in a drug-addicted and alcoholic community - a community in which they themselves had the greatest level of drug-addiction and alcoholism but, but apart from the fear and psychosis created by their own internal police-state and scapegoating exemplified by the GMC, relatively immune to the effects on account of  their prosperity.  The effect of alcoholism and drug-addiction on the less favoured was utterly devastating and there was a need for resources to be directed away from the traditional efforts and expenditures of the health services, to this single purpose of combatting drug-addiction.  This meant that the traditional approach of the medics, even their traditional knowledge and skills, were obsolete.  There was a need for understanding of the causes - an understanding of sociology, economics and psychology, of the insecurity and anxiety that faced the population and a need to reduce that anxiety.  He found himself facing a GMC committee that spoke only of the non-existent, of irrelevent and imaginary subjective concepts such as ‘mental condition’ and of imaginary people and the supposed subjective emotions of imaginary people.  There was no way of dragging them into reality.  The medics would have understood.  But they were stultified and he was unable to communicate with them because of their domination by their lawyers.  The Accused when he had commenced clinical medical studies in l964 was the stranger from outside, who understood the real world outside and was familiar with the social classes from whom they had been isolated.  He was educated in the displines they did not understand but which were relevent to the real distresses that people faced.  The medicine practiced by doctors was superficial.  What presented itself as disease, the inability to face up to and cope with disease, whether on the part of patients or doctors, was all based on insecurity and fear.  When he had been a student this had been recognised.  When he had practiced as  doctor this had been recognised.  He was the unchallenged practitioner in the fields that were outside medical training.  Now he was being persecuted by a group of ignorant specialists who hung onto a psychiatry, which they did not understand, that was based on the dogma that apparantly psychiatric manifestations were inborn illnesses in which sociology or economics played no part - whereas, in fact, it was entirely sociology and economics.  So he stood before them as the only mathematician on the medical register, the only psychologist, sociologist or economist, the only medic with any understanding of the psychologically or sociologically based approaches to psychiatry and with a record in succesful prevention and treatment against which nobody else could compete.  His knowledge of the old mental hospitals gave him an understanding of the history and truth about their psychiatry which they could not possess.  He alone had lived amongst the poorest in the population as a member of their own communities and had seen the phenomena they classified in armchairs sitting in clinics, in their true settings, as they actually were and how they came to be precipitated.  They themselves in their committee proceedings, in their flight from reality and their fantasy world of imaginary people, phobias, fears of suspicions, attribution of their actions to chimaeras in their own head or non-existent gods.. in all they did they were exhibiting textbook symptoms of psychosis.  Their own Health Section had provably been set up by madmen.  The GMC’s secret kangaroo court exemplified the cause and creation of psychosis.  It was suffused with fear, presiding over a profession living in fear of being Found Out and of  being the next scapegoat.  The medical profession and their faimilies had the highest level of psychosis, marital discord, suicide, drug-addiction, alcoholism and unemployment of any occupation in the country.  They were setting themselves up as infallible, as the parental figures who take from others all fear, anxiety or uncertainty and would make their decisions on their behalf.  But they were not infallible.  Nobody is infallible.  Instead they protected themselves from criticism by creation of a religion, with uniform consensus and with real or imaginary authority figures who depended on social status and not on science.  To protect their own delusions and to prevent The Public Finding Out they had to silence science, intellect, objective criticism and truth.  The GMC protected the public reputation of the medics but did so by deception not by cultivation of  truth.  The GMC was a relevent authority only within their own cut-off social system to which The Accused did not belong.  He belonged to the outside world.  The medics’ world is only a subsystem of the greater outside world and it more the outside world which represents the truth or which can correct.  It was the Accused who was the physician and the GMC who were the patient.  His attitudes were not eccentric.  The GMC held its deliberations in secret, relied on self-created terminology and concepts which had no meaning to those outside.  If the arguments had been expressed in public and in meaningful terms not merely every member of the public but every medic would have agreed with him.

As The Accused tried to communicate with the GMC’s committee, tried to find some way of conversing with the medics without interference from the lawyers he would think: “Can we not clear away this nonsense and irrelevency of investigations, screeners for health, mental conditions, suspicions, imaginary people and their supposed emotions, opinions ascribed to other people without evidence, consents or otherwise to supervisions.. and talk about the relevent issues?”.

The Accused had in l964 been ridiculed by an ignorant Public School population for suggesting that endemic goitre had formerly been considered to be found in Derbyshire and Switzerland - a fact known to every grammar school GCE ‘O’ level pupil.  It had not occurred to the Public School that the Accused might be right.  Surely, he lived a stone’s throw from that comical and unknown county of  Derbyshire and there were then more self-declared and known Grafs in Switzerland than in the rest of the world added together.  Could not perhaps have had some inside knowledge?  How could they know that endemic goitre had never been regarded as native of Switzerland and Derbyshire?  When the ‘correct answer’ turned out to be ‘alpine climates’ did it not occur to them that the alps were vaguely in the environs of  Switzerland?

There was a need for humility.  The other chap might be right.  The Accused had not merely spent much of this life educating people denied any formal education, but he had been educated by them.  From all he had learnt.  You will learn from everyone - from the supposedly least educated, from the supposedly least intelligent, indeed, from the supposedly least sound of mind.  According to lawyer Panzenfuhrer when rubbishing The Accused, The Accused had said:-

“The GMC should not be victimising the most intelligent doctor in Britain”

He had in fact not said this.  He had said: “The Public might ask why the GMC, not noted for its intelligence or reliability of judgement, is victimising the most intelligent doctor in Britain”

This does not suggest that The Accused is or was the most intelligent doctor in Britain.  It suggests that the public might think so.  After all, he had in his youth registered the highest I.Q. score.  As the public would view objective evidence, the Accused’s judgement was more reliable than that of the GMC.  Why did they refuse to listen?

The Accused was propagandising the notion of what he called ‘holiday camps’.  This terminology was derived from the Carlton Hayes dictum: “This is not a holiday camp”.  There was only one way of dealing with an addiction.  Odysseus, supposedly, arranged for himself to be tied to the mast of  his ship to avoid being enticed by the calls of  the Sirens.  So too with addictions.  The drugs must be put completely out of reach.  The victim has to stop consuming them.  This may, probably will, lead to unwelcome withdrawal symptoms, but they have to be endured and the attendants have to endure them, however unpleasant or dangerous.  So The Accused proposed that every drug-addicted person who appeared before the courts accused of a crime should be given the option, in place of sentence, of volunteering for a few weeks’ residence at a ‘holiday camp’.  This would be holiday camp in every respect - except that there would be o drugs and no alcohol.

The Accused applied for the post of government Drug Baron (a post to be awarded to a policeman) in order to take the opportunity to record at length the nature of  his proposed holiday camps and the reasons for them.  The Accused had discovered that the Freudian method of psychoanalysis works only if  the hysteria being cured is no longer of use to the patient.  Similarly, drug addiction or alcohol addiction will not be cured if it is a way of life on which the victim depends for survival.  So there must also be full employment.  This is by no means a simple requirement.  It cannot be achieved if personnel officers specify the characteristics of the succesful candidate before anyone even applies.  The l930s militaristic ideology coined the phrase: “Square peg in a round hole”.  This phrase was forever to be repeated to justify class or racial prejudice.  The objective is to match the hole to the peg.  A great many people may not fit into the orthodox employment system and there is a need for people to construct their own alternative economies.  This is currently impeded by the degeneracy theory politics introduced by Thatcherism with a vengeance - consumerism - where a minimum level of expenditure is imposed which can be attained by their own efforts only by those in orthodox employment and which is aggravated by the award of loans to the same people, by creating the additional requirement of living in debt, a mechanism not just to increase consumption with no purpose other than to increase consumption, but to keep the workforce docile and dependant.  The artifically created mega-inflation in house prices and rents which has been government policy since l979 plays a considerable part.  Much study and contrivance is needed to discover the appropriate changes and how to arrange them - and it may take several generations.  But The Accused already published relevent observations in the London Hospital Gazette of l968 and his approach would at least be a start.  The enrolment of  the drug addicts and alcoholics into the clutches of psychiatry and for them to be labelled as and treated as schizophrenics or as suffering from personality disorder or whatever name pscyhiatrists currently choose for their victims does not help.  Nor is it helpful to maintain the Neodarwinist or Degeneracy Theory attitude that there is a division between the normal or desirable and the degenerate or undesirable with drug addiction and alcoholism seen as the correct treatment of the degerate and that any crime or misery that creates contributes to the intended elimination of  those who are not wanted.  Drug addiction and alcoholism, and its consequences to the immediate victim and his own victims, affects the whole of society.  Although the explosion of drug addiction and alcoholism has precipitated a need for victims to be provided with drugs and alcohol rather than be cured - so as to dissuade them from conducting crime waves to finance their requirements - information currently available to The Accused suggests that clandestine policy considers this to be primary and ultimate objective - and that, for instance, government agencies operate a dictatorship that forces drugs onto the inmates of  prisons.

The dependency on drug companies of medics and of scientific research and education and of funding of provisions is also not desirable.  Thatcherism denied the functions of government - which include the protection of  the individual from power and of the independence and freedom of scientific inquiry, expression and thought.  The underlying essentials are being sacrificed on the alter of  unnecessary pretence, appearances and waste.  Useless luxuries have become the substitute for what is necessary and on which human happiness and survival depends.

Unfortunately the information that could here be cited to rectify misrepresentation is barred by the need to respect confidences.  The reader has already learnt how the irrational AIDS propaganda of l987-8 was used to cause a sexual repression and conversion to drug-addiction, with the consequent development of  the alleged AIDS, which was due to that and not sexual activity.  Inhibition of sexuality per se was not however an objective.  It was rather to be reorganised in a form appropriate to a militaristic society.  It was altruistic emotions and morality rather that were to be repressed, but, when repressed, they were to be identified with not-to-be-found-out sexualities (as in the traditional Prep School Syndrome found amongst medical gerontocrats).  Inevitably repression and conversion and the encouragement of psychopathic behaviour rituals was an aspect of  the social system of drug addiction and occurred, in the manner of any hysteria, in the presence of  the chemical agent and was adapted as survival pattern.  However obviously sexual interpretations are rarely visible amongst chronic drug addicts.  There are two consistent features - the victim spends a great deal of time asleep or incapacitated and, when not so, he needs money for more drugs.  If members of  the GMC had had more direct experience of alcoholics of the less socially favoured variety they might also have had a clearer idea of what is meant by ‘paranoia’, though there has to be some suspicion that the paranoia of the medical gerotocracy has also been alcohol-induced - and with a little more experience of the outside world, the psychiatrists would not have followed the example of journalists in branding their own ‘schizophrenics’ as the most dangerous people in society.  If the term ‘schizophrenic’ is defined sociologically, the ‘schizophrenics’ are the least dangerous, least aggressive, least able to protect themselves.  Violent drug-addicts or alcoholics should not be included in the definition.

In l995 there were attempts to set up in the East Midlands factories producing amphetamines and to set up networks of addicts who were also suppliers.  Teenagers were a regular target.  This was reinforced by a press campaign advertising the supposed merits of ‘Ecstacy’, for practical purposes a general name for amphetamines and similar drugs.  Attempts to set up other addictions have also regularly been reinforced by campaigns in the propaganda media and by medics.  The usual routine was for young people to be drawn into the addict society by initially being given samples free of  charge by elders who greatly praised their effects.  According to reports a single free gift of  cocaine induced an irreversible addiction which cost the addict or her boyfriend hundreds of pounds a week.  One person also might spend hundreds or thousands of pounds a week on alchohol.  It is currently regularly argued that heavy taxes are placed on alcohol and cigarettes as a deterrent, as a means of reducting consumption.  This story was not prevalent in l996 and it is difficult to take this American propaganda seriously.  It is the poorest people who are most addicted to cigarettes.  The diagnosed schizophrenics are just about invariably chain smokers with a toxic consumption.  Increase in price does not reduce consumption.  It would be truer to say that taxation exploits a helpless market of often impoverished people who insist on consuming their drug or potion irrespective of price.  There were confessions also of  heroin costing addicts hundreds or thousands of pounds a week   The government remied this to some degree by allowing some doctors to prescribe dipipanone (methadone) which acts as a heroin substitute.  However, it was reported that methadone was more irreversibly addictive than heroin and more on the par with tobacco.  Methadone inevitably was also procured, under the pretence that it was being consumed, for sale - or for exchange to obtain other drugs.  So this spread methadone addiction.  Government regulations changed at times - even with the best intentions - and the addict might find himself unable to procure the methadone and turn to the more expensive heroin.  Addicts might avoid centres licenced to prescribe addictive drugs because they did not wish to meet other addicts or moneylenders.  Just about any drug can become addictive and there is a long list of  those which have not been given publicity.  The claim that cannabis is not addictive - in the sense that users can desist from use and do not demand money from companions to renew supplies - is unrealistic and the claim that the drug is harmless, as already discussed, questionable.  Medics have also in recent years propagandised cannabis.

There may be a long period - even eighteen months or more - between being charged with a crime and being sentenced.  The reader might suppose that the waiting period is one in which the charged person will be very careful not to misbehave - so to improve his chances of a light sentence.  It might be supposed that habitual criminals know that they will receive only light or nominal sentences and will not be inordinately affected by anxiety.  Further it might be claimed that there are habitual criminals who regularly serve prison sentences, that this is their way of life and means of survival and they are not expected to fear prison.  That does not necessarily follow.  We have already learnt that continuous anxiety is a regular part of  the compulsory means of survival imposed on any social class.  The medics are even an extreme example.  However l996 events belied all of  these presumptions.  Irrespective of what may or may not be the truth about life or conditions in prison, all who were charged were afraid of prison sentences.  In the past it was presumed that if charged persons were remanded on bail (that is, allowed to remain free while awaiting the next hearing) they would not be sent to prison.  There was still, statistically, some truth in this presumption though now also there was regularly remand on bail, as opposed to in custody, even for over a year for  crimes which were known would be rewarded with a prison sentence.  Certain crimes, according to fashion, regularly carry prison sentences - though not necessarily violent crimes or those where the person allegedly presents a public danger.  It was more the natural losers than natural winners in society of  bullies who given a custodial sentence for a first offence.  Nevertheless, the Accused claims that prisons were already so congested and so expensive to the national exchequer that major and habitual criminals would not have been imprisoned had they begged on their knees for such a sentence.  There were plenty who knew that they would not be sent to prison or that it was very unlikely - but still they walked in fear of prison.  This constant awareness did not lead to good behaviour.  On the contrary, they were apt during periods of remand to perpetrate crime waves on a scale well beyond their previous conduct and, during remand, were apt to become addicted or more addicted to drugs.  When they were sentenced and no longer in danger, the crime, at least till the next time, ceased - and so sometimes also the drug-addiction (at least so amongst young people who had only been severely addicted for a few months). 

When the Blair government was elected in l997 one of its first promises was to reduce the interval between being charged and being sentenced.  This turned out to be impracticable.  The author does not propose summary or unfair justice due to insufficient investigation, insufficient time for preparation or insufficient time spent on a hearing nor laws which deprive the accused of fair trial or any trial at all.  Nevertheless the delays are non-productive.  Also, experiences in l996 onwards confirmed the regularity of considerable delays between crime and arrest, even where it was possible to effect the arrest immediately.  This results to a considerably degree from the nature of  police procedures.  Arrest and sentence, even a light or nominal sentence, in accordance with the formal behaviour theory derived from observations on animals, as well as the practical experience of  human behaviour, confirm the deterrent effect of immediate ‘punishment’, even nominal punishment.  There is considerable reason to suppose that immediate arrest and overnight detention in a police-station would be more effective than three months delay followed eventually by a two year prison sentence.  Also, if the felon is not arrested, his victims and others within the community are forced to accommodate to the situation and when the police finally swoop the felon is no longer a threat and the arrest restores danger where it previously no longer existed.  Those who report a crime may be adopting a realistic approach and it may be that they no more than wish it to be made clear to the felon that if he misbehaves he can and will be immediately arrested.  As matters stand, it has not proved possible to diminish interval between crime and arrest and interval between being charged and being sentenced without gravely undermining justice.  This is not the author’s aim - but the untoward effects of  these delays should nevertheless be realised.

Angie fell ill and had to spend some time in hospital.  Angie gave The Accused keys to her flat and gave him instructions that he must ensure that the flat was not invaded or misused in her absence.  However, it turned out that several other people had been deputised by Angie and her flat became for a while a drug and alcohol den.  This coincided with young ladies in a nearby hostel befriending the gang and, it is suggested, being supplied by them with drugs - and their requirements being part-explanation of a crime wave on the part of male friends.  The Accused found himself at Angie’s flat on one occasion threatened with a broken bottle in the course of a robbery and also on several occasions faced robbers on his doorstep under the influence of  amphetamines, armed with knives or screwdrivers and demanding money.  The police on these occasions - as with similar episodes in the past - refused to respond if called by The Accused, though they sometimes arrived when called by neighbours who saw robbers on The Accused’s doorstep.  On one occasion a band entered Briarwood and demanded a large sum of money off  The Accused.  In fact it turned out they were willing to settle on a much smaller sum and that there had been no need for this intimidation.  In the course of  this the youngest participant threatened to burn the house down if The Accused phoned the police.  He did so nevertheless.  The youth immediately phoned the police to inform them that this had been a false alarm.  This was taken seriously and the police did not materialise.

Two youths were considered responsible for a crime wave.  Eventually Magistrates ordered that these two should at least nominally be kept apart.  This resulted in a policeman arriving at the door asking The Accused to accommodate one of these at his house.  If he did not do so, he averred, the youth would be sent to prison (which implies that if  the Accused did not oblige he would be responsible for guilty of this young man being transferred to prison).  The policeman assured The Accused that he would have a hold on the youth since were the Accused to phone up the police-station to say that the youth was no longer welcome he would immediately be transferred to prison.  So The Accused had the choice of being labelled by this youth and all his friends as the bounder who had sent him to prison against whom they were obliged to wreak retribution or of being the charitable friend and benefactor who had rescued him.  With a retrospective view, and by comparism of the alternative long-term outcomes available, this boy’s sujourn at Briarwood might even be labelled a success.  He did not terrorise The Accused and during this period committed only a few crimes which could be described as errors of  judgement under the influence of alcohol - and, as far as we are aware, he has not been a criminal since.  Nevertheless that was not unequivocably the view taken by The Accused at the time.  He did face demands for money from this young man and his friends.  A friend also moved in and took over a room, greatly disturbing the order which the Accused had been trying to impose upon his documents and papers - precipitating a great deal of work eventually in rectification.  When the police were informed that The Accused was no longer prepared to accommodate the youth he was informed, in contradiction to the original promise, that this was none of his affair.  The Accused eventually came to an arrangement with Angie who promised to accommodate him and also to restrain him from molesting The Accused.  This she did, apart from occasionally sending him over to borrow money on her behalf - sums which the reader would regard as trivial but which greatly irked The Accused.  The price of  this arrangement was that The Accused paid for the food which she provided to the youth.  There would be a weekly trip by bus to a hypermarket - which was educative but cost The Accused far more than he had anticipated.  

The Accused complained to the police also about the other youth who had moved in, and his brother.  On this occasion they did arrive to ensure that they left and to satisfy themselves that they had been evicted and told not to return.  However, then The Accused was asked by them to subscribe ten pounds to finance a taxi to remove their belongings.  The Accused felt he had no choice.  Otherwise the belongings would be left in his porch and they would return!  The police however thought that the Accused’s generosity on this occasion was proof of insincerity and non-cooperation, of having objected to demands for money and then voluntarily succumbing to them.  The police however wanted to interview this second young man who had moved in and shortly after arrested him.  They found The Accused’s debit card in his possession.  The Accused was called to the police station to be informed.  The Accused had not been aware that this had been stolen.  The young man did not know the personal identity number.  He had not withdrawn the money.  The police do not usually deal with debit card thefts.  The suspect had informed the police that he had found the card lying around and had inadvertently pocketed it and had had no intention of withdrawing any money.  The Accused had no intention of precipitating fresh hostilities with this youth now that non-hostile relations had been established and he had promised to return (and it had, in any case, more been his brother who had created problems).  The police pointed out that they would be afflicted with a disproprortionate amount of adminstrative work if they pursued this separate issue.  The suspect had already been charged with theft of furniture from a previous flat.  In respect of  the debit card a court might rule there was insuffient evidence that a crime had been committed, might impose a concurrent sentence or a disproportionately severe and unhelpful sentence.  Did the Accused wish to ‘press charges’?  The police, whether that was recorded to their credit or not, had acted very effectively and efficiently by recovering the card and restoring it to The Accused, but there was surely no possibility of pressing charges.  The police did not wish charges to be pressed.  So The Accused - if, indeed, it was up to him - did not press charges.  This was then recorded on the computer as non-cooperation by The Accused!

The reader has become vaguely acquainted with some of  the lesser horrors or incoveniences of  l996.  The police have represented The Accused as compromising with and protecting criminals, as being Against The Police, as repeatedly withdrawing complaints or not pressing charges.  More realistically, the police had acted insufficiently rapidly or effectively over a series of issues or had in other instances refused to act.  Charges were withdrawn, at the police’s own request, when it was no longer helpful or practicable to take further action (because of  delays), where he had been subjected to threats against which he could not protect himself, or where there would be no conviction.  The Accused did not propose to pursue charges or aspects of charges which he had not originated and for which he had no evidence and he might pass on impartially information or explanations given by those accused and he did not wish sentences to be imposed which would be counterproductive.  If any of  those involved were criminals whom it was desirable for the police to apprehend, then the police did not spot or respond to the occasions where an effective arrest could have been made without there being repercussions to The Accused or anyone else.  They responded too slowly and did not respond at all when the crime could be anticipated in advance.  It might have been better for them let The Accused think on their behalf instead of treating him with disdain.

The Accused found himself unable to keep people out of  his home, unable to protect himself against robbery or terrorisation. He had to accept whoever sought his company and had to accept them as friends rather than enemies.  They were, in fact, friends.  Their activities were not exclusively unhelpful - and the author hopes that The Accused set a good example to them and was of assistance to them.  The inhabitants of Britain had to learn to live with the Romans, Saxons, Normans, all, as Dr Tadros of  Nottingham Childrens’ hospital pointed out, ‘illegal immigrants’.  The population of his own country and others had to learn to live with ‘illegal immigrants’ - the British.  The Accused could not forget that his own mother had been towards him the most well-intentioned person, yet for much of his life she had been the ringleader of persecution.  There was not in the world a clear-cut division between goodies and baddies.  Everyone was a human being.  These friends seemed to The Accused to be a threat to his survival - most obviously so because they cost money - but this subjective experience or reality was an outcome of the nature of society, a society in which others had as much right to survive as he had.

If the reader were told the full facts, she would not condemn anyone.  She could concede that everyone is responsible.  David (Jones) Bowie coined the words, or approximately so: “No, not I! I never lost control.  Your face changed place with the man who sold the world”.  He claimed not to know what they meant.  But he was not the first to discover those words and everybody knew what they meant.  The vendettas by the press, the victimisations by the General Medical Council, were all “No, not I!”.  Always somebody else, some scapegoat, had to be responsible - and even routinely the least of men available and not the immediate instrument of any calamity.  “No, not I!” was proclaimed in the newspapers in block letters when a child called Bulger was murdered by older children.  This crime had been waiting to be committed.  Little children were brought up in a world of Neodarwinist ideology in which violence and victimisation was portrayed as popular entertainment.  What was to be seen every day on video screens two children of limited understanding had absorbed and put into action.  Then did the adult population confess: “We did this?”. Not all! Not one word to that effect.  Not one person confessed.  It was “They did this.. and they will be punished in proportion to the enormity of the crime - and we will arrange for some money to be paid - and we will create for ourselves a few jobs - and that will prove our innocence!”.  There have been dozens of mass murders committed by acutely psychotic schoolchildren.  Yet not one adult has confessed: “ I did this”.  People are educated to “show remource”, to plead “I am guilty! I am sorry!”.  “I am sorry” means “I will do it again.  I am allowed to do it if I pay the price.”  The attitude should be to rationally view what has taken place and to say: “ I will not make this mistake again”.  The ethos of blame, guilt and punishment leads to a hierarchy in which each person is informed by himself that he his guilty and each person has to persecute and transfer guilt on someone else - and the actions of the lowest are the guilt of the highest.  Those who sit in positions of power or who write in books or newspapers, those with talents which they could use for the benefit of others rather than for themselves, who have it in themselves to see what is true and what is right but who would have to accept suffering if they acted accordingly -but who are nevertheless in a position to withstand a little of that suffering -  it is they who are guilty.  How then can The Accused or anyone else claim that these delinquents with no prospects in our society are guilty, deserve to be punished, are not to be treated as human beings or friends?  The Accused was overheard telling his critics: “I represent those who have no voice.”.  This is pretentious - but it is also desparation in the face of  those who do not understand.  Whoever is going to represent those who have no voice.

When Tony Blair was elected leader of the Labour Party he was described in published words of  The Accused as “the Trojan Horse”.  Mr Blair had previously been an obscure and highly talented representative of  Labour M.P.s with “moderate” views akin to those of the departed Roy Jenkins and Dr David Owen, conservatives in the sense that they wished to avoid upheavel or confrontation such as might be provoked by what was known as the extreme right or extreme left.  If this attitude is viewed without consideration of any specific policies which might be pursued in its name, it is hard to argue with it.  Mrs Thatcher had tried to smash Britain’s post-war deterioration with a sledgehammer and the outcome had not been entirely as desired.  When we enthusiastically try to reform or impose our own views on others, we often discover eventually that our undestanding has been limited and that it would have been better for changes to evolve gradually within a democratic society.  As soon as we hear talk of revolutions, we focus on what is desirable in British society.  It is a democracy - perhaps not always democratic and with many defects and many injustices and so at some periods more so than others, but nevertheless a democracy.  It is difficult to locate a country with less injustice and less cause for complaint.  Gradual evolution and reliance on understanding, consensus and collective decision - in clear mind and not in response to temporary propaganda, hysteria or delusion of experts - provides a better chance of a better society than sudden invention by those who Know Best.  But, on the other hand, Tony Blair was elected leader of the Labour Party neither by the country nor by the Labour Party.  He was selected and elected by Rupert Murdoch, an honour more appropriate to Margaret Thatcher or President Reagan.  The Tory party appeared doomed and Mr Murdoch had better chances in taking over the Labour Party.

The Accused’s hopes and expectations were similar to many others in Britain.  He did not expect Labour politicians to be more clever, able or knowledgeable than Tory politicians.  He fully expected the executives to run rings round them - as happens to any incoming administration.  But he did expect that within the parliamentary party there would be less representation by lawyers and the ignorant and more by scientists and he did expect the new government to be more critical of advice, to be better advised and to have a wider circle of advisers.  He expected those previously denied a voice in the country now to have one and for the suppressed truths of the past to be exposed.  The truth came first - and then understanding and reform.  Moreover, a new government would be ‘getting rid of the Tories’.  Once they were out of the way, perhaps some other government could be elected.  But the removal of the Tories, and their removal permanently, was a necessary preliminary objective.  The premier was John Major - a Good Tory.  But nevertheless he was a Tory and there was nothing to stop him joining the Liberal Party.  The Tories for seventeen years had conned the electorate.  Nobody wanted them.  Nobody wanted their policies.  They had been elected nevertheless.  Resentment had built up and, although Major was not responsible and although debacles during his administration had been caused by previous policies, he had to go.

Tony Blair put up a brilliant performance during the l997 election campaign.  In public debate he could not put a foot wrong.  If a question apparantly led inevitably to a quagmire or pit of snakes, he invariably proceeded without injury.  But then, he was another lawyer and a high percentage of his most prominent colleagues were lawyers.  Was he perhaps in the traditional manner of the lawyer or arts graduate, very good at presenting a case but no so good at understanding it.  He was after all an Oxford, rather than Cambridge, graduate - and he had attended a Public School.  Was he perhaps too Tory.  The objective had been to eradicate the Tories entirely.  A Tory as leader of the Labour Party might let the Tories off  the hook.  Previous labour leaders had lost elections through following the lead of press barons and attacking their alleged left wing.  Nobody in l997 was worried about Labour’s left wing.  They were voting against the Tories.  There was no danger of alienating ‘New Labour’s’ ‘Middle England’ supporters - but there was a danger of  reducing the enthusiasm of hardened labour voters to stroll to the polling station.  The Accused felt that had he been leader of  the Labour Party not one Tory would have won a seat.  Over a hundred Tories won seats, not just John Major with the largest majority in the country.

The new Labour Government then started very well.  Again, the government could not put a foot wrong.  All, perhaps had been planned in advance.  But then the electorate gradually began to feel that they had been betrayed.  They still did not want to vote Tory, but was this any better?  This seemed just to be Margaret Thatcher all over again - and the country seemed even to have upon it imposed a dictatorship.  The government, indeed, did appear to be a collection of ignorant lawyers surrounded by advisors the merits of whose advice they were unable to assess, the same advisors before, the representatives of vested interests.  It also emerged that the Labour Party depended on money.  It surely should not have taken a great deal of money to win the l997 election - and if the party had then performed credibly, surely it would still not require a great deal of money.  Whether the accusation was fair or not, it did seem that power and influence was being bought.  The Labour Party, as it had and other parties had in the past, also proved to be embarrassed by the conduct of some of its richest members and supporters.  Tony Blair appeared at times to have a right wing orientation that approached hysteria -as in his open condemnation of Ken Livingstone’s candidacy to be Mayor of London, branding him as dangerous left-wing agitator and reiterating verbatim the press-created anti-left wing propaganda of the past and expelling him from the Labour Party.  This only made it more certain that Mr Livingstone would be elected.  It was now highly unlikely that any official Labour nominee would be elected even in the absence of Mr Livingstone.  Everything about New Labour now seemed to be the Margaret Thatcher of l980 once again!  Grass-roots party members and local councillors were in despair at Blair and his “cronyism”.  There had been opportunity for the government to show a good example, for young people, new voters, to become Labour supporters and to ensure the future re-election of the party.  Labour support never grew as it grew under Margaret Thatcher.  But this now ceased.  Politics seemed pointless.  There was nowhere for young people to turn other than to apathy or extremism and Nazi parties and attitudes had a heyday!

The blind repetion of  the Thatcherite policies of  l980 was accompanied by the striving for popularity by jumping on any bandwaggon propagandised by the Press.  This was typified by the conversion of Home Secretary, Jack Straw, another lawyer, to Nazi Law as soon as the Sun Newspaper published its misconceptions surrounding the case of Michael ‘Killer’ Stone.  The lies about the ‘schizophrenics’ had been taken aboard and were now converted to the same lies with the revised terminology ‘personality disorder’.  The government passively followed the lead of the press which was hollering for GMC-style psychiatric justice in which the innocent were automatically found guilty and subjected to The Treatment without trial or even arrested and imprisoned without trial before they were even accused of committing any offence!

The economic policies of their Blairites and their legislation affecting business (and the perks of company directors) were the same as Margaret Thatchers.  This included the previously catastrophic policy of  low interest rates and free availability of credit.  The ‘bread and circuses’ policy of buying votes at the expense of the economy or the future.  The Bank of  England was supposedly now independent of government and able to decide on its minimum lending rate on the basis of  non-electioneering considerations.  They could hardly have been less independent.  The members of the monetary policy committee were appointed by the government and press, appointed to vote for low interest rates and pilloried if they did not do so.  The low interest rates, per se, were not necessarily a disaster - and it open to doubt whether the minimum lending rate really was ‘low’.  But the bread and circuses policy is combined with heavy borrowing.  Credit cards adverts were flooding through doors in even greater volume than in the 1980s.  Punters would hold dozens of credit cards, with thousands of pounds of debt on each.  As in the 1980s, those who could not pay their debts were offered even greater debt.  The banks were registering interest on loans which would never be repaid as ‘profit’ and would lend more money so that this interest, supposedly profit, could be paid.  Banks were competing with other for a greater and greater ‘share’ of the ‘mortgage market’ and the credit card market, throwing at the public loan after loan, grabbing every chance to shower credit on people who had not the remotest chance of repayment.  Mortgage rates, possibly, were unrealistically low.  Possibly the figures advertised as interest rates were really those charged.  Banks were borrowing money at higher rates than paid back by mortgagees to whom they lent it in order to gain a higher proportion of  the market.  Mortages were also subsidised by holders of current accounts or, in general, by the savers in the general population who were paid trivial or zero interest (which was also taxed, whereas mortgagees were awarded tax rebates).  The government cashed in too by successive reductions in the interest paid on national savings, reductions much more frequent than cuts in the minimum lending rate.  Although the ‘mortgage rate’, the political golden dildo, may have been low, the interest chargeable on other forms of loan was far higher than punters appeared to realise. There were credit card rates of  40-60% and loans to the least able to repay might even carry 80% interest.  Credit card holders frequently did not even realise they were being charged interest - not that there was much chance they would repay, whatever the interest.  This excessive borrowing affected also public companies.  The advice of experts and journalists was a consensus and bandwaggon.  To be in debt was supposed to be good management and not to be in debt bad management (though there was also tax incentives to be in debt).  Nobody commented on the unrealistic debts that encumbered just about every FT100 company.   These were originally concealed by the illusion that the value of the company can be computed by multiplying the share price by the number of shares in issue and subtracting debt and other commitments.  The willingness of banks to lend more and more or not to call in loans depended on share price - one incentive for the artificial elevation of share prices.  When share prices eventually fell it turned out also that insurance companies were regulated by a quasi-economics where they were compelled to sell when prices were low and buy when high.  So a slump in prices became a greater slump and it began to be discovered that companies could not meet their debts.  Swings in stock market prices are usual.  Sometimes they are high and sometimes they are low.  Usually, if they are low, this means that they are cheaper than when they are high, though the shares are not worth less.  The l992-3 slump however was extraordinary in that it was very difficult to spot any bargains.  It was more that the high debts justified the low prices.  Indeed, it was hard to justify even the prices as they then stood, or any price!

The bread and circuses policy was justified by the assumption that it was desirable for house prices to rise.  This delusion has already been discussed.  It is here repeated that propaganda consistently referred to increase in house prices as increase in ‘value’.  The value does not change.  A house is still worth what it was before - one house.  The generosity of building societies in dishing out mortgages does not help first time buyers or anyone else.  The price of  the available house is whatever is available to pay for it.  If building societies give an extra amount, the price goes up by that extra amount.  The increased price rather than benefitting the punters results in their parting with a greater proportion to pundits and the government in the form of fees and taxes.   The bread and circuses policy is further justified by its stimulation of the economy and aversion of the great horror of deflation (that is, reduction in prices).  “Consumer spending” and increased debt is seen as an end in itself and its escalation is seen as an encouraging sign rather than disaster.  The stimulation of the economy by consumer spending conceivably could precipitate useful production, full employment and avoid the catastrophes of  unemployment.  What is bought for debt conceivably could have some value or a value measureable as the amount of debt.  But it is more likely that it is waste and that the economic principles invoked are appropriate to the psychology and regulation of the working class and not to the functioning of the economy as a whole.  It may be that full employment is not compatible with production only of  what is useful or useful activities rather than waste - but, then, what is produced has to be distributed to all, not just those privileged by employment.

The low interest rates, as they were called, were justified also by there supposedly being low inflation.  Lowering interest rates and increasing availability of money obviously precipitates inflation whereas increase of interest rates lowers prices.  If the objective is some ‘low’ rate of inflation, then if this is maintaied there is no need to raise interest rates.  It has become mysterious what exactly is meant in this context by ‘inflation’.  The punters spend what the earn and the loans are included in these earnings.  The punters are certainly spending a great deal more than they used to and all find it impossible to avoid this increase in spending.  A considerable amount of this increase has been imposed by the mobile phone.  It is not possible to escape this by merely dispensing with the mobile phone.  It is necessary to pay for the mugger’s mobile phone.  It is never possible by frugality to escape from the profligacy of others.  Personal expenditure has certainly risen.  It is not certain that this due entirely to extra expenditure rather than higher prices for the same.  Extra expenditure may five disposable knickers a week instead of two.  It is hard to distinguish between extra expenditure and more for the same - and the cost of  living index is constantly readjusted so as to reflect what is currently standard expenditure and has an artificial stability.  The great increase in house prices and consequently also rents and other expenditures secondary to house prices, surely, is also inflation.  Rents are for many the greater part of income.  Or has the reader recently examined her council tax bill or the sum of all her indirect taxes?  A high percentage of  the mobile phone money belongs to the government or has alread been paid to the government.  Even though this taxation may not be paid by her personally, surely taxation per se should be included in full in computation of inflation even though supposedly only mobile phone owners pay it.  Has the reader when she goes to the supermarket calculated the comparative price she pays, today as compared with yesterday, or rather what she would pay if she bought equivalent items at the cheapest price available or bought just what was essential at the lowest available price?  Also, why should the interest rates be included in the computation of inflation?  The more people borrow the more of these low interest rates can be included in the computation at the expense of other items.  The claim that there is low inflation is hardly credible and the pundits themselves admit that the inflationary effect of increased house prices has not yet been fully included.  But it is also a mistake to measure inflation from day to day.  “Low” inflation has on previous occasions occurred when price increases have previously been so great that it is impossible for them awhile to rise any more.  Figures plotted over a longer period more suggest that it has never been possible to control inflation.

If the bread and circuses policy makes life life cheaper for some, it does so only for a while and it does not do so for others.  It does not do so for The Accused because he is not earning a living or more earning an income on fixed or diminishing capital.  His income does not increase but he has to limit himself continuously to the same essentials.  He will find that his expenditure in monetary terms is rising.  This will also be true in general of those who already have the lowest expenditure.  So within the economic system that is, the unwaged are paying for the waged.  However, the pensioners are also paying - anyone dependent on savings or fixed (or diminishing) capital.  The punters who are obtaining the loans will themselves have to pay as pensioners (that is, their pensions will be worth less).  The punters in the l980s were already being solicited to sell their houses in advance - to make them over at death to the loanmongers or they were required to sell their houses for hospital bills.  In 2003 television adverts are openly urging the punters to ‘unlock the value in your pensions’ - to obtain a loan paid through handing the pension over to the loanmonger.  What for? To pay the extra cost of items which is added on because they have taken out the loans and have the money available.  There may be an ideology that those who are unworthy or useless pay for the bread and circuses for the worthy and useful - who, one day, will themselves be unworthy and useless.  But if that is the argument, let us hear it openly and let it be discussed openly and not as fascist propaganda.  The author does not believe that the argument is tenable.
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