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Preface 

 
BY MARTIN ENNALS 

 
General Secretary, National Council for Civil Liberties 

 

MRS PEDRINI is an elderly Italian lady. Her accent is heavy and her English limited. But she was 

able to convey passionately her sense of injustice when her son, Riccardo, was sentenced to seven 

years’ imprisonment for an offence he never committed. For us, this was the beginning of the 

Challenor affair. 

 It is worth recalling, because every case of injustice is a human problem. It is easy to think of 

the clever, sometimes humorous speeches of counsel for the prosecution and the defence, the witty 

remarks of the judges and the clear concise evidence of the professionals, the police. But beneath 

every trial there is a depth of doubt, a complex of personalities: wives, mothers, fathers, girl-friends; 

a confusion of people trying, often misguidedly, to be helpful. 

 This book mentions twenty-six cases, of which twenty-four have been acknowledged. It has 

been written to try and show the complications of real life and the ease with which ‘the system’ can 

absorb serious errors and deliberate falsifications. 

 Much of the story of Challenor is based on the evidence and statements of people who have 

‘form’, people who have not always conformed to accepted standards. Some of them have 

undoubtedly been rogues. But even a rogue is entitled to justice – that is what justice is about. 

 The difficulty is to establish the truth. Certainly the police did not tell the whole truth in many 

of these cases. Nor did some of the witnesses. Had the allegations made in court been examined, 

however, other Challenor cases would never have happened, and the bricks would never have been 

planted. The bricks were the moment of madness – perhaps the moment of truth? 

 There have been at least three inquiries into the ‘affair’. Two were conducted by police officers 

and will presumably never be made public. The third was carried out in public, but with terms of 

reference which related to Challenor’s mental state – not necessarily to his moral attitudes. 

 The Challenor affair is not a history of mental illness, nor of one corrupt policeman. It is a 

history of mishaps, casual errors and injustice. It covers police esprit de corps which is an apparently 

acceptable form of self-protection ‘racket’. It is the story of ordinary people who were suddenly swept 

into an extraordinary situation. 

 This book does not set out to be a judicial assessment. It is the story told by one who has been 

aware of the anguish of the relatives and seen the hurt that mishaps, errors and injustice can bring. 

 Those who read it will at least see how easy it is for things to go wrong and will, I hope, 

understand why they have to change a system that waits for a man’s mental illness before it can 

expose a series of judicial wrongs. 
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Note 
 

The quotations used as chapter headings are taken from comments made by Judge Maude in the trial 

of Pedrini and Others, and from his summing-up. At the time, of course, these remarks related to the 



evidence before him. Facts have now emerged which would have astonished and disturbed the court, 

yet the judge’s observations seem to be strangely apt. 
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PART ONE 

 
CHAPTER 1 

 

Detective-Sergeant, Second-Class, 

Harold Challenor 

 
‘… it is not true that throughout England everything is blissfully peaceful as it would be in The Vicar of Wakefield or 

some charming story by Miss Jane Austen.’ 

 

NO one knows where the story of Detective-Sergeant Harold Challenor begins. It is not the story of 

one man, because what became important was that the man was a police officer, and in this role he 

was always part of a scene, part of a process, part of a system. He did not stand alone, as a man, until 

he stood accused. 

 Before this he was always a representative – ‘the arresting officer’, ‘the witness for the 

prosecution’, ‘the man in charge of the investigations …’. And this was all that anyone needed to 

know. The authorities, the courts and the public found it sufficient to observe that the police force 

existed and functioned, and it was not necessary for any particular policeman to assert his identity. 

 Challenor introduced himself to his prisoners as ‘Uncle Harry,’ but when this became public 

knowledge his downfall had already been noted. 

 The story of Detective-Sergeant Challenor is the story of the innocent men he arrested. It is 

about West End Central Police Station, about weak laws and wrong official decisions … It is the story 

of other people’s mistakes. No one can say where the story is going to end: how far the repercussions 

will go, or what will happen to Challenor himself. 

 At present he is in a mental hospital – detained, not necessarily until he recovers from his 

illness but until ‘the Queen’s pleasure’ is known. There is an implication of guilt, although he has 

never been tried and convicted. As a result, justice has not been seen to be done and neither the offence 

nor the punishment has been defined. Had he been tried, found guilty and sentenced he would have 

gone to prison, knowing the date of his release. Perhaps he is being ‘punished’ too harshly; or perhaps 

he is ‘getting off lightly’. If he were to come out of hospital too soon it would probably cause a 

scandal. If he stays in too long, that will be a scandal too. Whatever happens, there will always be an 

element of doubt about the case. 

 Because Challenor has never been tried it is not possible to state the ‘truth’ about his activities,  

‘truth’, in the criminal law, being what remains proved beyond all reasonable doubt after the case for 

the defence has been heard. The facts, therefore, are no stronger than the case for the prosecution. 

 The detective-sergeant had a personal concept of ‘justice’ and he reversed the usual system of 

following up reports of crime by searching for the culprits. He decided that he would put certain 

people in custody, invent a charge, plant the evidence, and then take his prisoners to court. His 

evidence was usually accepted because policemen are not supposed to tell lies, and with each 

conviction his prestige rose, because policemen are expected to secure convictions. He won the 

approval of his superiors and was liked by his colleagues, many of whom must have known what he 

was doing, or guessed. In the London courts he was a familiar figure – dashing from one witness-box 

to another to give his evidence, failing sometimes to keep pace with his own cases, and noted by one 

magistrate as being ‘a very busy man’. 

 An outstanding war record showed him to be fearless, energetic and inventive. Serving with 

the Special Air Service he was parachuted into northern Italy, where, as the only survivor of a group 

of nine men, he was captured. He was tortured and sentenced to be shot, but escaped to join a partisan 



group. Following this he fought his way through Italy, blowing up bridges and trains and ambushing 

military convoys. When he returned to Britain he was awarded the Military Medal. 

 This was his record when he joined the Metropolitan Police, and if he believed himself to be 

a hero it was not a dream of grandeur but an awareness of the fact. At some point, however, heroism 

became heroics and Challenor began to act out a fantasy in which he was appointed to ‘clean up the 

West End’. No doubt he saw himself as the papers described him – as the man ‘who hit Soho as one 

of the hardest-ever gang-busters to invade the square mile of clubs and coffee bars’. 

 In fact, he was a second-class sergeant in charge of a team of young men who hoped to become 

C.I.D. officers, a position which he used – in an area where protection rackets flourished – to develop 

his own rackets. 

 Challenor had spent several years in the Flying Squad when in 1962 he was posted to West 

End Central Police Station. He had gained a good deal of useful experience and had impressed 

Scotland Yard with his capacity for hard work and his enthusiasm for the job. West End Central, more 

commonly known as Savile Row, is one of two police stations in ‘C’ Division, the other being 

Tottenham Court Road. Under the direction of a single detective-superintendent, the division is sub-

divided into three C.I.D. departments, each with its own chief-inspector and inspector, and with two 

detective-sergeants, one of them first-class and the other second-class. The second-class detective-

sergeants are responsible for ‘aides to C.I.D.’, that is, young constables taken off the beat and given 

an opportunity to show their worth as potential detectives. This meant that Challenor worked closely 

with colleagues and superior officers and that he had the special task of training, advising and 

reporting on recruits. Since they worked in an area like Soho it was inevitable that the detection of 

crime would involve a considerable knowledge of night-club life and the rackets and illegalities 

associated with it. It was also inevitable that arrests in such an area would be sensational. 

 Soho sounded like Chicago when Challenor described it. The courts were obviously 

impressed, although magistrates, judges and members of juries all knew that perfectly respectable 

people – like magistrates, judges and members of juries – could spend a pleasant evening in Soho 

without indulging in crime or coming to any harm. London’s West End has the best theatres, 

restaurants, cinemas, clubs and pubs in the country, and they are frequented by regular customers and 

provincial visitors who never once catch a glimpse of a drug-orgy or a gun-fight. Yet the detective-

sergeant was not only believed when he brought his conspiracy and offensive weapon charges; he 

was increasingly admired for his skill and courage in tackling the bandits. 

 Naturally, the evidence was formidable: a stack of ugly weapons on the table and four or five 

men in the dock with nothing to say for themselves except that the police were lying. 

 On one occasion when a magistrate adjourned a hearing, he looked at the pile of weapons 

brought before the court and remarked to Challenor, ‘I presume you have a cupboard or something 

where you can keep this kind of thing?’ Certainly Challenor had ‘a cupboard or something’ where he 

could store the weapons. That was where they had come from. Somewhere in West End Central Police 

Station, or not far away, the detective-sergeant must have kept something like a private armoury. On 

various occasions he produced knives, a hatchet, an iron bar and pieces of brick. Possibly he kept 

them in his desk or in the locker which every policeman has allotted to him. Wherever he hid the 

weapons, the scheme was well-organized and there was little delay in fixing the charges. 

 A person arrested empty-handed would be brought back to the police station wondering what 

the charge could be until he was presented in the charge room, or in a cell, with a weapon, and told, 

‘That’s yours. Sign for it.’ 

 This practice continued for over a year, without anyone seriously challenging the detective-

sergeant in court. When a group of men falsely charged, openly accused the police of planting the 

weapons concerned, the judge dismissed the allegations with contempt and merely found it an 

opportunity to complain about legal aid. The judge, instead of wondering whether there might be 

some truth in a story presented so ably by the defending counsel, thought it a pity that people charged 

with criminal offences like this could obtain free representation, thus having their cases argued 

persuasively by clever lawyers. 



 At last, in August 1963, Challenor was defeated in a single case. There was indisputable 

evidence of the innocence of the man accused and the magistrate had to dismiss the charge. But 

although there was evidence of the defendant’s innocence there was apparently no proof of the 

officer’s guilt, for the magistrate who dismissed the one case went on to convict in another where the 

prosecution brought precisely the same evidence, relating to the same night and the same 

circumstances. 

 Challenor continued his activities for another month, eventually being given sick leave in 

September. Although he might not have realized it then, this was the end of his career, and when he 

next appeared in court he was not in the witness-box, but in the dock. He was charged, together with 

three other policemen, with conspiracy to pervert the course of justice. The other policemen were 

convicted and sent to prison, but Challenor was found insane and therefore unfit to plead to the charge 

against him. 

 When Challenor became ill much was recalled, and the stories of his unorthodox methods of 

criminal investigation were supplemented by rumour, unchecked allegations, and a great deal of 

supposition heightened by official evasion of the issue. It emerged that a number of Challenor’s 

acquaintances, colleagues and victims had doubted for a long while whether he was normal. 

According to one story he had been camping in Hyde Park, re-living his wartime experiences. 

According to another he had sometimes been seen wandering about at night talking to himself. There 

was evidence that he had been acting strangely, had often walked for miles in the dark after coming 

off duty, and that he had worked obsessively. It was also said that he passionately hated Italians and 

was unable to be rational in this respect which would account for some arrests which seemed at first 

to have no motive. He had believed himself to be tough, just and invulnerable. 

 While it was noticed by various people that there was something extremely odd about the 

detective-sergeant’s manner and behaviour, he received an unusually high number of commendations 

from his superiors. And it was not until a psychiatrist in court described him as ‘very mad indeed’ 

that anyone voiced such an uncompromising opinion. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

The Cases 
 
‘But what we have found is that we all take it seriously and sensibly and calmly, thank goodness, and with typical sort 

of calm that astonishes people from abroad very often, and it works.’ 

 

ON 2 July 1964, Mr Henry Brooke made a statement about the Challenor cases. He said that the 

detective-sergeant, ‘by excessive devotion to duty and overwork in the police service’, appeared to 

have precipitated a mental breakdown. And he added that Challenor had been pronounced medically 

unfit for duty on 6 September 1963. 

 Mr Brooke then mentioned twelve names, intimated that gross injustices had occurred, 

announced five free pardons and said that the details would be published. This he did in a calm and 

matter-of-fact manner, and when members began to use phrases like ‘dangerous lunatic’, ‘sorry 

affair’, ‘personal tragedies’, and ‘men in prison for nine months longer than they should have been’; 

the Home Secretary felt that their attitude was inappropriate. 

 One M.P., Mr Paget, pointed out that Mr Brooke himself was responsible for keeping innocent 

men in prison when they could have been released and said that ‘he who refused a public inquiry’ 

was now the ‘principal accused’. To this, Mr Brooke replied that the member’s insinuations were 

‘quite disgraceful’. 

 His sense of proportion was expressed by the length of the announcement. In answer to seven 

M.P.s – whose questions, printed in Hansard, filled more than a column – Mr Brooke’s statement was 

contained in eleven short paragraphs. He announced that he was setting up two official inquiries and 



added that if his statement were to be examined ‘in detail’ it would be found that it would fully meet 

public anxiety. 

  The statement could scarcely have met public curiosity, for it involved names and events that 

had never before been discussed in public. Over the previous year the newspapers had reported 

various allegations against Detective-Sergeant Challenor, but there had never been an overall picture. 

At no time was there any official statement setting out exactly what the police officer was alleged to 

have done. 

 As far as the public was concerned, Mr Brooke’s statement introduced a number of obscure 

cases. Besides announcing a free pardon in five cases he stated that he would take no action in two 

others. He was referring another five, however, to the Court of Criminal Appeal. These were the cases 

he mentioned: 

 

Lionel King 

 

 Mr King was granted a free pardon and was released from prison that day. He had been 

arrested on 25 April 1963 and charged with conspiracy and with possessing offensive weapons. He 

appeared at London Sessions in June and was sentenced to two years’ imprisonment. 

 

David Silver 

 

 He was granted a free pardon. He had been charged with Mr King on the same offences but 

had received a six-month sentence, which he had completed. 

 

John Ryall – Ronald Ryall – Colin Derwin 

 

 All three were granted a free pardon. They had been arrested on 11 July 1963 and convicted 

at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court in August. The charges against them were of possessing 

offensive weapons – pieces of brick. John and Ronald Ryall had been fined. Colin Derwin had been 

conditionally discharged and ordered to pay costs. 

 

Riccardo Pedrini 

 

 His case was referred to the Court of Criminal Appeal. He had been arrested on 21 September 

1962 and convicted at the Old Bailey in December of demanding money with menaces, conspiring to 

demand money, and possessing an offensive weapon. He had been sentenced to seven years’ 

imprisonment. 

 

John Ford 

 

 This case was also referred to the Appeal Court. Mr Ford had been arrested on 22 September 

1962, charged with Mr Pedrini and had been sentenced to five years. 

 

Alan Cheeseman 

 

 His case was referred to the Appeal Court. Arrested on 21 September 1962 and charged with 

Mr Pedrini and Mr Ford he had been sent to prison for three years. 

 

Joseph Oliva 

 

 His case was also referred to the Appeal Court. He had been arrested on 24 September 1962, 

charged with the above three and sentenced to five years. 

 



James Fraser 

 

 This was the fifth reference to the Appeal Court. Arrested on 26 September 1962 and charged 

with the above four men, Mr Fraser had been sentenced to fifteen months’ imprisonment, which he 

had served by the time the Home Secretary made the announcement. 

 

Andreas Louciades 

 

 In this case the Home Secretary decided to take no action. Mr Louciades had been arrested on 

17 August 1963 and convicted in September at the London Sessions. He had been charged with 

attempted housebreaking and with possessing housebreaking implements, and sentenced to two 

concurrent terms of eighteen months’ imprisonment. 

 

Wallace Gold 

 

 In this case the Home Secretary decided to take no action. Mr Gold had served a nine-month 

sentence. He had been arrested on 1 November 1962 convicted at London Sessions in January 1963 

of receiving stolen goods. 

 All of the above cases had been referred to the Home Secretary by the National Council for 

Civil Liberties, which had strong evidence of innocence in every one. Another fourteen cases at least 

had been recorded by the National Council for Civil Liberties, but these were not mentioned in the 

statement. They were: 

 

Donald Rooum – John Apostolou – Ronald Ede – Gregory Hill 

 

 These four persons were arrested on 11 July 1963. They were all charged with possessing 

offensive weapons – pieces of brick. Mr Rooum, appearing at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court 

in August, was found not guilty. Apostolou, a youth of seventeen, was found guilty when he appeared 

at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court in August, but later won an appeal against conviction. Ede 

and Hill appeared at Chelsea Juvenile Court and after an adjournment the prosecution stated on 9 

October that they would bring no evidence and the case was dismissed. There was a great deal of 

publicity at the time, and they were all awarded compensation. 

 

Ernest Pink – Robert Brown – Frederick Bridgeman – William Francis 

 

 These four men were charged with possessing offensive weapons. They were arrested on 25 

May 1963 and tried at the Old Bailey in July. Mr Pink was sentenced to two years’ imprisonment. 

The other three were sentenced to a year each. Their convictions were subsequently quashed by the 

Court of Criminal Appeal. 

 

Clifford Ireland – Frederick Steel – Ronald Braggins – Frank Mattheus 

 

 These cases were associated with Mr Pink, mentioned above. The four men concerned were 

charged with conspiring to pervert the course of justice. Arrested on 22 June 1963, they appeared at 

the Old Bailey on 18 September. The prosecution stated that one of the principal witnesses was ill. 

All four defendants were found not guilty and were discharged. 

 

Harold Padmore 

 

 Mr Padmore was charged with obtaining money by false pretences. He was arrested on 11 

July 1963, and appeared at the Old Bailey in January 1964. The jury disagreed over their verdict and 



a new trial was ordered. At the second trial, twelve days after the first, no evidence was offered by 

the prosecution. 

 One other person was charged on 11 July 1963 with possessing a piece of brick. He was a 

juvenile and the charge against him was withdrawn. 

 These twenty-six cases came to light through constant protest and demands for an inquiry. 

Twenty of the people concerned were detained, either in custody awaiting trial, or in prison, serving 

sentence; and the length of detention varied from one night to twenty-two months. Yet these cases 

cannot possibly give a full picture of Challenor’s activities and there has never been an inquiry to 

investigate how many people might have been sent to prison on framed charges. A newspaper estimate 

put the possible total of Challenor’s arrests at 600. 

 If the Home Secretary’s statement allayed public anxiety, it could only have been because he 

gave no hint of the magnitude of the affair. Not only did he not call attention to all the known cases 

involving Detective-Sergeant Challenor: his statement could well have given a false impression of 

the kind of people convicted. Leaving aside the brick cases, the nature of the charges mentioned – 

together with the background of Soho and all that this implied in the way of crime and vice – could 

have suggested that ‘innocence’ was a technicality. One might have concluded that although it was 

wrong of the police to prosecute on false charges, the men who had been convicted were probably 

guilty of something else, and no one had really suffered any outrageous injustice. This, unhappily, 

was not true, and it is something of a shock to learn just how innocent some of Challenor’s victims 

were. 
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PART TWO 

 
CHAPTER 3 

 

Pedrini, Oliva, Ford, Fraser and Cheeseman 

 
‘It is no good speaking here bogusly as if one thought that every single word that anybody said, whether by a sergeant 

or anybody else, is necessarily God’s truth …’ 

 

THE case against Pedrini, Oliva, Ford, Fraser and Cheeseman was confusing. It confused the judge, 

who couldn’t remember the faces of all the witnesses; it confused the witnesses, who couldn’t always 

remember the dates, times, and people they were talking about; it confused counsel, who argued as 

to who had said what during the proceedings and in answer to whom. Above all, it confused the 

defendants, who never discovered why they were in the dock together. 

 They were charged with conspiracy but there was nothing to link them, and the nearest any of 

them came to being a group was when three of them met in Soho one evening. 

 To explain what happened it is simplest to look at several separate sets of events, starting with 

the arrest of Pedrini and Cheeseman. 

 Riccardo Pedrini was twenty-two at the time. He lived with his parents in a discreet Georgian 

house in Bloomsbury. During the day he helped his mother and father in the nearby restaurant that 

they owned, and in the evenings he went out with friends – sometimes to the West End. There was 

nothing secretive about his activities; his family knew his friends and he came home at night and 

chatted about where he had, been. All his life he had lived in the same district, where neighbours 

shared a known, common background. If Pedrini had been a rogue, it would not have escaped notice. 

 On 21 September 1962, Pedrini went to the Lorraine Club in Soho, where he met twenty-year-

old Alan Cheeseman whom he knew casually as someone from his own neighbourhood. Cheeseman 

also lived at home with his parents. 

 Nothing suspicious happened at the Lorraine Club. Josephine Jennings, a girl who met them 

there, danced with Pedrini. He was quite sober, she said later, and she was sure that he wasn’t armed. 



 Pedrini and Cheeseman left the Lorraine Club at eleven o’clock and walked through Old 

Compton Street in a group which had now become six-strong. Some of them were looking for a taxi 

to go home and the others were on their way to buy jellied eels from a stall. As they passed the 

Phoenix Club, the proprietor a Mr Wilfred Gardiner, jumped out of the doorway and shouted. Two 

policemen, who had been waiting, grabbed Pedrini and Cheeseman, while the others walked on. 

 Cheeseman described what happened after this. He said that he and Pedrini were put into a 

police van and taken to West End Central Police Station, accompanied by the police officers, P.C.s 

Legge and Wells, and Mr Gardiner. At the station they were taken into the charge room. 

 ‘I was told to put all my things on the table and I did so. There was no knife there … I asked 

why I was there, and Legge said “You will find out later on”,’ Cheeseman said when he gave evidence. 

 Detective-Sergeant Challenor spoke to him and asked him a number of questions, including 

whether he knew Oliva. When he said that he didn’t, Challenor slapped his face. He then told 

Cheeseman about a protection gang and added, ‘You know what I am talking about’. 

 ‘Don’t go to sleep my darling,’ said Challenor. ‘I am coming back.’ When he did come back, 

he brought the weapons. 

 ‘I was shocked. I do not carry a knife. He said that if I made a statement it would be better for 

me,’ Cheeseman recorded. 

 Pedrini, who had been taken into a cell, had been badly hurt and came out with his nose 

bleeding. Both he and Cheeseman were then planted with weapons, according to their own evidence. 

Pedrini was given an iron bar; and Cheeseman was given a flick knife; and they were both charged 

with possessing offensive weapons. 

 It was not until three o’clock the following afternoon that the parents were informed of the 

arrests, and then no explanation was given. 

 There is no smoke, they say, without fire. So what was behind it all? 

 Pedrini had a friend, Johnnie Ford, a man of twenty-four who lived almost next door in a block 

of flats. Ford was involved in a long-standing quarrel with Gardiner, the owner of the Phoenix Club. 

The origin of the quarrel is obscure and two versions have been given – one, that Ford once applied 

for a job at Gardiner’s club and was turned down, and the other that Gardiner insulted Ford on one 

occasion by calling him ‘a slag’. There was also a dispute involving a girl who worked at the club. 

The row developed with verbal abuse on both sides whenever Ford came into the vicinity of the 

Phoenix Club. At one stage there was a fight, and at another an incident involving a hammer. Some 

time before the arrests took place Ford and his friends had accused Gardiner of threatening them with 

a hammer, and had called the police. As a result Gardiner was escorted towards Savile Row by a 

police officer, while Ford and his friends followed behind, having agreed to bring an offensive 

weapon charge against Gardiner. On the way to the police station the club-owner remarked that he 

would do the same to Ford as soon as he could – and bring a charge against him. This apparently 

persuaded Ford to change his mind, and he went away without pursuing the complaint. 

 On the evening of 21 September, Ford was among the group of people who walked towards 

Old Compton Street from the Lorraine Club. He moved off in a different direction just before the 

police arrested Pedrini and Cheeseman. 

 Early the next morning he was arrested in Shaftesbury Avenue and taken back to West End 

Central to join the others. Ford was not planted with a weapon. Before he could be charged, an 

inspector came into the charge room. He was then charged with demanding money with menaces. 

Joseph Oliva came into the case two days later, when he was driving two women friends in a white 

Renault through Berwick Street, Soho. Three police officers – Challenor, Jay and Laing – stopped 

him and dragged him out of the car. According to the police Oliva had a knife in his pocket, and in 

his car a bottle of turps with a piece of torn-up towel in it, used as a wick. 

 ‘This,’ Challenor said, ‘is a contraption for causing fire.’ 

 Oliva claimed that Challenor had brought the ‘bomb’ with him. He explained in his defence 

that the knife had been left in his car by a friend. 

 James Fraser was the last member of the ‘gang’ to be caught. He was walking along the street 

on 26 September when he was spotted by Gardiner who nodded to two policemen. Fraser was stopped, 



searched and charged. Once again the charge was possessing an offensive weapon, this time a razor. 

Fraser said in court that he used the razor for cutting banana stalks and twine, which was feasible 

since he worked at Covent Garden. But this was only the story he gave the court: he originally stated, 

and later confirmed, that the razor had been planted on him by the police and that he had been afraid 

that no one would believe it. 

 Even at the trial there was no evidence to connect Fraser with any conspiracy, except that he 

had once been in a van with Oliva when there was a clash with Gardiner. It happened in Piccadilly, 

and Oliva said that Gardiner, driving an open car, had tried to cut in on the van. Gardiner said that 

Oliva and Fraser had cut in on him and had flashed a weapon. Both parties called the police, but 

neither seemed to be able to give any reason for the incident, nor was any weapon found. 

 However, on 6 December five men were brought to trial: all charged with conspiring to 

demand money with menaces. In addition, Ford, Pedrini and Cheeseman were charged with actually 

demanding money, and four of the five prisoners were charged with possessing offensive weapons. 

 The exhibits were an iron bar, two flick knives, a razor and a ‘bomb’. The prosecution told a 

hair-raising story. These prisoners, it was stated, had terrorized a club-owner. With these weapons 

they had set out to threaten him. They were running a protection racket and were carrying out a long-

term campaign against this particular man who had been forced to defend himself by calling in the 

police. Five very dangerous men, it seemed. 

 The case went on for nearly two weeks at the Old Bailey. Witnesses were unable to say 

whether they had seen the accused at vital times and the evidence of conspiracy was a matter of 

deduction. All the prosecution evidence that was of any substance came from Challenor, Gardiner 

and Elizabeth Evans – Gardiner’s mistress. 

 Gardiner, who owned two strip-tease clubs, the Phoenix and the Geisha, was described by 

Judge Maude as ‘a ponce’ and a man who was ‘thoroughly tiresome’ and had ‘a disagreeable 

background’. He had been convicted of living on immoral earnings and of assaulting a police officer 

and a traffic warden. He had ‘graduated through the Juvenile Court and Borstal’. Yet this man with 

this background, told the story of the protection racket and built up the picture of terrorization, and it 

was his statements that were believed against the denials of the defendants. 

 Gardiner gave this account: 

 One evening in July, he said, he was walking towards his club when he saw Ford with a gang 

of about eight people. He couldn’t tell whether they included any of the other defendants. Ford said, 

‘Hello, Bill’, and looked at him ‘in a threatening way’. Gardiner replied: ‘I don’t think I know you, 

do I?’ Ford then butted him in the face. 

 ‘I went across the road. I walked very quickly and they came after me,’ Gardiner continued. 

 Ford, he alleged, then said, ‘Don’t run away. I want to talk to you and do some business with 

you … Put a couple of my boys on the firm. I shall collect the wages or I might send somebody to 

collect them for me, and you might not even see me and you’ll get no trouble.’When Gardiner 

suggested walking up the road to talk about it, Ford said: ‘Well, forget about it then. But watch where 

you walk and watch every way.’ 

 The next day, according to Gardiner, Pedrini came up to him near the club and said, ‘If you 

try to nick Johnnie Ford I shall cut you up. If I get nicked for it I shall come out and cut you up again.’ 

Later, Gardiner found the hood and the tyres of his car slashed. The windscreen was kicked in and a 

side wing was dented. It was when he was mending it that he had a hammer in his hand and Ford 

called a policeman. 

 It was on 25 August that Gardiner claimed to have seen Oliva with Ford and he recorded the 

following conversation: 

 Oliva said: ‘How’s business? You won’t be in business much longer if you don’t look after 

us.’ Oliva was then supposed to have threatened: ‘If you try nicking us I shall shoot you. You’re a 

dead man anyway. You won’t live the rest of the year.’ Ford ran his finger down Gardiner’s back as 

Oliva declared, ‘You’re going go get your back all cut up’. 



 Then, in September, two days before the arrests started, Gardiner saw Oliva and Ford together 

again. Oliva was cutting the hood of Gardiner’s car and when the club-owner approached, Ford said: 

‘That’s how we’re going to cut your face,’ 

  On the night of the first arrests, again according to Gardiner, Ford, Pedrini and Cheeseman 

came to the door of the club. Ford cut Gardiner’s ear slightly, Pedrini asked for £100 and Cheeseman 

who had a knife in his hand, said: ‘Let’s stripe the bastard. He’s given us a lot of aggravation.’ 

 This evidence must have been so chilling that it could have been easy to forget it was only the 

word of one man. Elizabeth Evans confirmed the story but she was clearly confused as to which 

people she had seen intimidating Gardiner – she couldn’t swear that all the men in the dock had been 

involved. 

 The story therefore remained nothing but a story, as far as convicting evidence was concerned, 

until Detective-Sergeant Challenor added the authority of the police to the record of events. But even 

Challenor didn’t claim to have been on the scene when the principal events took place. 

 Challenor told the court that Ford, in the police station after arrest, approached him and said, 

‘Can I speak to you Guv?’ ‘I reminded him he’d been cautioned,’ added Challenor. But Ford replied: 

‘That’s all right. I’m knackered anyway. But don’t get the wrong idea. This is all a take on. Joe Oliva, 

myself, and a few of the boys have been taking the mickey out of him. We wouldn’t have had his 

money. It was just frighteners.’ 

 The detective-sergeant also gave evidence of arresting Oliva. With P.C.s Laing and Jay he 

caught up with Oliva in Brewer Street. P.C. Laing struggled with Oliva in the driving seat of his car 

and P.C. Jay picked up the bottle of turps from the floor of the car. Challenor stated that he ‘had 

information’ that Oliva intended to attack the Phoenix Club and told Oliva that he would be arrested 

for possessing an offensive weapon. 

 Oliva, said Challenor, then replied: ‘If I don’t burn him someone else will.’ When he was later 

charged with having the weapons and also with receiving a stolen radio, Oliva said, ‘No thanks’. 

 The total evidence of conspiracy was slight, to say the least, even if it had been true. There 

was nothing at all to link Cheeseman and Pedrini with Oliva, Gardiner’s word to link Oliva and Ford, 

and nothing to link Fraser – who had approached Gardiner on his own to discuss a quite separate issue 

– with any of them except Oliva. 

 The conspiracy charge, which was the only indication of a protection racket, was not in fact 

made until 8 October, twelve days after they had all been arrested. 

 Mr Vowden, counsel for the prosecution, expressed the logic of the charge. When it was 

submitted that there was insufficient evidence to proceed against Fraser, Mr Vowden explained, ‘… 

the same man is being threatened in the way he has been threatened before by other people’. 

 Evidence pointing to a protection racket was therefore composed by a man who ran two strip-

tease clubs and had been convicted for violent offences, by a woman who lived with him and helped 

him in his business, and by a detective-sergeant who was later found to be insane. 

 There was also the evidence of P.C.s Legge and Wells, which was crucial. On its own, it would 

have meant very little and could not have been used against anyone but Pedrini and Cheeseman, but 

taken in the context of Gardiner’s story, the alleged history of threats, and the references to a 

protection racket, it became vital. 

 These two policemen said that they had heard what Pedrini said to Gardiner just before the 

arrests, and they said that he asked Gardiner for £100. They also gave evidence of finding the weapons 

on Pedrini and Cheeseman. 

 This evidence was relied on heavily, for the judge gave the impression that he was not 

completely convinced by either Gardiner or Challenor. Challenor had denied calling anyone ‘my 

darling’, and the judge thought he ought to have admitted it. He felt that there might have been ‘a 

little gilding of the conversation’ by the officer. But, Judge Maude added, ‘If he is a good policeman 

and a good chap in other respects and does not lie about the essential things I do not suppose his 

superiors would mind very much’. 



 At one point in his summing-up the judge emphasized that a particular piece of evidence had 

nothing to do with Challenor, and asked the jury to remember this. He asked Legge and Wells to stand 

up in court so that he could recall their faces. 

 ‘When you cannot remember his face it is desperately difficult to know what weight to give 

to his evidence, because one is entitled to look at the witness and make up one’s mind what type he 

is,’ said the judge. 

 A little later, he added: ‘… it is no good getting into a state of mind that one imagines because 

somebody’s son has gone into the police that he must be a scamp and a perjurer and liar. They are just 

young Englishmen who go into the police. Some of the old policemen have got cagey sometimes, 

that is the modern expression, and get clever at it. No doubt the business of catching the wicked 

cannot be done with kid gloves. But this fellow is not like that, is he?’ He was looking at P.C. Wells. 

 These remarks could only have meant that the judge felt that Challenor’s evidence could be 

doubted and that the other two police might have lied, except that their faces showed otherwise. 

 But what did it mean in terms of concluding what the defendants had actually done? If 

Gardiner’s evidence were not to be taken as the final and conclusive truth on the subject, and if 

Elizabeth Evans were to be seen as someone who would naturally support Gardiner, then there was 

no proof whatever of a protection racket involving all five men in the dock. 

 All that the policemen with honest eyes could say was that Pedrini and Cheeseman had once 

gone together to Gardiner and asked for £100, and that they had been carrying weapons at the time. 

If the evidence of two P.C.s was supposed to resolve doubts about the whole of the prosecution it 

could only have meant one of two things. The jury must have believed that two young constables 

working under a tough, dishonest sergeant would have contradicted his statements if they had known 

him to be lying. Or they must have thought that however bad the sergeant might be he would not 

fabricate evidence in a case involving two idealistic young men under his supervision. It is very 

unlikely that they pursued the problem to this logical alternative. No doubt they brushed aside the 

aspersions on Challenor’s character, decided that he was trustworthy and swung back to depending 

upon his evidence. 

 The defence said that events described by the prosecution were fabricated and that the case 

was a framed one. Details of the arguments in defence varied from prisoner to prisoner – which was 

not surprising in view of the fact that the accused had never met, or acted, as a group. Fraser and 

Oliva did not deny that the knives had been found in their possession. Pedrini and Cheeseman 

maintained that the weapons had been planted – and Pedrini gave evidence of having been assaulted 

by Challenor. Collectively, the substance of the defence was a straightforward denial of the charges 

of conspiracy and demanding money with menaces. 

 After two and a half hours the jury reached a unanimous decision. Fraser was acquitted on the 

charge of conspiracy. The other four were found guilty. On the offensive weapons charges, all four 

concerned were found guilty – Fraser, Pedrini, Oliva and Cheeseman. And on the charge of 

demanding money with menaces Pedrini, Cheeseman and Ford were found guilty. 

 As it turned out, it became one of Challenor’s finest hours. The case received enormous 

publicity. Pedrini, Ford, Fraser, Oliva and Cheeseman looked like some of the biggest and most 

desperate crooks in Soho. Once they had been found guilty, words like ‘horrid fear’ and ‘hateful 

activities’ boomed through the court erasing the memory of the measured and dispassionate summing-

up. 

 The sentences were harsh and exemplary. Yet even on the official reckoning the five men were 

no more than a very disorganized gang of young thugs spending two months trying to obtain one 

small sum of £100. They were an oddly-assorted group of ‘gangsters’, too, with entirely different 

records. 

 Cheeseman, at the age of twenty, had a clear record with no previous convictions. Pedrini – 

who received the longest sentence – had one previous conviction, and that involved a minor charge 

of damaging some glasses. Fraser, when he was sixteen, had been conditionally discharged for 

possessing a pistol, and had been fined £5 for not having a fire-arms certificate. Ford had previously 



been conditionally discharged for unlawful assault and fined £5 for possessing a weapon, a case which 

was indicated by the penalty to be a trivial one. These were not the records of criminals. 

 It was the background of Oliva, who was hardly known to some of the other defendants, that 

helped to build up an unfavourable impression. He had appeared in court on ten occasions and had 

been convicted of theft, grievous bodily harm, receiving, insulting behaviour, threatening behaviour 

and assault; and had been sent to prison for possessing housebreaking implements. It looked very 

bad. 

 Strangely enough, none of them, not even Oliva, had ever been convicted of crimes involving 

large sums of money or large scale violence. If they were looked at as a group they might have 

appeared pretty tough, but as clever big-time criminals terrorizing the sophisticated world of Soho 

they were disappointingly young, unskilled and untrained. 

 However, it was a great day for Challenor when they were convicted. He emerged as 

Challenor-the-brave. Almost singlehanded, it appeared from his press publicity, he had discovered, 

tackled and brought to justice a wild mob. 

 And on this reputation he proceeded to tackle the rest. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

King and Silver 

 
‘Having made up your mind where the truth lies in the evidence … you are in a position to say now, has the Crown 

satisfied us beyond all reasonable doubt, so that we are sure, no reasonable doubt left behind, each one of us, that the 

person accused is guilty.’ 

 

‘CURLY’ KING had spent more than a year in prison when the Home Secretary granted him a 

pardon for the crime he had not committed. King was free and the State had more or less apologized. 

But by this time he had no home, his wife was ill, and he was completely penniless. Everybody knew 

that he had just come out of prison and he was virtually unemployable. 

 A fortnight after his release, when he was tired of tramping around London looking for work, 

he applied for national assistance and was told that he might be able to claim 50s. a week. He walked 

out of the Assistance Board office in disgust. If he had served a sentence that he had deserved he 

might have felt that punishment was being taken too far, but King had already suffered incredible 

injustices. 

 He came into Challenor’s orbit when the detective-sergeant decided that he wanted to use him 

as an informer. From the moment he refused to cooperate Challenor was looking for an opportunity 

to arrest him, and when the opportunity came and King happened to have a friend, David Silver, with 

him, that was unfortunate for David Silver. Both were arrested and charged with possessing 

detonators. 

 It began in August 1962 when King was working as a bookie’s clerk. One of the betting shops 

belonging to his employers was blown up, and in another shop a bomb was planted but failed to 

explode. On being told that the police wanted to question him, King went to Tottenham Court Road 

Police Station and spoke to a detective-sergeant who was in charge of the inquiries. This officer knew 

nothing about a request to see King, but after talking to him telephoned West End Central and 

discovered that it was Challenor who wanted to see him. 

 The first question that Challenor asked, when King reported to West End Central, was whether 

he knew Gardiner, the owner of the Phoenix Club. Challenor knew perfectly well that he did. 

 ‘He then asked me what right I had getting Gardiner and Ford to shake hands and forget their 

argument,’ King stated later. 

 ‘Then,’ continued King’s statement, ‘he got down to what he really wanted. He said that he 

wanted information that came along in the betting shop as to why they were bombed. When I said 

that I only worked there and that the best person to see would be my employer, and that Detective-



Sergeant— had already asked, he started shouting and banging his hand on the table. He said that it 

was his case and that people were trying to make him look a fool. After that I got a bit confused 

because he kept on shouting. But at the end, he said that if I didn’t do what he said and become his 

spy I’d be in trouble myself …’ 

 On leaving West End Central, King met an officer from Scotland Yard and told him that 

Challenor had been threatening him. ‘He told me to tell Challenor that I knew him, and that Challenor 

would leave me alone. He gave me his phone number at the Yard.’ 

 After this King returned to Tottenham Court Road Police Station and gave a report of his 

interview. He also reported it to his employer. 

 The next time King and Challenor met was in November. As he was walking along Wardour 

Street on his way to meet his wife, King was called into a doorway by the police officer. Challenor 

produced a photograph and asked if King had seen the man concerned. King said that he had not, and 

that his wife was waiting for him – to which the officer replied that she would be ‘waiting much 

longer’ if he were not more helpful. 

 ‘He said he could find something on me and I’d have no chance, so I’d better be getting in 

touch,’ King said. 

 Following this incident he was not around the West End a great deal because the cold spell 

had stopped racing and caused the betting shops to be closed. Because of this he had no occasion to 

cross Challenor’s path, and it was not until the following April that the detective-sergeant caught up 

with him again. 

 On 24 April King went to the West End visiting clubs, meeting people and trying to acquire 

some records that he wanted. With Silver he stayed in a jazz club until nearly 4 a.m., after which they 

drove to a restaurant in Leicester Square. A little later they were on their way home, driving along 

Charing Cross Road, when at a set of traffic lights a police car drew up beside them and Challenor 

leaned out and told them to stop. 

 ‘If I had had anything to hide, all I need have done was to have turned sharp left. The road 

was under repair and the police car was already across the road and could not have followed me. But 

I had nothing to hide, so I pulled up,’ King stated. 

 There were two other officers with Challenor – P.C. Peter Jay and Detective-Sergeant Kenneth 

Etheridge. Silver, who objected to being searched in the street, was made to get into the police car, 

while King stood on the pavement with one of the officers, watching Challenor. Detective-Sergeant 

Challenor took a pillow that was on the driving seat of King’s car and carried it to the police car. He 

sat in the police car with it for a few minutes. 

 ‘He called me over and I saw the pillow, open at the top, lying on the floor of the car, and 

Challenor sitting with two pieces of what looked like two-inch wire in his hand. He said that he had 

searched the pillow and found these detonators,’ King’s statement continued. 

 King and Silver were charged on three counts: receiving two stolen detonators, possessing 

two detonators with intent to damage or blow up a public building, and conspiring ‘with persons 

unknown’ to cause malicious damage. They pleaded not guilty to all three charges. 

 Silver was allowed bail in the sum of £100, but in King’s case Challenor strongly opposed it, 

so that he spent seven weeks in Brixton Prison before the hearing at London Sessions. Apparently, 

his friend at Scotland Yard had proved to be of little assistance, and the detective-sergeant at 

Tottenham Court Road could not have been watching the court lists very closely. 

 The solicitors originally instructed by King* were equally unhelpful, although he paid them a 

large sum of money to defend the case. On 14 June when he appeared in court there was no one there 

to represent him, and on being formally called to explain the situation the solicitor concerned said 

that King had not paid the firm enough. The firm had not been ‘fully instructed’ – although they had 

been paid £90 previously and a further £50 that week – and they had not known that the case was 

coming up that day. The case was put off to allow King to make the necessary arrangements with his 

solicitors and provide them with further funds. At last he was given bail, but Challenor ‘forgot’ to 

sign the necessary release order and the prisoner was taken back to Brixton by mistake. 



  When the case was eventually heard, on 19 June, there was no defence worth raising, and the 

defendants could only say that they had done nothing. It was simply the word of King and Silver 

against the word of three police officers who gave evidence, one of them being Detective-Sergeant 

Challenor. What jury would have believed King’s bizarre story? In every contested case where there 

is a contradiction of facts, somebody is lying, and no one appears to have better reason than the 

defendant. What policeman in his right mind would pick on two innocent people, give them 

explosives and then invent a tale of their conspiring to blow up public buildings? 

 In law, a man is presumed to be innocent until it has been 

 

* Mr Stanley Clinton Davis, who later represented King was not of course his solicitor at the time of the trial. 

 

proved beyond all reasonable doubt that he is guilty. In practice, it is presumed that a man brought to 

the dock by the representatives of law and order must have done something, or else he wouldn’t be 

there. In any event, King’s lawyers did not feel inclined to challenge the character of an officer who 

had been in the police force for twelve years, and in fact they did not call certain witnesses King had 

asked to come to court. They felt that nothing would be gained by alleging that the evidence had been 

planted and trying to substantiate such a claim, particularly as King had a record that would tend to 

discredit him. 

 The evidence for the prosecution consisted mainly of what the three policemen had written in 

their notebooks. King and Silver were not convicted simply on what the policemen had said they had 

done, but on what the police said they had said. 

 Challenor’s notes of statements made when the car was stopped in Charing Cross Road were 

corroborated by both Jay and Etheridge. His notes of a conversation, later, at King’s house were 

corroborated by Etheridge. 

 ‘Don’t look any further, Sergeant, there’s no jelly here now. You know the score. It’s all done 

[down?] to aggravation,’ King was alleged to have said. And Silver was supposed to have said: ‘I 

must want my head examined. I shouldn’t be mixed up in this.’ 

 At King’s house, it was stated, a forged driving-licence form was found and when asked about 

it King replied: ‘It was for the nutter who was going to blast a certain spieler. He was going to use a 

nicked car with a dummy licence in case he got a pull. All I had to do was to supply the necessary. 

The funny part about it though I didn’t get the dets. I was just born lucky.’ 

 These statements were refuted by the defence. 

 The Acting Deputy Chairman, Mr A. C. Munro Kerr, suggested in his summing-up that the 

evidence was convincing because it was not the sort of language that was in ‘everyday use’. Could 

there be a mistake, he asked (rhetorically, it appears) about words like ‘nutter’ and ‘spieler’? 

 It was thought significant by the defence that Etheridge had altered a word in his notebook 

after consulting Challenor’s notes. He had changed the word ‘unlucky’ to ‘lucky’. But that might have 

been, said the Deputy Chairman, because Sergeant Etheridge was trying to be ‘as accurate as he 

possibly could’. 

 King and Silver were found guilty not only of conspiracy and of possessing detonators – but 

of stealing the detonators as well. However, when the case had finished and King and Silver had been 

convicted and sentenced to two years’ and six months’ respectively, the solicitor was hopeful of 

winning an appeal. 

 Said King: ‘I waited for a month to hear from him, and then I found he was in prison …’ 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

Gold and Louciades 

 
‘Obviously, if you think of it, it is apparent that the state should intervene and say, “No, no, no, this must go no further!” ’ 

 



CHALLENOR had good grounds for believing himself to be invulnerable. The only people who 

knew what he was doing were those who suffered and those who must have collaborated. The first 

group weren’t listened to, and the second wouldn’t speak. 

 Other people were not likely to notice. The fact was that the police, always under pressure to 

clear up areas of crime and vice, had found a man on their own side as tough as the criminals they 

had to deal with. Faced with the job of breaking up the West End rackets, answerable to public 

opinion, prodded by the press and harangued by the Home Office, the men responsible for the success 

of the Metropolitan Police could hardly be expected to see anything questionable about an officer 

who was only too keen to carry out his duties. Looking at his record of arrests they might not have 

thought of inquiring into his methods. Outside the police force, however, there could well have been 

further reason for not wanting to hear or believe allegations of police corruption. It is uncomfortable 

to think that the police are anything but honest, just, and disciplined. Even now, when it is beyond 

doubt that Detective-Sergeant Challenor framed charges and acted violently, it is possible that a 

feeling exists that there must have been a limit – that there were a few serious cases, settled and 

forgotten. The Home Office may have had the feeling that, really, they had to draw the line 

somewhere. So they drew the line at Gold and Louciades. Instead of asking for details of all arrests 

made by Challenor over a relevant period of time, they confined their inquiries to the cases submitted 

and decided that they were not all proved. The Home Secretary therefore stated that he would take no 

action in the cases of Gold and Louciades. 

 Yet in both of these cases evidence of innocence was strong and convincing. 

 Wallace Gold pleaded guilty to receiving a quantity of stolen cigarette lighters. A plea of guilty 

would appear to mean that the person concerned had done what was alleged. What it can mean, 

however, is that if he had no way of proving that he is not guilty then he will antagonize fewer people 

and present a better appearance in court if he says that he is. 

 Mr Gold spoke to a number of lawyers before he appeared at London Sessions, and all of them 

advised him not to attempt to contradict the prosecution. Challenor, they told him, could not lose. 

 As it happened, Challenor was more than successful in this case. Not only did he secure the 

conviction of Gold, but he brought before the same court the men who really had stolen the lighters, 

and got them convicted too: on the same afternoon. 

 Gold had nothing to gain by raising his case with the National Council for Civil Liberties. 

With remission, granted automatically for good conduct, he had finished his nine-month sentence by 

July 1963. From the point of view of the public, though, it was important that Gold should have 

spoken because his evidence helped to build up the picture of Challenor’s activities and strengthened 

the credibility of other allegations investigated. He wrote down his evidence long before any public 

questions were raised. 

 Gold was part-owner of premises in Soho where he ran a dairy shop and let the upper rooms. 

There were a number of tenants, none of whom stayed long in one place, and the stolen cigarette 

lighters were in fact discovered in one of the rented rooms. 

 The detective-sergeant came to the shop on 1 November 1962 and asked to search the 

premises. Having carried out his search, during which he found the lighters upstairs, he proceeded to 

search the premises again, although he had discovered nothing in the part occupied by Gold. The 

whole operation took nearly four hours and, throughout, Challenor shouted and threatened and jested, 

calling Gold ‘old fruit’. 

 At one point, when the man turned to close a door, Challenor yelled, ‘Hold him. He’s trying 

to escape!’ He then told one of the other officers: ‘Make a note of that.’ 

 He took possession of some suiting material, an old coin and a rubber stamp. He hunted 

through a box containing boxes of cigarettes to be sold. Later, after he had found the stolen lighters, 

he went back to the box of cigarettes and lifted out a small cardboard carton, which had not been there 

before. 

 ‘What’s this?’ asked Challenor. 

 ‘I don’t know,’ Gold replied. ‘It looks like one of the lighters from upstairs.’ 

  ‘Ah. Got you now,’ Challenor said. 



 When Gold suggested that the officer must have planted it, he answered, ‘That’s a very 

dangerous thing to say.’ 

 Throughout these proceedings Gold had asked continuously for permission to telephone a 

solicitor. At eight o’clock – having arrived at four – Challenor said that he could do so, but by then 

the solicitor’s office was closed. 

 At the Magistrates’ Court the detective-sergeant advised Gold to plead guilty and ‘get it over 

with here’. Gold, however, pleaded not guilty at this stage and it was only at a later date that he took 

advice and changed his plea, forfeiting any chance of being acquitted. 

 Once again Challenor proved the effectiveness of his own formula. In an area where police 

investigations were hampered by the scarcity of witnesses and lack of information, he set out to solve 

the problem by charging the people who wouldn’t tell him what he wanted to know. This method 

served a dual purpose, for he could settle known cases of crime by producing prisoners to fit them, 

while at the same time creating enough fear to soften potential informers. 

 In Gold’s case Challenor was infuriated because he thought that the man knew more about the 

stolen lighters than he was prepared to say. 

 The case of Andreas Louciades, sentenced at London Sessions in September 1963 for 

attempted housebreaking and possession of housebreaking implements, followed what was becoming 

a familiar pattern. But here again the Home Secretary felt that no action was required. 

 Louciades remained in prison, completing two concurrent terms of eighteen months. It was 

the first time he had ever served a prison sentence, although he had been inextricably involved with 

the police since 1956. On one occasion charges brought against him were later withdrawn. On another 

he was brought to trial on different counts and the charges were dismissed. It emerged in the autumn 

of 1959 that Louciades had been helping the police with information and that this was how he had 

found himself in a situation which had led to his being charged. He did not want to continue assisting 

the police, and he made a public statement to this effect. Challenor must have refused to accept the 

position, because in May 1962 when he met Louciades casually, he said, ‘You are in my territory now. 

You will have to help us.’ 

 Louciades is an excellent tailor, who won consecutive yearly awards for his work, and who, 

in his own words had ‘many wealthy and respected customers’ and ‘never needed to indulge in crime’. 

 His imprisonment was the result of events on 17 August 1963 when he drove a customer and 

an employee to Balham. Outside a public house his car was surrounded by three vehicles, and a 

number of police officers arrested the men. 

 According to Louciades the housebreaking implements were planted on them after arrest. 

When he complained about being arrested and asked why he should have been implicated he was told 

that the customer with him was wanted ‘very badly’. A senior officer explained that if the police were 

to let Louciades go they would have to withdraw the charges against the other man. All three men 

therefore appeared at London Sessions, charged with attempted housebreaking and with possessing 

housebreaking implements. All were convicted and sentenced. Louciades called four witnesses to 

show how he had spent the evening, and to support his statement that he had gone to Ealham to find 

another customer who owed him money for a suit. 

 Although Challenor did not give evidence, Louciades claimed that he was among the officers 

who arrested him. The Home Secretary said that he wasn’t, and the only comment that can be made 

is that Louciades knew Challenor. Perhaps it is relevant that he did not initially raise his own case 

with the Home Office. Prisoners who had talked with him in Wormwood Scrubs communicated his 

story to someone else who thought that the case should be taken up and therefore passed the 

information to Civil Liberties. Louciades was not jumping on a bandwagon. 

 His evidence involved so many other police officers that it was not surprising that no action 

was taken to clear his name. The allegations were, however, passed on to the Chief Constable of 

Wolverhampton, Mr Norman Goodchild, when he began his inquiry into ‘fresh allegations of 

corruption’. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

Rooum, Apostolou, Ede and Hill; Ryall, Ryall, 

Derwin and a Juvenile 
 

‘I may be absolutely wrong in even thinking that just possibly Detective-Sergeant Challenor might have said “my 

darlings”. I might very well be wrong, but what I wanted you to feel was that I am a human being, and one does realize 

that such things would be possible, that is all.’ 

 

TO follow the ‘brick cases’ it was necessary to overcome the problem of remembering a string of 

names. Rooum, Apostolou, Ede and Hill had a neat rhythm that could be recalled; but then there were 

Ryall, Ryall, Derwin, and another boy whose name could not be mentioned but had to be kept in 

mind. Added to this, it was meaningless to attempt to describe what happened to them without 

bringing in the name of the queen of Greece. 

 Detective-Sergeant Challenor – whose own name caused a certain amount of argument and 

was often spelt ‘Challinor’ or ‘Challoner’ by mistake – would probably still be working now if he had 

not involved so many people at once. 

 Had he not arrested Rooum, the other three of that group – Apostolou, Hill and Ede – would 

never have been able to prove their innocence. Had he arrested only Rooum, the case might have 

passed unnoticed. And had these four cases not come to light, reference to the other four concerned – 

the Ryall brothers, Derwin and the juvenile – would have conveyed very little to the public. 

 It was 11 July 1963, when a vast number of policemen moved into the area around Claridge’s 

Hotel to prevent demonstrations that had been organized in protest against the state visit of Queen 

Frederika. Donald Rooum was one of the demonstrators, kept at a distance from the hotel by a solid 

line of police across the width of the road, while he circled around with a paper banner, hoping to 

find a clear space where he could display it. The banner simply said, ‘Lambrakis R.I.P.’. 

 Four plainclothes policemen snatched the banner and read it, one of them being described later 

by Rooum in a magazine article* as ‘a big, stocky, flat-nosed man with a dark suit, boots, and a very 

short back-and-sides’. 

 Rooum records the following conversation: ‘Can I have my banner back?’ 

 ‘Can you have your what back?’ 

 ‘My banner.’ 

 ‘You’re fucking nicked, my old beauty,’ said the policeman, grabbing him by the collar and 

pushing him towards a police van. 

 ‘Please, officer, I’m coming quietly,’ Rooum said, to be told: ‘Don’t say please to me, my old 

darling. I’ve got a stone heart.’ It was not until the next day that Rooum learned that the ‘big, stocky 

man’ was Detective-Sergeant Challenor. 

 During the ride to the police station, Challenor had been shouting and jeering. To one group 

of policemen he called, ‘Haven’t you got yourself a prisoner yet?’ At West End Central he drove 

Rooum up the stairs with blows on the ear and knocked him to the floor, after which he frog-marched 

him into a detention room, where he locked the door. By this time Rooum was dizzy and in pain. 

 Challenor said: ‘Boo the Queen, would you?’ to which his prisoner replied, ‘No, not at all.’ 

Once again Challenor beat him about the ears. 

 ‘There you are, my old darling,’ he said, ‘have that with me. 

 And just to make sure we haven’t forgotten it … there you are, my old beauty. Carrying an 

offensive weapon. You can get two years for that.’ The officer had produced from his own pocket a 

piece of brick, wrapped in newspaper. 

 Three other demonstrators were brought in that evening by 
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the detective-sergeant – Gregory Hill, Ronald Ede and John Apostolou. In a room at the police station 

they were told to sit on a bench and empty their belongings on to a desk. They did so, and a piece of 

brick was placed with each pile. ‘A present from Uncle Harry,’ Challenor told them. When he gave 

Apostolou his piece of brick he said, ‘The biggest brick for the biggest boy’. 

 Challenor was aided that evening by P.C.s Battes, Oakey and Goldsmith. These three officers 

arrested Ronald Ryall, John Ryall, Colin Derwin and the other boy,* who were on their way to the 

Ryalls’ home, near Claridge’s, after playing a game of tennis. They had nothing to do with the 

demonstration but were looking for a gap in the police cordon to make their way to the house. ‘You’re 

nicked,’ one of the officers said, and when they had been taken to the police van, another officer 

inquired, ‘Shall we give them a boot up?’ 

 Again, at the police station, pieces of brick were put with the boys’ property. Asked to sign 

for their property, all the eight persons arrested denied having been in possession of the bricks. 

 Rooum was kept in custody overnight and lay awake trying to remember what he had recently 

read about the rules of evidence. The following morning he was driven in a partitioned van to 

Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court where, in a cell, he met seventeen-year-old Apostolou. Both 

of them had been refused bail: Rooum by mistake, and Apostolou because in the desperation of the 

moment he had given a false name. He had been afraid of worrying his mother. 

 A solicitor, Mr Stanley Clinton Davis, had been instructed on Rooum’s case and came to the 

court to represent him. 

 ‘I almost burst into tears with relief. Mr Davis was going to organize everything, and I could 

afford to relax and be miserable,’ he wrote. 

 

* Hill and Ede were also juveniles but their names were eventually published. 

 

 His case was adjourned until 19 July and bail was granted in the sum of £10. The object of the 

defence was to prove that Rooum could not have been carrying a brick because there was no trace of 

brickdust in his pocket. This meant, of course, that his suit had to be examined, and at first Mr Clinton 

Davis telephoned the Metropolitan Police Laboratory, which never refuses to carry out examinations 

for the defence although it is rarely asked to do so. The solicitor withdrew his request when he 

discovered that if the police laboratory were to examine the suit, then Detective-Sergeant Challenor 

would have to take it to them. 

 An independent forensic scientist was found, dust from Rooum’s pockets was gathered as 

evidence for the defence, a well-known barrister, Mr Michael Sherrard, was briefed – and by 19 July 

a highly professional defence, such as is rarely seen in a Magistrates’ Court, was ready to answer 

Challenor’s charge. On the day of the hearing everyone was there, except the detective-sergeant. 

 ‘… and when after all this we arrive with our army of witnesses, the prosecution does not even 

appear!’ Mr Sherrard declared. The magistrate then adjourned the hearing. 

 As Rooum and his lawyers were leaving the court, Challenor turned up. ‘He must have been 

summoned when Mr Sherrard started his spiel,’ said Rooum. The solicitor approached Challenor to 

explain what had happened and suggested that they should return to the court and ask the magistrate 

if the case could now proceed. The detective became extremely abusive and refused to cooperate. 

 The delays and mysteries of the courts may give the defendant a sense of defeat before his 

case even starts. There is always the feeling that everyone is in the know, except the person accused. 

The magistrate knows the police officer, the court officials make quiet suggestions to the Bench which 

result in time switches and understandings with the prosecution, and lawyers sidle in and out of court 

as to some pre-arranged programme which appears to bear no relation to the court lists pinned up for 

the public to read. 

 Even Rooum, represented by two excellent lawyers and with 100 per cent proof of innocence, 

began to wonder what chance he had of winning. On 8 August, the date finally fixed for the hearing, 

Challenor came to court ‘positively radiating confidence’. Privately he asked Rooum if he was ‘ready 

for the fight’. 



 Answering counsel for the prosecution, Challenor told the court that he had been a police 

officer for twelve years, a detective-sergeant for two years, and that he would not jeopardize his career 

for the sake of a case like this. 

 In evidence, the officer stated that at the demonstration he had heard Rooum say, ‘I don’t care. 

They shouldn’t push us around like that. I will throw my stone, not in revenge, but as a demonstration 

of my ideals.’ He said that he had then taken Rooum to a police van where he had found a piece of 

brick in his pocket. 

 In the evidence for the defence it was stated that Rooum had been assaulted when arrested. 

Asked if she was ‘suggesting’ that an officer had struck a man in the public street, before witnesses, 

for no reason at all, the witness replied: ‘I am not suggesting it. I am stating it as a fact.’ 

 However, the major evidence for the defence came from Mr J. F. Kayser, the scientist, who 

explained that a broken brick could not have been kept in a pocket without scratching the material of 

the lining; and that a piece of brick of the size of the one produced would have stretched the lining. 

He had found no scratching or straining. 

 A broken brick, being friable, would have left grains wherever it had been placed. None of 

Rooum’s pockets had revealed any trace of brick, nor could they have been cleaned before the 

examination, because Rooum had been in custody, and then in his solicitor’s office, right up to the 

moment when he had handed his suit over to be tested. As additional evidence there were tubes of 

dust and fluff gathered from the pockets, showing that nothing like brickdust could have been 

removed before the examination. 

 Earlier, in cross-examination, Mr Sherrard had asked the detective-sergeant: ‘Were you 

involved in the arrest of anyone else carrying bricks on the same night?’ ‘Yes, sir, I arrested one other,’ 

Challenor replied. ‘Were you involved in the arrest of Ede?’ ‘Hill, I arrested.’ ‘Were you involved in 

the arrest of Ede?’ ‘The man I arrested was Hill.’ ‘Were you involved in the arrest of Ede?’ ‘Yes, I 

was involved in it …’ 

 The importance of this questioning became clear when together with the piece of brick said 

to have been in Rooum’s possession, two other pieces of brick were produced – the ‘property’ of Ede 

and Hill. The three fitted together. Placed in position, the markings on the bricks ran across them to 

read ‘Marston’ which was part of a trade name, Marston Valley Brickworks. 

 Recalled to the witness-box to explain this, Challenor could only suggest that the 

demonstrators must have known each other and shared their brick. Mr Robey, the magistrate, looked 

at the pieces of brick, saw how the surfaces crumbled into loose grains as he touched.them, confessed 

that he was in doubt about the case, and dismissed it. Rooum was refused costs to cover his expenses. 

 It seemed, at that moment, to be a trivial chink in Challenor’s armour. Rooum was acquitted; 

but only because the magistrate was ‘in doubt’. It was only one case – one case that showed Challenor 

to be untrustworthy, and even then, a case which need not be looked at too closely and could easily, 

before long, become settled into the past as a legal curiosity. 

 A detective-sergeant with Challenor’s reputation and apparent value to the police force was 

not likely to have the world brought down around his ears because his evidence, in one case, arising 

from a banned demonstration, was ‘doubtful’. 

 Mr Robey could not have considered the implications of Rooum’s acquittal to have been 

enormously serious. At least, when similar evidence was produced against John Apostolou, he found 

the defendant guilty, mainly, one would guess, on the assumption that P.C. Battes brought credibility 

to the story. 

 Apostolou, having appeared before the court at the same time as Rooum in the first instance, 

had also asked Mr Clinton Davis to take his case, under legal aid. This was arranged, but before 

Apostolou could find his surety for bail he was whisked off to prison. There must have been some 

confusion at the court, because although Apostolou was told he would be granted bail, he was not 

given an opportunity to telephone his mother. A man who offered to stand bail for him was turned 

down by court officials because he was ‘not a relative’. Apostolou therefore spent three nights in 

custody and was released from Ashford Prison after the Governor phoned the boy’s mother. 



 Apostolou had the same solicitor, the same scientific evidence, and the same tale to tell as 

Rooum, but Mr Robey fined him £10. Challenor and Battes were the only witnesses for the 

prosecution. 

 Within a month, however, Ronald Ede and Gregory Hill were called to appear at Chelsea 

Juvenile Court. This case overlapped with Rooum’s case because of Ede’s piece of brick. The case 

was adjourned, due to the ill-health of Detective-Sergeant Challenor. On 9 October it was brought up 

again, but the prosecution stated that they had decided to offer no evidence. 

 Mr Clinton Davis said in court: ‘It is a bizarre and remarkable chronicle of events, a sordid 

story which has led up to the rendering of no evidence by the prosecution.’ 

 He went even further, and referring to a letter from the Director of Public Prosecutions which 

was read to the court and which said that Challenor was ill, Mr Davis asked: ‘I wonder with what 

accuracy the situation of Sergeant Challenor is described?’ He went on, ‘This is a palpable fraud on 

the court.’ 

 The Chairman, Mr Thomas Edie, told the solicitor that the remark was ‘improper’. 

 Shortly after this Apostolou appealed against his conviction. The hearing was set down for 22 

October, but the prosecution once again registered their decision not to bring evidence, and 

Apostolou’s name was cleared. 

 By now the cases had become a public issue. Scotland Yard, persisting in their claim that the 

cases had not proceeded because of Challenor’s illness, did not accept or apologize for the fact that 

four people had been arrested improperly and maliciously prosecuted. However, although it was not 

stated why, compensation was paid, amounting to £1,600. Rooum was awarded £500 and Apostolou 

£400. 

 Soon, it emerged publicly that there were more ‘brick cases’ which had passed smoothly 

through Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court, resulting in three convictions. John Ryall and his 

brother Ronald had been fined £5 each. Colin Derwin had been found guilty, but conditionally 

discharged on payment of £5 costs. The case against the other juvenile, however, had been withdrawn. 

 The Ryall brothers and Derwin were not formally cleared until eleven months after their cases 

had been heard, when the Home Secretary granted them a free pardon and ordered that the fines 

should be refunded. 
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CHAPTER 7 

 

Pink, Brown, Bridgeman, Francis; 

Braggins, Matthews, Ireland, Steel; Padmore 

 
‘I dare say there are a certain number of people there [Soho] against whom nothing could be said at all.’ 

 

THE prosecution had failed to arrive at Marlborough Street for Rooum’s case because the chief 

witness was busy at the Old Bailey. 

 The charges here were the familiar ‘offensive weapons’ ones. There were four men in the 

dock. 

 Challenor, seemingly unperturbed by the certain knowledge that Rooum’s case was going to 

prove him a liar, made his statements from the witness-box with his usual confidence. Having caused 

himself nothing but trouble by venturing into the political world of demonstrations, the detective-

sergeant was back on home ground – clubland. The place concerned was the Establishment Club in 

Greek Street, and the men accused were Ernest Pink, Robert Brown, William Francis and Frederick 

Bridgeman. 

 Pink was deaf and dumb and therefore unable to describe events satisfactorily. Brown was 

deaf, which had affected his speech so that he would sometimes give a completely inaccurate 

impression, as, for instance, when he would pronounce a word like ‘impossible’ as ‘possible’. And 



these men had to explain away their arrest, the weapons that were there for the court to see, and the 

evidence of half a dozen police officers. 

 The case started on 16 July 1963 and went on until the 22nd. It was concerned solely with 

what happened on 25 May when the four defendants had gone to the Establishment Club and had 

somehow given ‘rise to the fear that trouble was afoot’. How they created this atmosphere was not 

made entirely clear, but it was partly the result of their ‘appearance and conduct’ – perhaps, Judge 

Dodson thought, ‘because they were all together, four of them’. 

 Naturally, the fact that the men were out together was not enough in itself to indicate that they 

were bound to be on illegal business. There was more than this leading up to the arrival of the police 

on the premises – some sort of gesture made by Pink, who being dumb used sign language. He made 

signs to the doorman which, the judge said, ‘could easily have been misunderstood’. 

 Why they should remain misunderstood was a mystery, for Pink’s statement explained in the 

following fashion: ‘Brown and his wife and Francis and I and Bridgeman all went to Greek Street in 

a car driven by Bridgeman, and we went to the Establishment Club. I had been there once before. The 

door was shut. I knocked. It was opened by a man with a black eye, who said “Come in”. I pointed 

to his eye but I did not intend to black his other eye.’ 

  As for the rest of the signs, Pink was trying to tell the doorman that he had been to the club 

before. 

 Nonetheless, the police were called to eject the four men, who were not members of the club. 

Challenor arrived with ten or eleven other police officers, and it was alleged that as the detective-

sergeant went down the stairs to the club he saw Pink coming up cosely followed by Brown. Then, 

Pink was supposed to have flattened himself against the wall – presumably so that he would be 

overlooked; after which he made threatening signs, drawing his left hand across his throat while he 

kept his other hand in his pocket – presumably to draw attention to himself. Challenor grabbed his 

wrist and there was a struggle. Pink was taken outside, as were the other defendants, and they were 

all searched. 

 It was then discovered, according to the prosecution, that Pink was carrying a razor, Brown 

had a flick knife, Francis was in possession of a hatchet, and Bridgeman was armed with a knife. 

 All that the prisoners could say was that they had gone to the Establishment Club for a drink 

and that they had been arrested and planted with the weapons for no reason at all. There were no 

witnesses for the defence apart from the accused themselves, and Mrs Brown, the wife of one of them. 

 The defence was so weak that the judge was able to express his feeling about the case in these 

few lines from his summing up: ‘In this case you are not troubled with any question of whether there 

was any lawful authority or reasonable excuse for the possession of offensive weapons. The defence 

is that there was never any possession at all. That being so, the question of lawful authority or 

reasonable excuse does not arise. I only mention it because it simplifies your task, if, indeed, your 

duty can be regarded as a task at all in a case in which it has been rightly said the issue is so very 

clear cut and simple.’ 

 Pink was sentenced to two years’ imprisonment. Francis, Bridgeman and Brown were each 

sent to prison for a year. 

 Looking back on this case and on the other cases involving Detective-Sergeant Challenor, one 

is struck by the paucity of the evidence, the thinness of the stories told. At the time these charges were 

taken extremely seriously by reasonable men and women on juries, and by eminently competent and 

experienced judges. Their minds must have been filled for days with scenes conjured up by the 

prosecution. Vivid, living events were created by the dull phrases read out from policemen’s 

notebooks, by question and answer, by allusions and generalities. The discovery that Challenor 

fabricated such cases leaves a kind of visual vacuum. What was there in it? What on earth happened 

that led to people going to prison? 

 After his conviction Francis wrote a statement, giving a straightforward account of events on 

the evening of his arrest. 

 He said that he finished work at 8.30 p.m. and went home to wash, change and have a meal 

before meeting his friend, Bridgeman, in the West End. It was after eleven o’clock when they met 



and they went into a club in Archer Street, where Bridgeman was a member. Here, they had time for 

a single drink before closing time. Bridgeman became involved in conversation with three people: 

Pink, Brown and Mrs Brown, and on leaving the club Mrs Brown invited both Bridgeman and Francis 

to go on to another club. 

 They gathered that Pink was a member of the Establishment Club and followed him in, making 

their way to the bar. Soon after their arrival two men approached Francis and asked if he were a 

member of the club. He replied that he was not but that Pink – whom he had never met before – had 

brought him in. 

 ‘They then said that they were police officers and would I go outside with them. I said I 

would,’ Francis stated. 

 ‘They had one black Hillman car and two grey Mini-Austins. Mr Pink was in the Hillman with 

four officers; Mr Brown in a grey Mini-Austin with three officers. I was told to get in a grey Mini-

Austin, followed by four officers and Mr Bridgeman, one of the officers sitting on me,’ he continued. 

 At West End Central, when Francis asked to be informed of the reason for his arrest, Challenor 

spoke to him, claiming to be ‘the Super’. 

 Said Francis: ‘He asked me if I had been in trouble before in the West End. I said no. He then 

said, “Well you are now”. He turned to the other officer and said: “Charge them with carrying 

offensive weapons.” ’ 

 The other officer left the room, to return with a chopper, ‘waving it about like a two-year-old’. 

 The four men were locked in cells until they were called by an inspector (who had not been 

present earlier) to empty their pockets and lay the contents on a table. 

 ‘Having done this, Challenor and his officers came into the room and placed a weapon of 

some kind in front of each of us. We were then told to sign for our belongings; in each case a weapon 

was included on the sheet we had to sign. We were told by the officer that we could exclude the 

weapon as stated on the form, which we all did. Challenor then said to the inspector that he thought 

we could have bail for £20, which was agreed,’ said Francis. 

 During the trial at the Old Bailey, Francis drove his car to the court in the morning and parked 

it near by. He was so certain that his innocence would be recognized that he didn’t even inform his 

family of the case, thinking that he would drive home when it was over and that they needn’t be 

worried. 

  ‘I used to reckon British justice,’ he explained. 

 The first his parents heard of the charge, therefore, was when they read in the paper of his 

conviction, His car was still parked. 

 Superficially, it looked as though Francis had no need to fear the verdict of the court. He 

looked honest, he sounded honest, and he was honest. His record was completely clear, apart from a 

driving conviction when he was seventeen. At the age of thirty-two he was a successful electrical 

contractor and a director of a building company. 

 What about the others? Asked if Brown was ‘a Soho layabout or anything of that kind?’ 

Challenor said: ‘I have never heard of him before.’ There was no reason to have heard of him. He was 

a young man living with his wife, running a greengrocery business and bringing up two children. 

Bridgeman was a window cleaner. 

 Pink had a different background: three previous convictions of a fairly serious nature. It was 

said in mitigation that, being a deaf mute, he felt his handicap considerably and believed that people 

were inclined to take advantage of him. Hearing of this, and of his wish to enter a rehabilitation centre 

for the deaf and dumb, the court might well have thought fit to order care rather than punishment. Yet 

there should have been no need even to plead mitigating circumstances: Pink was totally innocent of 

the charge brought. 

 In December, when the four men had spent nearly five months in prison, their convictions 

were quashed by the Court of Criminal Appeal. They were released, but no compensation was paid. 

 Francis commented that he was so glad to be out that he hadn’t thought of anything else. But 

five months is a long time to spend in prison, especially for someone who is innocent. An essay by 

Thoreau conveys how a single night in custody can seem like eternity and how a host of thoughts can 



be entertained by the mind as one waits for daylight and the unlocking of the door. Multiply this night 

by one hundred and fifty, add the days of useless work and cleaning and ritual exercise, the censored 

letters and the dreary visits for which the prisoner on appeal is led up to a pane of wired glass … Add 

to this the hours of confinement when there is nothing to do but read, if you can relax enough, or go 

on hearing the contemptuous words of judgement and remembering detail after detail of the 

prosecution … A man who is forced to contemplate the precise machinery of injustice is bound to 

become cynical. 

 Francis, in Wormwood Scrubs, asked another prisoner what he was in for. The man said he 

had been convicted of robbery and Francis asked, ‘Did you do it?’ ‘Of course I did it,’ his fellow-

prisoner replied. What the man was grumbling about was that he had been arrested outside his own 

‘manor’. He claimed that if he had stuck to his own area he would have been able to bribe the police. 

The extent of Francis’s disillusion was revealed when he realized that he was not only surprised that 

a man who was guilty should be complaining about being in prison, but equally surprised to find a 

guilty person there. The suggestion that policemen might be bribed surprised him not at all. 

 But Francis was not a cynical person. He had travelled abroad a great deal, he had seen other 

police forces and he had retained a tremendous admiration for the British police. He had believed 

implicitly in British justice and in the impossibility of a jury convicting an innocent man. 

 According to all the traditions of justice, Challenor’s activities just couldn’t happen. Starting 

with the principle that members of the police force are subjected to strict codes of discipline and 

carefully selected with regard to their character, there are a whole series of safeguards against 

injustice. The police are liable to criminal charges should they commit perjury, and the private citizen 

also has a right to take civil action against the police in a case of wrongful arrest or malicious 

prosecution. In the Challenor cases not one of the safeguards worked and the people who experienced 

wrongful arrest and imprisonment on false evidence might well have concluded that the whole 

judicial system was frailer than it appeared. 

 There was some reassurance in the case of Ronald Braggins, Frank Matthews, Clifford Ireland 

and Frederick Steel, but their arrest was so utterly crazy that no jury could have been expected to 

believe the prosecution. These men – two of them deaf mutes – were arrested by Challenor at 

Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court on 22 June 1963 when they went there to offer bail on behalf 

of Ernest Pink. They were charged with conspiring to pervert the course of justice, and the evidence 

brought against them was that they ‘stared and made signs’. Challenor stated that he overheard 

Braggins making a threatening remark. The four were committed to the Old Bailey for trial. However, 

the prosecution withdrew their evidence. It was clear by this time that Challenor had gone too far, 

and the charge was dropped because of his mental illness. But all of these men were originally refused 

bail and therefore spent some time in prison. Steel was in prison for sixteen days, Braggins and 

Matthews for seventeen days, and Ireland for three weeks. 

 It seems incredible that after all this, after Challenor’s breakdown, after the withdrawal of 

evidence in several cases, that a case in which he was involved should have been committed as late 

as November 1963, and heard by a jury in January 1964. 

 This was the case of Harold Padmore, a shunter working for London Transport, who was 

charged with conspiring to obtain money by false pretences. Padmore, born in Barbados and an ex-

cricketer of international repute, went to West End Central on 6 July 1963 to offer bail for a woman 

who had been arrested. 

 He said that he was sent to an upstairs room where he saw Challenor and six or seven other 

police officers. Challenor asked him what he wanted and then spoke to him insultingly, ‘in a loud, 

stentorian voice’. The other officers, said Padmore, appeared to be afraid of Challenor, because ‘when 

he spoke, they jumped’. 

 Saying that he had not come to the station to be insulted, Padmore turned to leave the room, 

but Challenor said, ‘Close that fucking door. We’ll have some fun with this coon. He looks big 

enough.’ The door was closed and Challenor then told Padmore that he wanted to search him. ‘I told 

him I had nothing to hide, and I would empty my pockets. I put my hands in my bottom pockets and 



took out the money … and put my hand in my top pockets. As soon as I did that I was grabbed from 

behind and Challenor struck me across the face.’ 

 Padmore said that he was then beaten up, one of his teeth being broken by the blows. He was 

held by other officers while Challenor assaulted him for some minutes. He could not say for how 

long, but when they let him go he slumped to the ground. His mouth was bleeding and his tie and 

shirt were torn. His tie clip had been broken. 

 Challenor was drunk, Padmore continued, and had a bottle of whisky on his desk from which 

he took a drink. Padmore was put in a cubicle for a while and then taken down to the cells. He was 

not released until seven in the morning, although no charge was made against him. 

 He was told to return the following Thursday to collect a diary which had been taken from 

him, and on that night, 11 July – when the brick charges were made – Padmore returned to West End 

Central accompanied by a solicitor. 

 Arriving at six o’clock he was met by Challenor and two other officers. Padmore, told that he 

was ‘obviously taking part in a conspiracy’, was informed that he would be charged and was detained. 

He tried to pass his documents and a wallet to his solicitor but Challenor prevented this by force. 

 He was locked in a cell until early the next morning without any charge being made. A man 

who appeared to be a senior officer asked the detective-sergeant about charging his prisoner, to which 

Challenor replied that he was ‘too damned busy’, Padmore said. The following morning, when he 

was brought out of the cell to have his fingerprints taken, Challenor assaulted him again. 

 ‘I said to the jailer going up the stairs, “This is a nice way to treat people down here”. He said 

to me: “This is a tough station and the sergeant is a very tough man”,’ stated Padmore. He also said 

that he told a senior officer that he wished to make a complaint about the way he was being treated – 

to which the officer replied that he was too busy to attend to it. 

 When the case appeared in court a police officer denied that Challenor had said: ‘Bolt the 

door. Let’s have some fun with this black coon.’ He also denied hearing Challenor say:  ‘No water for 

that … black …’ The officer who refuted these allegations also said that he had not seen Padmore 

with a split lip, a broken tooth and bruises. Donald Rooum, though, reporting on his own case recalled 

meeting, in a cell, a man in London Transport uniform who had a swollen, bleeding lip. This was Mr 

Padmore whose injuries were painfully visible the morning after he had been taken into custody. 

 Padmore appeared at the Old Bailey on 8 January 1964, charged with two women. The 

prosecution alleged that Padmore was connected with a ‘clip joint’ where a young man from 

Switzerland had spent a large sum of money on drinks, on a false promise of sexual intercourse. The 

Swiss had complained to the police, who had visited the club and arrested Patricia Hawkins, who 

‘took the money’. Later they had charged the other woman, Jeanne Brown, and Padmore with taking 

part in a conspiracy to obtain the money. 

 Both women denied the charges. Padmore maintained that he had never had any connexion 

with the club concerned, and explained that he lived in the same house as Patricia Hawkins. On 

learning of her arrest he had gone to the police station to arrange bail for her; and this was how the 

police had involved him in the events. 

 The jury disagreed over their verdict, which meant that a fresh trial had to be ordered. Since 

the prosecution decided not to go on with the case and failed to bring evidence for a second trial, the 

proceedings were dropped and Padmore was automatically acquitted. He later instructed solicitors to 

claim damages and was eventually awarded £500. 
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PART THREE 

 
CHAPTER 8 

 

The Beginning of the Challenor Affair 

February 1963 – July 1963 



 
‘One hangs one’s head as a Britisher and says, “I am sorry but these things just do happen”.’ 

 

THIRTEEN men were in prison in the autumn of 1963 maintaining that they had been framed by 

Detective-Sergeant Challenor and his aides. A remarkable pattern of events brought the cases to light, 

and the release of ten of the prisoners came about only as the result of investigations that depended 

on a series of coincidences. 

 Some of them would say that they were released because their cases were ‘taken up’ by Civil 

Liberties. Others would say that they were rescued by lawyers. Both of these statements would be 

true, but it would also be true to say that they were freed by chance. If it had not been for the visit of 

Queen Frederika the brick cases would not have arisen. If the brick cases had not brought about 

Challenor’s downfall, there could have been no successful investigation into the other Challenor 

cases. But if it had not been for Rooum’s case and the element of luck in it, the other seven brick 

cases could have been seven more successful prosecutions. 

 Had it not been for the existence of a voluntary organization carrying out the kind of inquiries 

that the Home Office and Scotland Yard failed to carry out until parliamentary pressure made them 

inescapable, the record of Challenor’s activities would never have been compiled. But equally, if it 

had not been for the intervention of a number of individuals who learned of the various prisoners’ 

cases, Civil Liberties would never have known the facts. 

 In February 1963, five months before the brick cases occurred, a young woman telephoned 

the National Council for Civil Liberties. Her name was Mary Clarke; she worked for a publishing 

company and she went for lunch each day to a restaurant owned by Mr and Mrs Pedrini. She knew 

Riccardo Pedrini quite well. During the period preceding his trial he had talked to Miss Clarke about 

his case and had told her that he had been framed. He was now in prison, she explained, serving a 

seven-year sentence, and she wondered what step could be taken to establish his innocence. 

 It was a routine inquiry as far as Civil Liberties were concerned, for the Council receives 

dozens of letters and telephone calls each month alleging wrongful arrest and imprisonment. In this 

case nothing could be done because Pedrini had already sought the advice of a solicitor on the 

possibility of appealing. Had Pedrini not been represented, the Council’s General Secretary, Martin 

Ennals, would have asked one of the lawyers on the Civil Liberties panel to investigate the case with 

a view to making an application to the Court of Criminal Appeal. As the legal procedures were 

apparently in hand there was no action the Council could take, and since the case was sub judice any 

public comment was out of the question. 

 A letter was therefore sent to the solicitor concerned, conveying the information given and 

ending, ‘… in the circumstances I do not think I can do more than pass on this information to you in 

case it may be of assistance’. 

 Pedrini’s case, however, was soon to return to the Council. His solicitor advised him not to 

appeal against conviction. He appealed against length of sentence, and lost. Mr Ennals began to find 

out about the Pedrinis, the kind of people they were, the way they lived. 

 It seemed, even then, an extraordinary case: a middle-aged Italian couple with two married 

daughters, a warm family life, a thriving business in which their son helped them – suddenly informed 

one Saturday afternoon that the boy had been arrested in Soho with a protection gang, carrying an 

iron bar and demanding money from a club-owner. ‘He wouldn’t even take money from me when I 

told him to,’ Mr Pedrini exclaimed. ‘He wouldn’t touch my money until I put it in his hand.’ 

 The allegations were obviously out of character, even to someone who had only met the 

parents or visited the restaurant. People who had known the family for years – the regular customers, 

the neighbours, a Labour Party official who lived in the same house, the nuns who had taught 

Riccardo at school – were all shocked and baffled by the charges. Mrs Pedrini had visited her son in 

Brixton, and he still had bruises on his face, three days after his arrest. She wept every time she told 

the story. 

 Speaking very bad, and sometimes incomprehensible, English, and having no knowledge of 

the law, the parents were ill-equipped to fight a legal battle in which all the odds were against them. 



They could only talk to whoever would listen, and take whatever advice was offered. Friends pieced 

the evidence together and obtained a statement written by Pedrini at an early stage, which they sent 

to Civil Liberties. 

  Part of Pedrini’s long statement read: ‘As we passed Bill Gardiner’s club he jumped out of a 

doorway and started a row. Apparently his car had been damaged at some time and he said something 

about us having done it … Everything happened in a flash … two detectives came over and held me 

and Cheeseman. It was a complete surprise to us. The police van came and took Cheeseman and me 

away to the station where we were put in separate cells. When I was put in my cell I was punched in 

the face four times by one of the police. The policeman said, “What have you got to say for yourself?” 

I said, “I don’t know what it is all about” … I think this is one big frame-up.’ 

 The Civil Liberties investigator thought there was a ring of truth about Pedrini’s statement. 

With so little information, however, it was impossible to judge, and he asked for the court transcript 

and other papers for further study. Since there were almost certainly no grounds for any formal appeal 

by this stage, since another solicitor had already dealt with the case thoroughly, and since there were 

many other similar complaints on record, it seemed unlikely that Pedrini’s case could be taken any 

further. But it was worth investigating. 

 Working against Pedrini all the time was the fact that most people find it difficult to believe 

that a completely innocent person could be in prison. It was sheer coincidence that a supporter of 

Civil Liberties was a customer of the Pedrinis. 

 Civil Liberties exists for the very reason that unbelievable injustices can, and do, occur. It is 

an organization made up of members of all shades of opinion, from all sections of society – trade 

unionists and Conservative M.P.s, housewives and teachers, students and peers, demonstrators and 

clergymen – with very little in common except that they regard liberty as something too precious to 

be left to chance. The Council is run from an office in Camden High Street, where a small full-time 

staff, assisted by one or two part-time workers and a few voluntary helpers, carries out the 

administrative work. Individual cases are investigated by specialists and lawyers giving their spare 

time to this kind of work. The Council was set up in the 1930s when a number of lawyers and well-

known authors banded together to protest against police treatment of the Hunger Marchers, but over 

the years the work expanded and a routine system was established for investigating cases of wrongful 

detention, false imprisonment and complaints against the police. 

 Pedrini’s story was therefore listened to by people who, through long experience, would not 

have been surprised if it were true. But even then, there was the caution that came from having studied 

so many allegations which proved to be unfounded. 

 There were also the limitations imposed by a legal system designed to ensure that innocent 

people do not go to prison. Theoretically, a prisoner who protests his innocence has a clear course of 

action. He is entitled to legal aid for an appeal to the Court of Criminal Appeal. If this fails, he is 

allowed to write to his M.P. and he may also petition the Home Secretary who, again theoretically, 

investigates every case in which there is a strong element of doubt, with a view to recommending the 

Royal Prerogative. Because the system is so admirable in theory it is difficult for a convicted person 

to explain that it doesn’t always work. In practice, successful appeals, for a number of reasons, are 

rare, and an acceptance by the Home Secretary that the courts may have failed is even rarer. 

 Eventually, in Pedrini’s case, Civil Liberties decided that no special action could be taken. 

There was no proof of innocence. However convincing Pedrini’s side of the story might sound, the 

court had preferred to believe the police and there was no fresh evidence which would warrant a 

demand for reconsideration of the case. Regretfully, the Pedrini file was put aside. 

 Mrs Pedrini was unable to accept that her son would have to stay in prison. ‘Seven years! 

Seven years for nothing?’ she repeated over and over again. In May 1963, when he had been in gaol 

for eight months, she wrote to the Home Office asking for an interview. Her letter must have confused 

them for they replied asking for details, and when she answered this letter they wrote back again 

asking for her son’s age, and ‘what was the problem?’ By July they had grasped the problem and 

wrote conclusively explaining that, as Pedrini had taken his case to the appeal court, the Home 

Secretary ‘would not be justified in considering recommending any interference with the decision’. 



‘In these circumstances,’ the letter continued, the Home Secretary did not think that ‘any useful 

purpose’ would be served by arranging for Mrs Pedrini to be interviewed by an officer of the 

Department. 

 The proper procedures had now been properly pursued. The Old Bailey had accepted 

Challenor’s evidence, Pedrini’s solicitor had advised that there were no grounds for reversing the 

decision, the Court of Criminal Appeal had felt that the sentence was a proper one without going into 

the question of whether the prisoner was guilty or not and the Home Office had ‘looked at’ the case 

and found no reason to question the decision. Thus, in theory, the case had been formally reviewed at 

all stages; and if Pedrini still wished to protest his innocence he would have to suggest that in his 

particular case the whole judicial system had proved inadequate. 
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CHAPTER 9 

 

Public Doubts 

July 1963 – November 1963 
 
‘Entering into a conspiracy to perjure a man into prison is, generally speaking, I should think, thought repellent, utterly 

repellent.’ 

 

SIX days after the Home Office had officially rejected consideration of Pedrini’s case, Donald Rooum 

was arrested. 

 As it happened Rooum was a member of the National Council for Civil Liberties, and this was 

another of the fortuitous circumstances that led to the uncovering of Challenor’s activities. From the 

police station Rooum phoned his wife, who phoned Martin Ennals, who in turn phoned Mr Clinton 

Davis, who just happened to be free to rush down to Marlborough Street that morning. The most 

amazing accident of course was that Challenor had forgotten to bail Rooum the night before thus 

giving him the opportunity to provide scientific evidence in his defence. For Rooum was able to go 

straight from the police station to Mr Davis’s office, and there could therefore have been no possibility 

of his having cleaned or otherwise interfered with his suit. 

 Inquiries into Rooum’s case revealed a disturbing situation. Three other people were found to 

have been planted with bricks that night and Challenor was obviously leading a team of young officers 

who had helped him to do it. Mr Clinton Davis was asked to represent the three boys and Civil 

Liberties were anxious that the matter should be raised publicly. However, Rooum’s case passed 

unreported, to be followed by the setback of Apostolou’s conviction. It became more important than 

ever that the facts should be brought to attention when Ede and Hill came to court. Few juvenile court 

cases reach the national press, so arrangements were made to inform the newspapers that cases of 

public interest were due to be heard at Chelsea Juvenile Court. 

 It was clear that the brick cases had serious implications, but in July 1963 no one knew how 

serious. Challenor’s name meant nothing, and at this point no one realized that it was the same officer 

who had figured in the Pedrini case. 

 The Challenor case began to grow when it emerged that there were not four brick charges but 

eight. On 12 August, before any of the facts had appeared in the press, Mr Stanley Ryall, of 

Westminster, wrote to his M.P., Sir Harry Hylton-Foster, the Speaker of the House of Commons, to 

tell him of a ‘terrible miscarriage of justice’. He explained that his sons had been arrested within a 

couple of hundred yards of their home by plainclothes men who had neither informed the boys that 

they were policemen, nor cautioned them. The boys had simply been ‘bundled into a nearby police 

van’ and threatened that if they spoke they would get ‘a fist in their face’. 

 ‘I do not expect for one moment,’ wrote Mr Ryall, ‘that we will ever be able to beat this police 

evidence.’ 

 Mrs Pedrini was less pessimistic than Mr Ryall. Once again, ignoring the finality of the letter 

she received in July and quite independently of anything that was happening in relation to the brick 



cases, she wrote to the Home Office, raising her son’s case. On 5 September she was informed that 

‘careful consideration’ had been given to the case but no grounds could be found ‘on which the 

Secretary of State would feel justified in recommending any special remission of the sentence which 

the court thought it right to impose’. 

 Still not connecting this case with the brick cases, Civil Liberties were encouraged to re-assess 

Pedrini’s position. A witness who had not been called at the trial was now available to make a 

statement. When this statement was obtained and studied together with earlier notes on the case there 

was seen to be an extraordinary similarity between the dialogue quoted and the phrases that Rooum, 

Apostolou, Hill and Ede had repeated. The charges were similar too – possession of offensive 

weapons – although in Pedrini’s case it had been an iron bar instead of a brick. The descriptions of 

Challenor’s behaviour were startlingly alike: the same mixture of threats and jocularity; the habitual 

use of terms like ‘my darling’ or ‘my old beauty’; the same method of producing the weapon at the 

same time as the charge with an almost kindly, ‘that’s yours’. 

 Within a couple of days of this discovery Civil Liberties representatives attended the hearing 

of the cases of Ede and Hill which were reported in the newspapers, with Mr Clinton Davis’s remark 

that the whole affair was ‘sordid and shameful’. It was announced that Rooum, who had not 

previously been mentioned in the evening or daily papers (apart from a late report of his case in the 

Guardian) had issued a writ against Sergeant Challenor claiming damages for assault, wrongful arrest, 

false imprisonment and malicious prosecution. Mr Ray Gunter, M.P., stated that he intended to 

question the Home Secretary about the juvenile cases. 

 The whole thing must have appeared utterly mysterious to the public. First, the boys’ names 

were not given, because the magistrate, at this stage, refused permission. Then, Challenor was said to 

be suffering from a mental breakdown which prevented the prosecution from giving the court any 

evidence; and the substance of the story therefore depended on the solicitor’s suggestions as to what 

was going on behind the scenes. 

 Tracked down by a Guardian reporter, Challenor was quoted as saying: ‘There are certain 

people who have got it in for me. I can say that I have no regrets for anything I have done. There is 

not the slightest reason for me to reproach myself.’ 

 The detective-sergeant offered the information that a chief inspector was carrying out an 

inquiry, and also added: ‘It should have been mentioned that a number of other people had been 

convicted of this offence.’ He meant, of course, that a number of people had been found guilty of 

possessing bricks and the truth of his ambiguous remark was not, it was learnt later, to reflect to 

Challenor’s credit. 

 On the same day, 10 October, the Daily Herald printed a strong editorial. 

 
 It is always hard luck [said the Herald], when innocent people have to lose money proving that they are innocent. 

A case of this kind came up in a London Juvenile Court yesterday. Two boys had been accused of carrying a half brick 

during the Greek Royal visit demonstrations last July. When the case was heard yesterday – three months later – the police 

offered no evidence. The charges were withdrawn and the chairman declared that both boys left the court without a stain 

on their characters. Yet the father of one of the boys was refused defence costs, which he said were 100 guineas. 
 

 The Herald pointed out that because the charge had been withdrawn and not formally 

dismissed the court had no power to award costs, and that it was not the magistrate’s fault. 

 The question of costs was valid and important, but it was left to the People to raise the real 

issue. On the following Sunday the People printed the facts gathered by Civil Liberties as a front page 

lead story under the heading – ‘What went on at the Trafalgar Square Rally?’ Nothing less than a 

public inquiry was needed, declared the People, into the circumstances in which three schoolboys 

came to be charged and prosecuted. The story of Ede, Hill and Apostolou was given in detail (except 

for the names of Hill and Ede) from the time they met at Trafalgar Square to march to Claridge’s until 

they appeared in court, including their experiences at West End Central Station. 

 ‘But the dropping of the three cases … does not at all satisfy the three boys’ parents. If indeed 

the boys are victims of a miscarriage of justice it is also in the public interest that the boys be 

proclaimed innocent,’ stated the People. Again Challenor was quoted, this time in a footnote, which 



said that he had stated, ‘At the moment I am not working. I am being treated by a psychiatrist for 

overwork.’ 

 The next Sunday the People followed up with the second ‘brick story’ giving the facts about 

the prosecution of the Ryall brothers, Colin Derwin, and another juvenile. It was reported that the 

Home Office were ‘looking into the matter’. 

 Publicity revived long-deadened hopes. Alan Cheeseman’s father was put in touch with Civil 

Liberties through a borough councillor. Mr Cheeseman’s statement added to the Challenor dossier 

and exposed some of the corruption and bribery that was tangled up with the framed charges. Mr 

Cheeseman’s son, committed with Pedrini, had been kept in custody until Mr Cheeseman gave the 

officer money. He referred to a conversation with Challenor in a public house in the West End. 

 ‘He said he wouldn’t have had these boys arrested if he had known who they really were – 

that Alan was really innocent and that he would try and do his best for them and get them bail,’ Mr 

Cheeseman recorded, adding that he gave Challenor £50, after which bail was not opposed. 

 ‘My son was granted bail. He was the only one,’ he said. But the detective-sergeant was not 

satisfied with £50. He asked the father to call on him again and requested another sum of £50. This 

was agreed to, but Mr Cheeseman later changed his mind and failed to deliver the cash. A few days 

later he was informed that Challenor ‘had the needle’. He ignored the hint. 

 ‘All he seemed to be doing was demanding money from me. I had come to the conclusion that 

the man was ruthless and unscrupulous,’ he said. 

 (It emerged later, at the Court of Criminal Appeal, that Fraser – who had been tried together 

with Cheeseman, Pedrini, Oliva and Ford – had also paid Challenor money. Evidence connecting 

Fraser with the ‘conspiracy’, it was said, had not been brought because the defendant had given 

Challenor £100 – a situation which the Lord Chief Justice described as ‘far too Machiavellian for 

me’.) 

 Three days after the newspapers had reported the Chelsea juvenile case, a Mr Ford wrote to 

Civil Liberties. He wrote: ‘I see in one paper that you are intending making inquiries into some of 

Detective-Sergeant Challenor’s recent cases. May I humbly suggest that you look into a case, which 

was tried at the Old Bailey in December 1962.’ Mr Ford went on to say, ‘I was present at an interview 

with Detective-Sergeant Challenor, Mr Cheeseman and another man when Detective-Sergeant 

Challenor accepted a bribe of £50. Mr Cheeseman is quite prepared to back up this statement.’ 

 Mr Ford was Johnnie Ford’s father, of course, and once more the case of Pedrini and Others 

was being referred to Civil Liberties. Within a short time Oliva’s father telephoned and asked for an 

appointment. 

 Four of the five men sentenced in the protection racket case had now passed the case on to 

Civil Liberties and it was taken up in earnest. Pedrini, who had originally appealed against sentence 

only, had now by himself put in an appeal application against conviction. Civil Liberties arranged for 

a suitable solicitor to represent him. Legal representation was also arranged for Johnnie Ford who 

was in a position to lodge an appeal application, and for Cheeseman and Oliva who had already 

exhausted the appeal procedure, and would have to petition the Home Secretary. In all these cases, 

however, the solicitors had to find fresh evidence about a case that was eighteen months’ old. Should 

they find no special grounds for reference to the Court of Criminal Appeal they would have to press 

the Home Secretary to use his powers in releasing the prisoners. In any case, the allegations against 

the police would have to be investigated and passed on to both the Home Office and Scotland Yard – 

and the lawyers began to arrange appointments at Parkhurst and Wormwood Scrubs. 

 Apart from the brick cases, none of the allegations against Challenor could be made public at 

this time. All that was said in print about the detective-sergeant was that he had been unable to give 

evidence in cases arising from the Frederika demonstrations, and that he was on sick leave. 

 It appeared that Scotland Yard knew almost as little as the general public for on 17 October 

the Assistant Commissioner was able to suggest that Mrs Pedrini was making a fuss about nothing. 

Having received no satisfaction at the Home Office, she had written to Scotland Yard asking them to 

investigate her son’s complaints. The Assistant Commissioner quite brusquely replied that the matter 

had been ‘properly dealt with by a court’ and the Commissioner had no authority to question the 



court’s decision. With regard to the alleged assault, the letter reminded the prisoner’s mother that it 

was ‘supposed to have happened’ nine months previously. 

 ‘No complaint was made by your son at the time. Neither has he made any complaint since,’ 

she was told. Presumably the Assistant Commissioner did not guess that Pedrini had not written 

himself because he had ‘since’ been in prison. (He had, in fact, raised his complaints in court.) When 

Mrs Pedrini received this brush-off from Scotland Yard Challenor was already on sick leave. 

 In this atmosphere of official unawareness, Civil Liberties wrote to the Home Secretary 

cataloguing the Challenor events as they had so far been made public and suggesting that there seemed 

to be some injustice that needed investigation. 

 Just in case Civil Liberties were overlooking anything, Pedrini’s friend wrote again, enclosing 

newspaper cuttings referring to Apostolou’s appeal – which ‘might be of interest’ in connexion with 

the Pedrini case. 

 This was the most incredible thing about the whole fantastic Challenor affair: that no one 

anywhere had any means of discovering what had happened. There was never any central decision 

on the part of the authorities to unravel the events and trace the injustices that Challenor must have 

caused. Instead of setting into action some powerful machinery of justice, the authorities waited for 

the evidence of errors to come in piece by piece, and even then had to be persuaded of its value. The 

Challenor cases were uncovered because of the concern of a few individuals right outside the world 

of Whitehall and the law courts and ‘national affairs’, who simply felt that it all needed looking into, 

and because Civil Liberties were able to coordinate their efforts. 

 At the beginning of November a couple of very small newspaper stories referred to the case 

of Harold Padmore, sent to trial for obtaining money under false pretences. Here was another flagrant 

example of Challenor’s fabrication, but it passed almost unnoticed at the time. The magistrate at 

Marlborough Street, perhaps feeling that other police officers would bear the burden of the 

prosecution, did not see fit to dismiss the case out of hand. Padmore was sent to face trial by a jury. 

 Soon, the detective-sergeant was to become headline news again – ‘Frederika four get 

damages’ – ‘Police to pay – four share in £1,600’. The newspapers on 14 November reported that 

Rooum, Apostolou, Ede and Hill were to receive payment to settle their case out of court. The 

question of suing for malicious prosecution was therefore dropped in favour of the ex gratia 

payments, which met their demands. 

 At the same time it was announced that a police inquiry was to be set up, to be led by Chief-

Superintendent John Du Rose. This was welcome news, but the Home Secretary was loathe to say 

into what the police were going to inquire. 

 The Home Office explained to Civil Liberties that the inquiry would cover all the cases 

brought to their notice by the Council, meaning only the brick cases. They were told that other cases 

were now on the Council’s files and that statements were available, alleging misconduct by Detective-

Sergeant Challenor and ‘others at West End Central Police Station’. This was ignored by the Home 

Office, and the solicitors were forced to carry on their own inquiries without any promise of official 

assistance in freeing the prisoners. 

 The Speaker of the House of Commons wrote to his constituent, Mr Ryall, expressing his hope 

that Superintendent Du Rose would ‘ferret out the complete truth’. The conviction of the Ryall 

brothers was to be investigated in the course of the inquiry, and the Home Secretary had told the 

Speaker of his ‘extreme sorrow’ in not being able to give a final answer. Mr Brooke had decided that 

‘the right course was to have an inquiry into all the related cases by a single officer’. 

 But Mr Ryall’s sons had been convicted on the evidence of other officers – not Challenor’s – 

so the terms of the inquiry were still vague. Mr Ryall was quoted in the press as saying: ‘I feel happier 

that there will be an investigation, although I think it would have been better if it was a public inquiry.’ 
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CHAPTER 10 

 

The Start of the Campaign 



November 1963 – December 1963 

 
‘You do not have to speak up in chorus like a village choir.’ 

 

MR RYALL’s words were echoed through the press and Parliament. Right from the beginning it 

was obvious that a police inquiry was not going to be able to cope with the situation. Too many 

injustices needed immediate correction, too many suspicions had been aroused, too much evidence 

had become available to be dealt with anywhere but at a properly constituted and public tribunal 

where witnesses could be cross-examined, on oath. Events were moving too rapidly. 

 It quickly became apparent that the inquiry was not going to be a matter of investigating four 

cases of planted bricks – nor even eight cases of planted bricks – nor even the activities of one police 

officer. And if the allegations of police wrong-doing were too serious for an internal police inquiry, 

the most urgent matter of all was not even within its scope: men were in prison who ought to be 

released. 

 To whom could they speak? It was no use anyone in Wormwood Scrubs writing to 

Superintendent Du Rose asking him to recommend their release, because such action was not within 

his power. It was no use anyone writing to the Home Secretary either, because his attitude now was 

that he could not make any decision on any case involving Detective-Sergeant Challenor until he 

knew the results of the police inquiry. 

 Once again justice was left to coincidence. William Francis, serving his sentence in 

Wormwood Scrubs, happened to mention that he was another victim of the detective-sergeant whose 

name had appeared in the newspapers. He happened to mention it to Mr George Clark of the 

Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, who was also in prison waiting to appeal against conviction. Mr 

Clark was in prison as a result of the Frederika demonstrations and as he too had been wrongly 

convicted he came out of prison in November when the Court of Criminal Appeal quashed his 

conviction. He smuggled Francis’s statement out of the Scrubs and revealed the full story of Francis, 

Brown, Pink and Bridgeman at a press conference. 

 Mr Clark had also learnt that another man was in prison on a framed charge involving 

Detective-Sergeant Challenor but had not been able to talk to the man or get his name. There was 

only a scrap of paper with an address in Greek Street, Soho, on it. Later, Civil Liberties were able to 

track down the case and arrange for legal representation of the man concerned, Louciades. 

 The statement relating to the Francis group of cases was given to Civil Liberties on 19 

November, and the following day a veiled reference appeared in the national papers. At once, Civil 

Liberties had another caller. This was a man who said he was a friend of Lionel King, wrongfully 

convicted and serving two years’ in Pentonville. 

 Would the Council be interested in his case? Details of the case were taken, and another set of 

investigations was put in hand. 

 On the evening of 20 November Mr Ennals took part in the television programme, Fair Play. 

 ‘Tonight … the police,’ said Edgar Lustgarten, introducing the programme. ‘No subject more 

suitable for Fair Play because fairness, combined with efficiency, is the essence of good police work. 

No subject more in the news, unfortunately …’ 

 The programme brought to public notice for the first time the case of Riccardo Pedrini. The 

background of the charge was described, Mr Ennals explained why he believed the prisoner to be 

innocent, and Mr Pedrini came in to say that his son had not needed money and that he was ‘a good 

boy, good character and definitely never had no iron bar’. The atmosphere of the programme was one 

of serious concern about the whole structure of West End Central Police Station, and there was a 

discussion on the need for an independent complaints system. Mr Reg Webb, the Chairman of the 

Police Federation, thought there was nothing wrong with the existing system, although he admitted 

that the programme had raised ‘disturbing cases’. 

 Two days later Mr Henry Brooke faced a series of angry questions in the House of Commons. 

 Mr Tom Driberg asked how soon the Home Secretary would receive the report of the special 

inquiry into the circumstances in which ‘various people were charged with offences alleged to have 



been committed during the Greek Royal visit’. Would he make a statement before the Christmas 

recess? Mr Brooke replied that he expected to receive the report in the near future, and after this he 

would make a further statement. Mr Driberg persisted: would the Home Secretary publish the report 

or else consider an independent public inquiry? Could he also say whether the detective-sergeant who 

was now said to be mentally ill, was responsible for many other convictions? Mr Brooke retorted that 

the detective was not ‘said’ to be ill, he was mentally ill, and Mr Brooke hoped that Mr Driberg would 

not press for an answer to his further question. 

 Mrs Joyce Butler, to Opposition cheers, pressed the Home Secretary immediately. She asked: 

‘Since it is believed that there are at least eight other cases in which this particular detective-sergeant 

was involved who are still serving sentences in Wormwood Scrubs and Pentonville, and since in 

another case three other officers were involved, and there were other officers who witnessed and 

condoned these events, is it not clear that we shall only get true facts by a public inquiry which will 

make it manifest to the public exactly what happened?’ Mrs Butler added: ‘The rights and liberties of 

the public are very much involved in these really scandalous incidents.’ 

 The Home Secretary then revealed that the other cases were not being inquired into and said, 

‘I deprecate allegations that experienced police officers are not capable of drawing up an objective 

and thorough-going report …’ 

  Mr Eric Fletcher followed up by saying: ‘Will the Home Secretary bear in mind that there is 

considerable public disquiet at the last series of incidents? The public will not be satisfied …’ 

 Mr Fletcher, also, was asking for a public inquiry or publication of the police report, and Mr 

Brooke, ‘anxious to keep Parliament fully informed’, begged Mr Fletcher not to press him. 

 But there were a number of other relevant questions about the police. Mr Marcus Lipton 

extended the questioning by referring to the strange case of Laurence Bell, and asked the Home 

Secretary to investigate the circumstances in which police officers searched the home of Mr Bell’s 

parents without a search warrant. 

 Mr Hamilton brought up the Ward case and wanted to know about police pressure on 

witnesses. Mr Berkeley reminded the Home Secretary about the Woolf case and asked for a public 

inquiry into this aspect of West End Central Police Station. In reply to these questions Mr Brooke 

either said that there was nothing important to say, or that he couldn’t answer at the moment. 

 Parliamentary dissatisfaction and concern at these answers was reflected in the next edition of 

the Sunday newspapers. The clamour was now so loud that it seemed impossible that any government 

would dare to ignore it. ‘Worried M.P.s put Yard Under Fire’, proclaimed the Sunday Telegraph. 

‘Probe case of the jailed waiter M.P. demands’, shouted the Sunday Express. 

 ‘Police pay £250 each to deaf mutes’, sounded like a discordant note from the People. But on 

this day, 24 November, when everybody was bitterly complaining about the lack of official 

information on the Challenor cases, here was a report of the case of Steel, Ireland, Braggins and 

Matthews – which had not even been mentioned by the Home Office. Having been charged with 

conspiring to pervert the course of justice, these men had been cleared at the Old Bailey. Solicitors 

acting for Steel and Ireland had negotiated with Scotland Yard for compensation, and these two had 

each received a cheque for £250. In similar circumstances, in the brick cases, Scotland Yard had 

issued an official statement about the payment of compensation; but in the case of Steel and Ireland 

the official silence was complete. 

 A number of M.P.s were now in full cry. More questions were set down for Mr Brooke to 

answer. Mrs Butler, working closely with Civil Liberties, was building up a dossier on the Challenor 

cases, including prisoners’ statements, and was finding for herself information that the Home 

Secretary was unable to give. She obtained, for instance, a full statement from King, in Pentonville. 

 In the midst of the confusion and dismay, the Home Secretary’s Police Bill was debated and 

passed. 

 It looked as though no Government action would be taken before Christmas on the cases raised 

by Mrs Butler, and at last Mr Brooke admitted this in the House of Commons on 13 December. But 

he did, in fact, at about that time refer one set of cases to the Court of Criminal Appeal – a matter 



which was not raised publicly but which, if it had been noted, would have made inaction on the other 

cases appear even more reproachable. 

 Pink and Brown applied to the Appeal Court early in December. Bridgeman and Francis 

reinstated appeals earlier abandoned, but the Lord Chief Justice was sceptical about the ‘vague’ 

allegation that a certain police officer was somehow involved in the case, and found no grounds for 

allowing Francis and Bridgeman to appeal. He did, however, hint that it would be a different matter 

if the cases were to be referred to the court by the Home Secretary. Mr Clinton Davis, now acting for 

Francis and Bridgeman, took up the hint and rushed an application to the Home Office; and within a 

few days the path was officially cleared. Five days before Christmas, all four men were released from 

prison – their convictions quashed on the grounds that the Old Bailey judge, Sir Gerald Dodson, had 

misdirected the jury as to the way in which attacks by the defence on police veracity should be 

approached. 

 A step forward had been made in Pedrini’s case by mid-December, for the Court of Criminal 

Appeal had granted him (and Ford) legal aid to ask for leave to appeal out of time. This, of course, 

did not mean he would win his appeal – it didn’t even mean he would be allowed to appeal. It only 

meant that the solicitor could formally go ahead with his case, that counsel could be briefed, and that 

if any legal grounds could be found for appealing the court would listen and consider them. It meant 

that he was back where he had been at the time of his conviction and that legal experts could take 

another look at the report of his trial to see if there were any technical errors that might have been 

missed when he first asked for advice on appealing. 

 Technically, the subsequent mental breakdown of a prosecution witness had no bearing 

whatsoever on the case. Nor was a national scandal the basis for a legal argument. The Court of 

Criminal Appeal could only work within the limits of its own procedures – unless the Home Secretary 

stepped in and asked for special consideration of a particular case. 

 Officially, the Home Secretary knew nothing about Pedrini’s case because he was still waiting 

to see the police report. Officially, Scotland Yard knew nothing about the case either because no one 

could send them a report on it until it became formally accepted as being within their terms of 

reference. 

 The lawyers were thrown back on their own resources – to find, somewhere in the mass of 

words recorded over a trial lasting nearly two weeks, a slip of the tongue. 

 Pedrini was inside for Christmas. So were Ford and Oliva and Cheeseman. So was King… 
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CHAPTER 11 

 

Challenor in the Dock 

March 1964 – June 1964 
 

‘It is no good putting him in the dock with all the others …’* 
 

LITTLE was heard of Challenor himself during the months following his breakdown. According 

to one newspaper he continued to report for duty after he had been posted sick. He was also seen 

around the West End at a time when he was no longer working for the police force. There is no doubt 

that he found it difficult to accept the doctors’ diagnosis and to regard himself as a sick man. 

 His exact position was never clarified: one could only assume that as there had been no 

disciplinary inquiry and that as he was stated to be absent on sick leave, Challenor was still an officer 

of the Metropolitan Police Force. He became a patient at Netherne Hospital, in Coulsdon, Surrey, 

where he had an accident that brought him briefly into the news again. Taking a walk outside the 

hospital he was knocked down by a lorry, sustaining serious injuries for which he was taken to a 

general hospital. 



 Nothing more was said about him until February, but in the meantime the Du Rose report was 

completed and sent to the Home Secretary, and the Director of Public Prosecutions. And the 

implications did not have to be voiced. The law had been perverted, the police had been brought into 

disrepute, the courts had been used as tools of victimization, innocent men had been convicted on 

perjured evidence – and someone was going to be punished. 

 Those who had campaigned so intensely for correction of the terrible wrongs Challenor had 

perpetrated, suddenly found that 

 

* He was referring to Fraser at the time. 

 

justice, too, could be cruel. Up until now the machinery of the State – with its power, its righteousness, 

its authority rooted in ritual and tradition and the consent of an entire nation – had been on Sergeant 

Challenor’s side. Now it was to be turned against him. And now he was a sick man. 

 When he appeared in court he collapsed and had to be helped out of the dock. The charge was 

conspiracy to pervert the course of justice, exactly the same as the charge he had cooked up against 

others. Charged together with Challenor were three other policemen, David Oakey, Frank Battes, and 

Keith Goldsmith. They were all constables, and had been his subordinates at West End Central: young 

men who had probably hoped that by following his example and his instructions and by gaining his 

good report they would one day rise to his position. 

 They had been working under his leadership on the night of the Frederika demonstration and 

had been inextricably bound up with his plans. There were four policemen accused: but it was 

Challenor’s trial. 

 The case came up in March 1964 at Marlborough Street Magistrates’ Court where Challenor 

had so often stood in the witness-box. The magistrate was Mr Robey, who had so often committed 

other men for trial on Challenor’s evidence. 

 Rooum, who had been lucky in escaping conviction in this court by this magistrate, on this 

officer’s evidence, was now a witness for the prosecution, and he didn’t like it. 

 ‘I have a conscientious objection to being a prosecution witness. I only came here under 

penalty of paying £100. I am not going to turn up at the Old Bailey unless I get some similar penalty,’ 

Rooum stated. 

 Mr Robey said that he was sure such a penalty could be arranged by the prosecution. Rooum 

was one of the principal witnesses, because the case related entirely to the circumstances surrounding 

the ‘brick charges’, and what happened in West End Central Police Station that night. 

 Mr John Mathew, prosecuting, outlined the eight cases concerned and told the court that the 

arrests were carried out under the leadership of the detective-sergeant. He said that there were, 1,355 

policemen on duty in the area around Claridge’s on 11 July, and that altogether eighty-six arrests were 

made. Challenor was working with twenty-eight aides, who included Oakey and Goldsmith; and 

Battes was an ordinary police constable who was with him because he was applying to become an 

aide to C.I.D. Before the demonstrations started a P.C. Jones saw Challenor in the C.I.D. office at 

West End Central. There was a piece of brick in a drawer and Challenor pointed at it, saying: ‘We 

have got to stop them throwing stones at Royalty.’ 

 Just after eight o’clock a cordon was formed across Brook Street, and when the Royal cars 

appeared various people started to boo and shout. Challenor, Battes and Oakey moved forward and 

arrested Apostolou, Ede and Hill. Oakey told one of them: ‘You deserve all you get for booing the 

Queen.’ Asked why the arrest was being made, Oakey replied: ‘We have worked that out already.’ 

 At the police station, after Challenor had produced two pieces of brick saying, ‘A present from 

Uncle Harry’, slapping noises were heard coming from the room where the boys were being detained. 

A superintendent went in and saw Ede and Hill ‘sitting flushed and excited’. The superintendent told 

the detective-sergeant that the boys should not be in that room. 

 Rooum was arrested next, having been stopped near Claridge’s by two uniformed policemen. 

Challenor took him back to the station and took him into a detention room, locking the door. Here he 

hit Rooum several times. 



 The other arrests – concerning the Ryall brothers, Derwin and the other juvenile – were carried 

out by Battes, Oakey and Goldsmith. These officers had been looking for ‘four kids carrying bricks’. 

The boys they arrested, though, had already spoken to another police officer, had taken his advice to 

avoid Brook Street, and were sauntering along ‘in a perfectly ordinary manner, with nothing in their 

hands’. 

 The prosecution was quite lucid when the case opened, but as the witnesses gave their 

evidence the story began to grow as murky as anything that had formerly been said about the affair. 

Ede gave evidence of being assaulted and also said that he ‘signed for the brick’ – but out of fear. He 

had already told the police that the brick was not his. Hill, who was even more confused by the events 

at West End Central, could not say who had searched him. He could not say whether the other three 

accused policemen were there at the time, although Challenor certainly was. 

 ‘There were quite a few people moving about when the pieces of brick were placed on the 

table,’ he said. 

 With more than a thousand police on duty, people being arrested and brought back to the 

station in vanloads, plainclothes officers wandering around the station, and senior officers coming 

and going – it was not likely that bruised and bewildered prisoners would be able to say precisely 

who was involved, and at what time. 

 To add to the confusion, P.C. Jones contradicted the statement attributed to him by the 

prosecution. Mr Mathew passed the statement, said to have been signed by P.C. Jones, to the 

magistrate and asked that the constable should be treated as a hostile witness. The magistrate rejected 

this request and allowed the constable to continue with his evidence. In evidence, P.C. Jones said that 

he did not see into a drawer or locker. He had seen a piece of brick on Sergeant Challenor’s table, but 

the sergeant had said nothing to him about it. All that he could remember was that Challenor had said 

he was ‘employed on special duty that night in connexion with the visit of the king and queen of 

Greece’. 

 Superintendent Frederick Burdett gave evidence, saying that his attention had been drawn to 

Sergeant Challenor because of ‘the noise that was going on’. He had to reprimand the sergeant 

because of the time he took charging prisoners after bringing them to the police station. The 

superintendent said: ‘Challenor was excited, resentful and commenced to shout and wave his arms. 

He seemed to have difficulty in controlling himself. He looked extremely tired and red-eyed.’ 

 The hearing was cut short after this because Challenor was taken ill in court and had to be 

helped out by a doctor and a male nurse who had sat within a few yards of him throughout the hearing. 

Mr Robin Simpson, defending Challenor, explained: ‘The strain of this week has caused a 

deterioration in his condition. It was causing concern to the doctors looking after him and they thought 

he might not be able to come to court today. He has just about had it.’ 

 The hearing was resumed a couple of weeks later, and the four accused were committed for 

trial at the Old Bailey. The trial was postponed when a medical certificate showed that Challenor was 

not fit to attend the court in April. It was put off until the end of May. 

 At the end of May Challenor was still unfit. Mr Justice Lawton granted a prosecution request 

that the defendant should be examined, and postponed the trial again, this time until 5 June. ‘The 

prosecution has no knowledge at all as to what his condition is at the present moment, and no reports 

have been received,’ complained Mr Mervyn Griffith-Jones, for the Crown. 

 But Mr Victor Durand, Q.C., defending the other three officers, objected to the post-ponement 

and pointed out: ‘They are ready and willing and anxious to meet their trial forthwith. I ask that the 

case should be started immediately. It was committed in April.’ 

 At last, on 4 June, the trial began – and, for Challenor, ended. 

 Dr William Calder, the principal medical officer at Brixton Prison, reported that the detective-

sergeant had been mentally abnormal ‘for a very considerable time’. He had suffered from delusions 

and had been violent and aggressive. He felt himself subject to telepathic influences and voices which 

told him that he would be sent into space. In December he had jumped in front of a vehicle, under the 

delusion that he was immune from harm. 

 ‘He is suffering from paranoid schizophrenia,’ stated Dr Calder. 



 There was further evidence from Dr William Sargant of St Thomas’s Hospital, who had seen 

Challenor the previous October and who said: ‘I thought he was very mad and certifiably insane. I 

was worried about his staying at large. I thought he was potentially dangerous …’ 

 On the medical evidence Challenor was found by a jury to be insane and unfit to plead; and 

he was ordered to be detained until Her Majesty’s pleasure should be known. So he was to be locked 

away, as Pedrini, and Ford, and King and Silver had been locked away … and all the others who had 

watched the processes of the law acted out to the final curtain with themselves as principal characters 

whose lines were irrelevant to the plot. What did it matter what Pedrini, or King, or the others had to 

say when the police said they were guilty? What did it matter what Challenor might have had to say, 

when he was insane? Apparently, there could be no halfway measures. When he had read his words 

from a policeman’s notebook they were absolute; but when there was nothing to be read but the 

medical reports he was not required to speak at all, because his words would be valueless. A person 

who cannot defend himself by the normal human power of argument, in a situation where one man’s 

word is as good as another’s, is virtually helpless. And by some tragic paradox Challenor became a 

victim of the same kind of circumstances as the people he arrested. 

 The three young police constables were left to tell the story for the defence, and at last they 

stood trial on 16 June – eleven months after the events had occurred. They pleaded not guilty and 

denied that they had either planted bricks or framed charges. The jury, after four hours, found them 

all guilty. Battes, who was twenty-one, was sentenced to three years’. Oakey and Goldsmith, both 

aged twenty-six, were sentenced to four (on appeal reduced to three). 

 On their behalf, Mr Durand said that they had been working under a man who could have been 

described as a ‘tyrant’. Challenor, however, was highly thought of at the time, and had they 

complained about his behaviour it would only have been their word against his. Mr Justice Lawton 

said that he took this into consideration, but added that the P.C.s must have known they were doing 

wrong. 

 Earlier the judge had said: ‘There comes a time when police officers, just as Army officers, 

just as anybody else, when they are told to do something which is clearly wrong, have to say to those 

in authority above them, “I can’t do it. I won’t do it.” If something of the kind happened here, that 

Challenor was giving instructions … it is no answer for them to say, “I had orders from Challenor to 

do that which I did”.’ 

 In sentencing the three policemen, he said, ‘Honest police officers are the buttress of society. 

But dishonest, perjured officers are like an infernal machine ticking away to the destruction of us all. 

As intelligent young men you must appreciate that a crime of this gravity must be punished, and the 

punishment must be such to show the revulsion of this court at your conduct and to warn any other 

police officer who might be misguided enough to do what you did of the dangers he is running.’ 

 The evidence he had heard worried the judge ‘a great deal’. He called Superintendent Du Rose 

into the witness-box and told him: ‘I wish you to bring to the attention of the Commissioner of Police 

my grave disturbance at the fact that Detective-Sergeant Challenor was on duty at all on July 11 last.’ 

He remarked that on the evidence of the doctors Sergeant Challenor had been mentally unbalanced 

for some time. Superintendent Burdett had added to the evidence, and Mr Justice Lawton had thought 

it a matter which ‘ought to be looked into further’. 

 So far, three police officers were being sent to prison and one was detained in a mental 

hospital, and justice had been seen to be done. Justice, however, can fall short, and the zeal with which 

the guilty are punished is not always matched with an enthusiasm to put right the wrongs they have 

done. By the priorities of the law, four policemen had to come to trial before a number of men 

wrongfully imprisoned could even have their cases considered. It must have been poor comfort for 

the innocent men in gaol to know that the dishonest police officers were joining them. 

 The judge’s remarks suggested that there might be something seriously wrong in the police 

force with the system itself and that corrections should be made to prevent further injustices. This 

was an important contribution after months of official prevarication. But it was still a long way from 

saying that people wrongfully imprisoned should be released at once. 
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CHAPTER 12 

 

The Inquiries 
 

‘And it will be convenient, I think, to deal with the police version now.’ 
 

TWO major inquiries were set up after the trial of the police officers. One was to investigate ‘fresh 

allegations of corruption’, and the other was to determine the circumstances in which it was possible 

for Challenor to continue on duty when he appeared to have been affected by the onset of mental 

illness. Both were apparently covering much of the ground already covered by Chief-Superintendent 

John Du Rose, who had carried out the Scotland Yard investigations. 

 The Du Rose report had given the Home Secretary the detailed information on which he based 

his statement to the Commons. The report, however, was not published, and the new inquiries showed 

no signs that they accepted it as the basic factual document in the affair. Originally, Superintendent 

Du Rose had been asked to investigate the brick cases, but gradually his investigations had taken in 

other cases brought to his notice. He was reported to have interviewed, among other witnesses, thirty 

detectives. He also took statements from a number of prisoners who claimed they had been framed. 

But what happened to his report, who read it, and what it contained became official secrets. 

 On 29 June, following Mr Justice Lawton’s remarks at the Old Bailey, it was stated that the 

Home Secretary had received a further report from Scotland Yard. This was a rushed report from the 

Commissioner, Sir Joseph Simpson, relating to the specific question of Challenor’s mental health. 

Again, this was a confidential document. 

 On 2 July, Mr Norman Goodchild, Chief Constable of Wolverhampton, was appointed to 

investigate the ‘fresh charges of corruption’. No further details were given to the public, but a Home 

Office spokesman was quoted in the Guardian to the effect that ‘allegations that Detective-Sergeant 

Challenor took bribes’ had been examined. It could therefore be assumed that Mr Goodchild’s task 

was to examine these allegations further. Mr Goodchild, who had worked his way up through the 

police force since the age of twenty-one, had been awarded the O.B.E. in 1950, and the C.B.E. in 

1962. Three years off retirement now, he had gained a reputation for his strict views on police 

discipline. 

 Mr Goodchild was given a special room at Scotland Yard and facilities for calling witnesses, 

but no finances. His first step was to call for evidence from ex-prisoners who had already given their 

evidence to Superintendent Du Rose, and had been released as a result of the Home Secretary’s 

decision. After several months there was still no indication that Mr Goodchild had finished gathering 

evidence, none of his findings had been made public and there were no clues as to the scope of his 

investigations. 

 Attention was directed towards the second of the inquiries announced. This was a full-scale 

public inquiry, the first of its kind under the Police Act 1964, and in a sense an experiment. For the 

first time, an inquiry into police affairs could be attended by members of the public and reported in 

the press. Witnesses could be subpoenaed and made to give evidence under oath, as in a court of law. 

 The inquiry, which opened at the end of September, was conducted by the Recorder of Derby, 

Mr Arthur E. James, Q.C. The evidence was marshalled by the Treasury Solicitor. Once again the 

witnesses who had given their statements to Superintendent Du Rose and to Mr Goodchild were 

called. 

 For many of them, appearance at the inquiry became as gruelling as a re-trial. Called as the 

equivalent of ‘prosecution’ witnesses they found the tables unexpectedly turned, and as one of them 

bitterly complained, they were liable to be ‘torn to pieces’ when they entered the box. Padmore, for 

example, had been assaulted and falsely arrested by Challenor. He had not only been made to face a 

charge but had been kept waiting for five months before it was heard at the Old Bailey. The jury 

having disagreed, he had returned to the court for re-trial. Since the prosecution decided to bring no 

evidence he was acquitted. He then entered into the complicated and wearisome procedures for 



compensation; and when at last he was awarded £500 he might have concluded that the case was, at 

last, over. However, at the public inquiry his story was seriously challenged and he was submitted to 

a process indistinguishable from a re-trial. After the months of investigation already carried out, 

which could have left no doubt as to the weight of his evidence, he was asked to state and substantiate 

his case. Witnesses were called to demolish it, and so much evidence was brought against him that 

he was recalled to the inquiry to answer it. 

  Other witnesses were submitted to the same kind of treatment, in some degree, and although 

the inquiry had been set up to investigate the affairs of the police, the people who had been the victims 

of the police officer principally concerned assumed the role of defendants. 

 The reason for this was that all interested parties were entitled to legal representation; and the 

most interested parties were the police themselves. Evidence against Challenor inevitably involved 

grave allegations against the officers who had worked with him or had been in any way responsible 

for his conduct. On one occasion there were as many as fourteen counsel present, each of them free 

to examine and re-examine the witnesses. Having answered Mr Hugh Park, Q.C., who represented 

the Treasury, the witnesses were obliged to answer questions put by Q.C.s representing the 

Commissioner of Police and Challenor himself, and by a varying number of barristers representing 

the officers implicated by the evidence of the ‘victims’. Mr Peter Pain, who represented the ‘victims’, 

at the request of the National Council for Civil Liberties, protested at the attempts being made to 

discredit them; but the inquiry continued in an atmosphere of growing hostility. 

 The ambiguity of the situation arose from the fact that having prepared the reports on which 

decisions had been made to bring Challenor to trial, to withdraw charges and to release prisoners, the 

police were not prepared to admit that anything was wrong. Mr G. Lane, Q.C., representing the 

Commissioner of Police, appeared to reject every suggestion of police misconduct. 

 There were two distinctly different but equally consistent narratives. One came from the 

‘victims’ and the other from the police. The victims simply said what had happened to them and 

repeated their accounts of planted weapons, assault and framed evidence. The police said that they 

were not aware that anything of the kind had happened. There was no serious hope of challenging the 

story of planted bricks, since three of the officers concerned had been convicted, but even on this the 

police witnesses could offer no evidence as to how it could have happened; and the convicted officers 

were not called. The general police attitude was one of polite bewilderment. The police officers said 

that they saw nothing and heard nothing that could have made them suspect that Challenor was doing 

anything improper. They might have given useful evidence to Superintendent Du Rose or to Mr 

Goodchild, but in the presence of the press and the public they were obviously not going to reveal 

any of the secrets of West End Central. Public inquiries were not to be equated with public answers. 

 Of one police witness, Mr Park stated: ‘I am suggesting that he is not telling the truth because 

his account of this matter is not credible by any standards.’ In fact, most of Challenor’s colleagues 

gave versions of police activities that in their decorum and restraint would have shown an example 

to young ladies at a finishing school. 

 Senior officers gave detailed information on the administration of the Metropolitan Police, 

and Challenor’s excellent police record was read in evidence. It was stated that there had been a plot 

in Soho to frame the sergeant because he was too efficient in dealing with crime. According to the 

police, Challenor had been known for his integrity, his devotion to duty, his kindness and his good 

humour. One of his ‘victims’, however, described him as a ‘bullying N.C.O. type’ and another as ‘like 

a Nazi officer’. These conflicting assessments of Challenor’s nature were added to by Dr William 

Calder, the Brixton medical officer, who referred to the officer’s ‘personality defect’ when discussing 

his illness. 

 The terms of reference of the inquiry were not entirely helpful – to determine how Challenor 

was able to continue on duty when he appeared to be affected by the onset of mental illness. It became 

clear that he had not appeared to be affected by anything but an abnormal zeal for his work. He had 

also shown signs of tiredness, excitement when arresting people on 11 July, and worry when the 

complaints against him became ominous. However, Sir John Richardson, consulting physician to the 

Metropolitan Police, had been unable to detect any signs of mental illness in August 1963. Challenor’s 



own doctor had also been unable to make any diagnosis. Dr Erasmus Barlow, consulting psychiatrist 

at St Thomas’s Hospital, had examined Challenor in September, two months after the brick cases, and 

had found no clear-cut symptoms on which to base a diagnosis. It was not until Dr William Sargant, 

head of the psychological department at St Thomas’s, had interviewed Mrs Challenor in October that 

it was possible to establish that Challenor was suffering from schizophrenia. No one could really say 

when the illness started, particularly as one of the symptoms would be an ability to hide all the 

symptoms. 

 It emerged that Challenor’s chief concern in the months preceding his breakdown had been an 

increasing deafness. He had been given a deaf aid, which he would not wear, and had been afraid that 

if his deafness became worse he would have to resign from the force. The fact that he shouted at 

people had been thought by his colleagues and superiors to be a sign of this deafness, and it had not 

occurred to them that it might indicate some mental disturbance. 

 It was Dr Sargant, and not a layman, who observed that even when Challenor was sane he 

‘might have been doing things not quite in the police code’. He suggested that the facts could be 

discovered by examining the policemen Challenor had trained: ‘They could tell us whether he was 

acting normally.’ 

 On learning that Challenor had been awarded a police pension for illness ‘resulting from an 

injury received in the course of his duty’, Dr Sargant said that he hoped it had not been awarded on 

any report he had made. 

 However, the police remained loyal to Challenor throughout the two-month inquiry, and even 

praised with faint criticism: ‘He did not use kid glove methods’, ‘He is a bit of a rough diamond’, ‘He 

was unorthodox’. 

 As Mr Pain pointed out, the attitude of the Commissioner of Police was to suggest that, apart 

from those concerned in the brick cases, Challenor’s victims – who had been acquitted, or won their 

appeals, had been pardoned, or even compensated – were really guilty. 

 He said: ‘It does seem almost like a situation in Alice in Wonderland, that one has large sums 

running into thousands of pounds paid out in compensation to people in respect of these various 

incidents, and then we meet for some weeks and further thousands of pounds are spent in an 

endeavour to show in respect of a number of them that those people were really guilty.’ 
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PART FOUR 

 
CHAPTER 13 

 

The Responsibility of the Police 

 
‘A truncheon is not for rolling out the pastry. It is designed to hit people.’ 

 

HOW many policemen had really been involved in the events at West End Central on 11 July? 

Could other prisoners, still unknown, be serving undeserved sentences? Could the same sort of thing 

happen again? In fact – what else was going on? Had other police officers accepted bribes – framed 

charges – planted weapons – and assaulted people under arrest? 

 The question of police responsibility arose – not only who else was responsible in the 

Challenor affair, but what degree of responsibility could honestly be said to rest with the policemen 

who had been charged. If senior officers were not apparently implicated, then they implicated 

themselves by failing to notice or control what was going on at West End Central Police Station. If 

junior officers behaved improperly in carrying out Challenor’s orders, then many more than three 

were likely to have been guilty of the same offence, and those who refused to become corrupted must 

have behaved ‘improperly’ either in failing to accept the command of a superior officer or in failing 

to report this officer to the authorities; for the findings of the Home Secretary and of the Court of 



Criminal Appeal exposed the fact that Challenor behaved wrongly on more than one occasion and 

that his sickness probably dated back to the autumn of 1962. Who was responsible, at what level, for 

allowing junior officers to be placed in such an invidious position? 

 Protected by the Official Secrets Acts and screened by bureaucracy, the workings of the police 

force are hidden from the public. The meaning of rank is often obscure. When a large scale police 

operation takes place, bringing hundreds or thousands of policemen into the streets, very few people 

can say with any certainty whether the man in the bowler hat is superior to the man in peaked cap and 

leather gloves; whether the man on horseback is of greater authority than the men in the back of the 

squad car; or whether an imposing officer in uniform is an inspector, a chief-inspector, a 

superintendent – or the Commissioner. 

 In fact, it becomes easy to accept that since they all represent the law, all carry the weight of 

authority when it comes to the matter of prosecution, and all have an equal right to tell the curious 

observer to move on. The question of rank is irrelevant to the public. The law-abiding citizen will 

readily give in to the youngest constable and will respect his authority. 

 Edwin Brock* tells how, when as a young P.C. he was called to a dispute between two West 

Africans, one of them told the other – who kept interrupting – ‘Why don’t you quiet yourself when 

ah’s talking to the Government?’ His attitude, added Brock, was not so different from that of most 

members of the public: he just ‘expressed it in a more naive way’. 

 In many ways, it seems to be a reasonable attitude for the public to take. That is, it is a 

reasonable attitude for a public which trusts its police force, believes in its integrity and assumes that 

it will do the work for which it has been appointed and leave the innocent citizen in peace. Ironically, 

it is an attitude that can only be afforded when a state of reciprocal responsibility exists between the 

public and the servants of the public, when there are no false distinctions between the two, and where 

the innocent citizen values his democracy as highly as his own peace. 

 The Challenor affair suddenly shocked the public into the realization that it knew nothing of 

what went on inside the police force. The witness of an arrest in the street sees nothing after the doors 

of the police van close. Everything that happens after this – inside the van, in the charge room, in the 

cells, beneath the court – is a matter of hearsay or unwelcome personal ex- 

 

* In The Police and the Public, Heinemann. 

 

perience. Very often, the person arrested is not aware of the rank or number of the arresting officer, 

or even what police station they are heading for. If the officers are in plain clothes, the prisoner will 

not know whether he is in the hands of the C.I.D. or the Special Branch; or whether he has been 

arrested by ordinary policemen wearing their civilian clothes for the occasion. 

 Somebody arrested by Challenor’s team said: ‘I want to see the Superintendent.’ Challenor 

replied: ‘I am the Super.’ The person concerned had no idea that this was untrue, nor that he would 

probably have been quite happy to see a chief-inspector anyway. 

 Challenor was able to take and lock men into rooms or cells in a police station where 

inspectors, superintendents and other sergeants were on duty. He seemed to be in charge of the arrests, 

the charging, the matter of bailing or not bailing the prisoner, and the conduct of the case through the 

courts. 

 How much freedom was he allowed in West End Central? Or, to put it another way, how much 

power is a detective-sergeant given? 

 He would be directly responsible to inspectors, who in turn would be responsible to their 

superintendent, who would be responsible to the Commissioner at Scotland Yard Sir Joseph Simpson. 

Working downwards, the chain of responsibility is clear: orders from the Commissioner would be 

passed down through the respective ranks, with no omissions. But working upwards, there could be 

gaps in communication. 

 Even the aides working under Challenor would have had an area of freedom in which their 

activities would have been difficult to check. A C.I.D. man works to a daily schedule that is seen by 

his immediate superiors. However, when he has completed set tasks he will fill in his time on duty as 



he thinks fit, and if he has the right attitude to the job he will go out and look for crime, in the most 

likely places. At the end of the day he records how he has spent his time and submits his report for 

approval. If his report is inaccurate, or downright untrue, it seems doubtful if anyone would know for 

some time. 

  Challenor would have had this freedom to roam, of course, but he would also have had the 

right to call on any number of aides he required for a particular job. As long as his reports made sense 

and his arrests tallied with what he said he was doing there seems to be little reason why anyone 

should have known he was doing anything out of the ordinary outside the police station except by 

two means: complaints from the public and Challenor’s demeanour in the station. 

 Until the time of his breakdown the detective-sergeant’s demeanour would not necessarily 

have led anyone to suspect that he was doing anything wrong. He worked closely with a number of 

other officers, either his equals or his subordinates, who knew that he was hard of hearing – which 

made him shout a lot – and that he called everyone ‘my old darling’. His superiors must also have 

been aware of these characteristics, but they might well have regarded him simply as an eccentric. 

 What is surprising is that no one who actually worked with him on particular projects noticed, 

or said, that he was framing charges. Officially he was said to be in charge of twenty-six aides, but 

this was probably a minimum figure and he could perhaps have had more constables at his disposal 

on certain occasions. He worked with other sergeants and he would have had to discuss certain 

charges with inspectors. 

 Some idea of the extent of supervision was given in the trial of the three P.C.s when Inspector 

Arthur Munns gave the following answers to Mr Justice Lawton regarding some of the brick charges: 

 
 ‘Four with one arresting officer and one of them arrested at a different time and place. Did … that strike you as 

being odd, or did you think that is what prisoners tend to do?’ – ‘If you are asking for my personal opinion of course I did 

think it odd.’ 
 ‘What investigations did you make there and then?’ – ‘None, my Lord.’ 

 ‘Is it not the job of the officer in charge, the inspector in charge, to satisfy himself that everything is all right?’ – 

‘Yes, but I had evidence that these bricks had been found on them and I accepted that from the arresting officer.’ 
 ‘You are, so to speak, the sieve through which the charges have to go before the judicial process is set in motion?’ 

– ‘Yes, that is right.’ 

 ‘If you refuse to accept the charge the man has to be released and there are no proceedings?’ – ‘Yes.’ 

 ‘Am I right in thinking that it is not uncommon in the Metropolitan Police for experienced inspectors to say, “I 

am not going to accept this charge“?’ – ‘It is not uncommon. I have refused charges on many occasions.’ 
 

 Further evidence of the events in West End Central that night was given by Superintendent 

Frederick Burdett, who said that Challenor on that occasion was ‘like a person who was mental’. The 

detective-sergeant was ‘unable to control himself’. 

 
MR JUSTICE LAWTON: A man who brought youths to the station who appeared to be mental and difficult to get him to 

understand or get from him what was happening. That man preferred charges against people that night? 

SUPERINTENDENT BURDETT: Under the supervision of the detective-chief-inspector. 

MR JUSTICE LAWTON: You were in charge of the charging? 

SUPERINTENDENT BURDETT: I was in charge of the overall arrangement but these were criminal charges, and in that case 

my responsibility was handed over to the detective-superintendent who in turn directed his chief inspector to hold a 

watching brief, which he did. 

MR JUSTICE LAWTON: Who was the detective-superintendent? 

SUPERINTENDENT BURDETT: Detective-Superintendent Townsend. 

 

 Asked why he had not made a written report to anyone senior to himself, Superintendent 

Burdett replied: ‘I was assured by Detective-Superintendent Townsend that the man had been working 

very long hours. He had had a number of testing cases at court, was living in a state of suppressed 

excitement. The youths were charged and I understood that the evidence that had been offered was 

credible to support the charges, and I was also assured that Sergeant Challenor was shortly, very 

shortly, going on annual leave, and I was told that no doubt he would recover from his suppressed 

excitement on his return – by his return.’ 



 To ask who was responsible and a party to Challenor’s misconduct is like casting a stone into 

a pond and watching the ripples move outwards in ever-growing circles. 

 Seven younger policemen were involved with Challenor in the case against Pedrini and the 

four other men charged with him. Two of these constables gave crucial evidence, and the Lord Chief 

Justice, in quashing the conviction, said that the fact that the jury might have had a reasonable doubt 

about the prisoners’ guilt if they had known the facts about Challenor was not in any way a reflection 

on the honesty of these two P.C.s. However, among five other officers who appeared in the Pedrini 

case there was one who appeared in the case against King. Yet another officer in the case against King 

gave evidence against Padmore. This officer, again, took part in the arrest and prosecution of 

Bridgeman, Pink, Brown and Francis. Another officer in this case had been in the Padmore case as 

well. 

 This all added up to the fact that two officers took part in two cases in which Challenor’s 

evidence was doubtful, and another officer took part in three such cases. One of these men was a 

detective-sergeant, and therefore Challenor’s equal. In the Pink case, where there were eight police 

witnesses apart from Challenor, two of these witnesses were detective-sergeants, and one was a 

detective-inspector. The conviction was quashed purely on the known facts against Challenor. In the 

case against Padmore two detective-sergeants, apart from Challenor, gave evidence. 

 It was another detective – not Challenor – who brought the chopper for William Francis, 

brandishing it ‘like a two-year-old’. Francis’s statement describing this added that at the time there 

were twelve officers in the room who ‘all thought it was very funny’. 

 Numerous officers witnessed Padmore’s treatment and all the cases reported gave the 

impression that Challenor was constantly under observation by other officers who might have seen, 

or deduced, that he was acting improperly. In the brick cases there was P.C. Jones whose evidence in 

court differed from his statement of evidence given to the prosecution. There was also a plainclothes 

officer who witnessed Challenor striking Rooum. 

 ‘I noticed he winced when I was struck and looked very disapproving. I was very pleased to 

know that he was not going to join in,’ Rooum commented. 

 A man who appeared to be a senior officer spoke to King at West End Central, and when King 

said ‘Challenor’s going to fix me’, replied, ‘It probably serves you right’. Long before he was charged 

King told his story to two other officers, who were not stationed at West End Central. Neither took 

any action about Challenor’s threats. 

 Responsibility was clearly not confined to one police station. In any event, West End Central, 

along with the other Metropolitan Police Stations works under general directives from Scotland Yard. 

The stations are not responsible for overall policy, and the atmosphere in any one of these stations 

will depend a great deal upon demands made from higher authorities. Disciplinary inquiries are 

carried out by Scotland Yard, and the nature and the results of these will suggest that certain forms of 

behaviour are either tolerated or frowned upon. 

 Challenor’s general demeanour in the West End appears appalling, in retrospect. He would 

spend time during his duty hours visiting night clubs, coming to understandings with some of the 

proprietors, making contacts. 

 But what were the official instructions? Police officers were given to understand that they had 

to go into night clubs in the course of their duty but that they should be discreet. The authorities at 

Scotland Yard could not lay down specific rules relating to how often police officers should visit clubs 

or under what circumstances. It was accepted that C.I.D. men would frequent certain clubs to obtain 

information and would have their personal regular contacts. No one apparently would take the 

responsibility of telling them that they should not do this, because it might impair their efficiency; 

but equally, no one in authority was prepared to say that they should, because it might look bad to the 

public. 

 The rulings on this were ambiguous when Challenor went to West End Central and the 

detective-sergeant might have felt free to determine how he should act. 

 The officers at Scotland Yard, of course, were people in an impossible position instructing 

other people in an equally impossible position. 



 The public expects the police force to combat crime; and it also expects the police to do this 

successfully without the slightest impropriety. Police officers had discovered in practice, however, 

that they could either catch criminals or behave properly, but that it was very difficult to do both. 

They were therefore dithering constantly between satisfying the public in one respect and not 

offending it in the other. Personal interpretation of the situation was bound to vary from one 

policeman to another. 

 There is a growing awareness that the police force is faced with a task that it cannot effectively 

carry out. A public cry of ‘clean up the West End’ is rapidly followed by public outrage at ‘police 

brutality’. Society neither wishes to harbour crime nor to tackle it in any logical manner, and this 

double-thinking has been discussed thoroughly and expertly by Ben Whitaker* who says of the 

policeman: 

 
 We expect him to be a member of society, yet not to share its values. We admire violence, even against society 

itself, but condemn force by the police on our behalf. We tell the police that they 
 

* The Police, Eyre and Spottiswoode; Penguin Special. 

 
are entitled to information from the public, yet we ostracise informers. We ask for crime to be eradicated, but only by the 

use of ‘sporting’ methods. 
 

 No one really wishes to take the decision as to how the problem of crime should be tackled 

by a humane society; and because of this the policeman is left to work out his own principles and 

draw up his own compromise between what has to be done, and what has to be seen to be done. 

 As a result, a police officer who leans too far in one direction is not in any single instance 

directly challenging an accepted code. If he provides a supplementary piece of imaginary evidence 

that will imprison a known and habitual criminal, who will criticize him? Not his superior officers. 

Not the magistrate. Not the jury. Not the public. If he is assaulted by a thug and hits back, harder, 

again no one complains. If he then assaults a docile prisoner brought in on a minor charge another 

officer may ‘wince’. A situation can quickly arise where a whole police station may be involved in 

manufacturing ‘instant justice’ – where the degree of violence or dishonesty used by a policeman is 

reckoned against the degree of probable guilt of the prisoner. Discipline must inevitably break down 

under these circumstances, and a senior officer who condones the rough-handling of a violent 

criminal, and half-condones the slapping of a prisoner who has verbally provoked a police officer, 

has already allowed a subordinate to make a personal judgement on special cases. He is therefore 

offering little more than a conflicting moral judgement himself when he decides on any particular 

occasion to condemn. In such conditions standards are bound to deteriorate. 

 This deterioration is taken for granted by some sections of the public, regarded as scandalous 

by others, and balanced by an increasing hypocrisy on the part of the authorities. The official attitude 

to police wrong-doing is to suggest on the one hand that it doesn’t happen, and on the other that it is 

always stopped. The Report of the Royal Commission, for example, attempted to dispel any doubts 

about the police force by painting it as almost pure-white. The indictment of Challenor and his three 

assistants appeared to dispel further doubts by painting a few men as totally black. 

 The Woolf case highlighted this situation by raising unprecedented suspicions about the police 

at West End Central which were answered by a Home Office document that said, in effect, that the 

suspicions were unfounded and that the police had been made aware of their errors. 

 Briefly, the facts of the case were that Mr Herman Woolf, an artist, had been knocked down 

by a car in Park Lane in November 1962. He had been taken to hospital where a nurse found that he 

had a quantity of Indian hemp in his haversack. He had then been arrested for unlawfully possessing 

dangerous drugs, an offence for which he had two previous convictions. At the police station he was 

put in a detention room and the following day was found to be in a coma. A police surgeon advised 

that he should be returned to hospital, and he died from a fractured skull thirteen days later. 

 Suspicion about these events had been aroused because neither Mr Woolf’s ex-wife, who had 

remained on close terms with him, nor his friends, had been advised of his whereabouts. And this was 



despite the fact that he had been registered as a missing person, and that he had on his person a diary 

in which Mrs Woolf’s name and address were written. It was an odd situation, to say the least. The 

police had failed to inform Mrs Woolf that Mr Woolf was in custody; and the doctors had failed to 

detect a fracture of the skull until after Mr Woolf had been transferred from hospital to the police 

station. 

 The story was leaked by Private Eye a year after the event and an inquiry was set up under 

Mr Norman Skelhorn, the Recorder of Portsmouth (at that time). He published his report in March 

1963, when four policemen from West End Central were being committed for trial. The public was 

in a state of consternation about the police and Mr Skelhorn’s inquiry was expected to settle one way 

or the other some of the uglier rumours. Finally instead of flatly saying ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to the rumours 

Mr Skelhorn said ‘no – but …’. 

 ‘Police were not violent to Woolf’, declared a newspaper heading over a story which said 

farther down the page – ‘In fairness, Mr Skelhorn continues, attention must be drawn to the excessive 

hours the detective had been working.’ Mr Skelhorn’s report was drawing equal attention to two facts: 

one that the injuries which had led to Mr Woolf’s death had not been caused by the police, and the 

other, that a number of minor lapses were being thoroughly dealt with. It is not a matter for criticism 

that the inquiry felt that both of these angles had to be considered. What is wrong is that it felt they 

should be considered equally. Mr Skelhorn could have stood on firm ground by stating that the police 

were as responsible as one expected them to be and by strongly emphasizing his disapproval of those 

who suggested otherwise. Or he could have been appalled by the slightest misdemeanours he 

discovered, and said so, thus making it clear that the highest standards were expected of the police 

force, and would be maintained. As it was, fairness and detachment registered merely as a 

disinclination to draw a conclusion. 

 The conclusion was left to the public, and if they reached the wrong one they did so because 

they were not allowed to know the evidence, because the story of Herman Woolf had raised questions 

that had not been answered, and because the events had happened at West End Central. 

 A man had died. It was not an occasion for scoring points, for taking an opportunity to cast 

general blame, or for setting up smoke-screens. It was a time for truth. And the public should have 

been able to trust that the Home Office and the police themselves were deeply and sincerely concerned 

with finding this truth. It should have been possible for everyone to breathe an enormous sigh of relief 

when the inquiry established that Woolf had not been killed by the police. 

 However, the evidence heard by the inquiry was not made public, and a number of disturbing 

references were made without any general information being given that might have put them in 

perspective. First, of course, the doctor at the hospital who first examined Woolf was blamed for not 

correctly diagnosing his injuries. But then a P.C. at West End Central was blamed for not noticing 

when Woolf’s condition so worsened at the police station that he needed a doctor. Then a detective-

sergeant was criticized for searching Woolf’s house without proper permission. The same detective-

sergeant was criticized for failing to get in touch with the criminal records office after the artist’s 

arrest; and it was this error that had led to the failure in the missing persons machinery. The report 

also criticized the way in which Woolf was charged and said that the practice of ‘charging insensible 

or semi-insensible’ people should be stopped. 

 This was not a report to allay fears. Rather it suggested a terrifying situation where a man who 

had had a street accident could be locked in a police cell and charged with the nonviolent offence of 

possessing drugs while he was half-unconscious from a head injury; where those who had reported 

the man as missing could sit at home for days waiting to hear of him; where a search of his home 

could take place without proper permission; where, in fact, a person in the care of the authorities 

could be left to die. 

 West End Central was beginning to look a very grim place. 
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CHAPTER 14 

 



The Police and the Public 

 
 

‘I think they [policemen] are just like any other men. They can have an enthusiasm for their job, which is a very good 

thing. It may lead to exaggeration. They can feel angry, no doubt, in their job …’ 

 

THE prestige of the police force was not going to be restored by bringing a few ‘black sheep’ to 

justice. Gradually, with the details that emerged from the Woolf case and an increasing awareness of 

the number of other officers who must have been involved, or acquiescent, in the Challenor cases, the 

image was growing of an entirely ‘black’ police station. 

 The truth, however, was that West End Central was no worse than a lot of other police stations. 

Hair-raising stories had been coming from elsewhere in the country … 

 ‘In this autumn of 1963,’ ran a Civil Liberty publication, ‘an all-time low has been reached in 

the public’s opinion of the police and police behaviour. Day after day accusations about police 

behaviour appear in the press.’ 

 There was the intimidation of witnesses in the Stephen Ward trial. This was not West End 

Central. There was a story of a rhino whip. This was not West End Central. The allegations were not 

confined to London. Coventry was mentioned, and Sheffield. There was also an inquiry into an 

allegation that a senior officer in Leicester had stolen property recovered from a thief: the inquiry 

found the officer to be innocent and revealed that relevant criminal records had been found on a 

rubbish tip, leaving everyone to guess what that could mean. 

 The Sheffield case received tremendous publicity, with the detectives concerned being 

interviewed on television and the Home Office carrying out a public inquiry into the events. Two 

detectives, said by the head of Sheffield C.I.D. to be known for their ‘courtesy, tact and kindness’ had 

been prosecuted after using a rhinoceros whip and a cosh in beating-up men they were questioning. 

The detectives appealed against their dismissal from the police force on the grounds that they had 

only been doing what they had been ordered to do. And in the television interview one of the 

detectives was quite categorical in saying that he was carrying out instructions given to him as general 

policy. It was learned that there had been a special drive against crime at the time. 

 But there was no crime-drive that could have linked the three allegations made that September 

in Coventry. First, a housewife alleged wrongful arrest following a misunderstanding about non-

payment of a fine. Secondly, a youth claimed that he had been beaten-up by the police and savaged 

by a police dog. Thirdly, a man alleged that his jaw was broken at a police station during questioning. 

 It is always difficult to see such allegations against the police in perspective, for a sudden 

surge of complaints will give a distorted picture of the whole of a nation’s police force gone wild, and 

in the heat of the moment the police generally will appear far more culpable than they really are. But 

the periods of ostensible calm which precede and follow outbreaks of publicity will, purely by 

comparison, create the equally unrealistic idea that by-and-large, given a few isolated incidents, the 

British police force is pretty good. A vicious circle is maintained by the fact that complaints against 

the police usually fall on deaf ears and that, suddenly, when the police are in the news and everyone 

is listening, the opportunity is seized to air grievances which normally would remain unheard. 

Complaints then become suspect after a while, simply because it is such a good opportunity to ‘have 

a go at the police’. 

 The fact is that week by week reports of police violence, false charges and wrongful arrest 

flow steadily and fairly quietly into Scotland Yard, the Home Office, the Watch Committees, the 

Citizens’ Advice Bureaux, and into the offices of such organizations as ‘Justice’ and the National 

Council for Civil Liberties – and, where there is a strong claim for damages, into the courts. Some of 

these complaints are extremely serious and many deserve careful investigation. 

 Normally the official procedure is to ask the police officer concerned what happened, and if 

he has a watertight story and remains adamant in denying under personal examination the allegation 

against him, to inform the complainant that senior officers are ‘satisfied’. A police officer who 

behaves improperly is not likely to do so in the presence of witnesses and there is consequently no 



effective way of challenging him. Allegations are therefore nothing more than allegations, except in 

rare cases where there are witnesses or, even rarer, where there is conclusive evidence that the 

complainant is telling the truth. 

 One such case arose recently when Mr Leslie Stratta, a schoolteacher, was accused of 

assaulting a policeman by spitting at him. He strongly contested the charge, and indeed the 

circumstances in themselves suggested that it was an improbable one. Mr Stratta had escorted another 

man, who was in need of assistance, to Putney Police Station to make an inquiry. When he queried 

the length of time they were being kept waiting Mr Stratta was charged and ordered to appear in court. 

It would not have been enough for Mr Stratta to say that he did not spit at one of the two policemen 

who gave evidence against him: he had to prove it. This he did by asking for a scientific analysis of 

the spit stain on the officer’s tunic. The analysis showed that it could not have been made by Mr 

Stratta, but that it could have been made by one of the policemen – and the case was dismissed. Mr 

Stratta was paid £750 compensation. Had he been accused of punching the policeman on the nose, he 

would have had no substantial defence. 

 The citizen who is maltreated by the police has few means of redress, apart from the long, 

costly, and often unsuccessful business of suing for damages. Formally, initial protection against 

wrongful arrest is afforded by the Judges’ Rules. Under these rules a police officer is not entitled to 

search a person or a person’s home without a warrant; is not allowed to question a person in the street 

if the person concerned is unwilling to answer questions; and cannot compel anyone to ‘accompany 

him to the station’ for search or questioning unless he is arresting him. In practice, the protection of 

these rules is scant. The citizen who comes into conflict with the police and is prepared to argue his 

rights may find, too late, that the Judges’ Rules are being waived. For they are not rules at all; they 

are merely advice to the police, accepted generally as a code of conduct, and found specifically to put 

the policeman under no legal obligation at all. The citizen’s rights will, in practice, come down to the 

magistrate’s interpretation of these rights at any given time. In any event, the Judges’ Rules, or any 

other rules, become meaningless where a policeman is prepared to lie. 

 That policemen can, and do, break the rules with impunity is evident. The following account 

of one instance was written by a man in East London: 

 
 At approximately 5.40 a.m. my wife woke me and said, ‘Someone is rattling the letter box’. The rattling was so 

urgent I did not wait to put my dressing-gown on. I went down in my pyjamas. We never bolt our front door and as I 

undid the latch I was knocked flying by a crowd of men. Not one of these men said he was a police officer. They just 

forced their way in. No one showed a warrant card or a search warrant. I was shocked and surprised. By this time my son 

was downstairs. Then one of the men said, ‘Where’s Mum?’ I said: ‘In bed.’ This man said, ‘Git ’er up’. I called up to my 

wife and she came down. My wife and I thought they were thugs. They left the street door wide open. My wife, son and 

myself were standing in our night clothes and it was very cold with all the doors open and I still thought they had left 

these doors open to make a quick getaway if anyone came along. I thought to myself, if it’s money they want they can 

take this … One of the men had everything on the floor out of my wardrobe. One of these men was reading my private 

correspondence from my desk. Being angry and upset I told this man ‘Take your nose out of there. That’s not money.’ 
 

 The account went on to explain that none of these men informed the householder that they 

were from the police. They only said that they were looking for money from a robbery, and when 

they took away the son they did not tell the parents where they were taking him. It was nine o’clock 

in the evening before the son was able to telephone and say that he had been asked to take part in an 

identity parade and that he was on his way home. 

 In concluding his statement the man wrote:  ‘I can now see why the public have lost faith in 

the police. I also have lost faith in them.’ 

 What happens to police officers who behave in this way? A constable, who without a search 

warrant entered a house where no adults were at home, ‘terrified’ an eleven-year-old girl and other 

children, it was said at Swansea Appeals Court in November 1963. The policeman did not leave until 

the girl’s twelve-year-old brother returned and ordered him out of the house. When the mother came 

home she found her three children screaming hysterically. Later the girl was convicted of stealing a 

skirt and this conviction was quashed by the Deputy Recorder, Mr Dyfan Roberts, who said of the 



policeman: ‘I think it was an absent-minded indiscretion on his part. He did not mean to terrify the 

children. The incident should be forgotten in the interests of the child.’ 

 It was remarkable that the Welsh court could regard entering a house without a search warrant 

and scaring children as a trivial incident. Yet in relation to events elsewhere it was. 

 In the same month, in Glasgow, a man died after being injured in a police station. A police 

constable Hugh Nimmo was tried and found not guilty of culpable homicide. P.C. Nimmo said that 

he punched the man in a ‘momentary loss of temper’. 

 In the same month, again – and this was when the inquiry into Challenor’s activities was going 

on – a police constable in Luton was ordered to pay £200 damages for injuring a youth by striking 

him with his truncheon. Looking through the newspapers that month it was possible to find reports 

of a number of other serious complaints against police officers. Whether the stories were all true or 

not will only be known to those who have access to police records – and this, perhaps, is the most 

serious complaint of all. In the same month Lord Shawcross stated that the police were frustrated by 

a system which ‘fell over backwards to save the criminal from conviction’. Thus, said Lord 

Shawcross, they were led into ‘undesirable subterfuges, strong-arm methods, or even perjury’. 

 The former Attorney-General was acknowledging a situation which had long existed and the 

public were becoming aware of the atmosphere in which the police worked. If subterfuge, strong-arm 

methods and perjury could be ascribed to the police at large, it was hardly surprising that no one at 

West End Central had noted that Detective-Sergeant Challenor, who practised these things, was mad. 

 To say that one police officer was not so bad because others might be worse, and to add that 

none of them could really be blamed because they were all carrying out a tough job under impossible 

conditions, would be charitable – and quite irrelevant to the fact that innocent people had been sent 

to prison. 

 The question of beating-up suspects is in a sense a separate issue. If the police deal violently 

with a man they have arrested it is no justification to say that they thought he was guilty, or that they 

were trying to find out if he was guilty, or even that he was guilty. It is for the courts to determine 

guilt and decide on punishment. 

 When the police decide, however, to use ‘subterfuge and perjury’ they are attacking justice far 

more insidiously and the courts might as well not exist. There is no recognizable border-line between 

tailoring the evidence to put a known criminal into prison and manufacturing evidence against 

someone who is not known to have committed the crime of which he is suspected. The practice 

escalates into pinning crimes on to people who look guilty, or annoy police officers, or happen to be 

in the wrong place among the wrong companions at the wrong time. And it can too easily be adopted 

by police officers seeking prestige and promotion by means of an impressive record of convictions. 

 An ex-police officer admitted to the writer that false offensive weapon charges were 

understood by young C.I.D. aides at one police station to be a method of gaining the number of 

convictions they needed to qualify as detectives. They were to gather that they had to find their own 

‘weapons’ and not mention the subject openly. The practice was not condoned, or encouraged, by 

their superiors: it simply wasn’t noticed. More could be said on this if former police officers who, 

having found the system intolerable and resigned as a result, were not prevented from discussing their 

experiences by the Official Secrets Acts. Convictions on apparently framed evidence have not been 

confined to West End Central Police Station. At the time of writing, an official inquiry is going on 

into similar allegations in Birmingham. 

 The official practice of promoting police officers by the number of convictions they ‘score’ is 

in any case widespread, and it depends upon an assumption that the community employs the police 

mainly to catch criminals and will only respect their efficiency when they do so. Always, in the 

discussion about police methods, reference is made to what the public requests of its police force. But 

how far, in fact, is the public consulted? 

 Public opinion cannot be articulated in the absence of honest and definitive information. 

Complaints against the police are investigated by the police behind closed doors. Police integrity is 

jealously defended by the force and the public are asked to accept that senior officers will ruthlessly 

expose and correct any misdemeanours that might discredit the force as a whole. 



 A pamphlet issued by the Police Federation states: ‘From many cases of disciplinary 

proceedings, we can affirm that policemen who fall below the level that is expected of them are dealt 

with rigorously by chief constables.’ It is no answer, however, to tell the public to trust the police 

when the problem arises from the fact that they do not trust the police. 

  A survey carried out for the Government by the Royal Commission on the Police found that 

42·4 per cent of the population thought that the police took bribes; 34·7 per cent thought that they 

used unfair methods of getting information; and thirty-two per cent thought that they might distort 

evidence in court. This lack of public confidence might have been dispelled by the appointment of 

independent public tribunals that would investigate all complaints against the police. 

 The 1963 Police Act, which resulted from the Royal Commission’s report, did nothing to 

establish an independent system of investigation but actually weakened democratic control at another 

point by taking-away much of the authority of the local Watch Committees. In spite of the Challenor 

affair, in spite of Sheffield, and in spite of Glasgow, the image of the small-town bobby might have 

remained intact. It was inevitable that the worst allegations of police dishonesty and brutality should 

come from large cities. This was not only because the cities provide breeding grounds for crime but 

also because they lack the social cohesion of the towns and rural districts. A Watch Committee which 

has to answer for itself in open Council, in an environment where the councillors themselves are 

personally known to their electors, cannot readily hide behind a cloak of official secrecy. The 

policeman himself, in this context, may also be seen as a member of the local community and will 

identify himself with it. The Chief Constable of Hastings, who marched the ‘Mods and Rockers’ to 

the boundary because he didn’t want them making trouble in his town, seemed an admirable example 

of the policeman as a citizen. A similar patch of trouble in London would have brought out the horses. 

 A need for modern, standardized methods of crime prevention and control throughout the 

country, coupled with a lack of local funds, has slowly eroded the authority of the Watch Committees. 

Finally, with the Police Act, local independence has virtually come to an end. 

 This Act provides for a centralization of power and gives the Home Secretary – already 

responsible for the Metropolitan Police – all the authority he needs to run a national police force 

except a unified recruiting and transfer system. It gives him power to approve appointments of all 

chief constables and deputy chief constables. It allows him to censor chief constables’ reports and to 

decide whether any parts of these reports should be withheld from the local authority. He can now 

intervene in the affairs of any police force where he thinks this is necessary to ‘promote efficiency’. 

He can order the amalgamation. of Police Authorities and order local inquiries; and he can retire chief 

constables. In addition, he holds the purse strings, and the Act provides that police grants shall be ‘of 

such amounts, payable at such times and subject to such conditions’ as the Home Secretary should 

determine. 

 So public control of the police now becomes – control of the police by the Home Secretary. 

And the exercise of this power is to be a matter for the Government of the day. 
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CHAPTER 15 

 

Whose Law? 
 

‘The first thing to do is to understand what the thing is that is aimed at by the State.’ 

 

WITH all the distractions that followed the brick cases and the investigations into the behaviour of 

various individual officers, a central question was lost. What were the police supposed to be doing on 

11 July? 

 The work of police officers is to protect persons and property and to enforce the law – they 

are citizens employed by the citizens, for the citizens. Their only function at political demonstrations, 

apart from seeing that no one is hurt, is to ensure that the public are not inconvenienced by an 

unreasonable obstruction of the highway. Yet on 11 July more than 1,000 officers were around 



Claridge’s Hotel, taken away from their normal duties, standing shoulder to shoulder in the road, 

cordoning off streets, and inconveniencing the public by unreasonably obstructing the highway. 

People who wanted to go home were physically obstructed in doing so. 

 Detective-Sergeant Challenor, at the time an apparently valuable officer in the C.I.D., was 

employed that night bundling demonstrators into vans and buses. Nobody suggested that it was not 

the proper way to use his time. Indeed, he had been drafted in a vast operation in which West End 

Central Station had set up special facilities for the detention and charging of the people arrested. 

 On whose authority were these arrangements made? The Commissioner of Police had issued 

special regulations, but the Prime Minister, Mr Harold Macmillan, had given an assurance that this 

would not happen. It seemed unusual for a Police Commissioner to defy the Prime Minister, although 

perhaps he could. It was more likely of course that the Home Secretary who was angry about the 

demonstrations, and who was in charge of the Metropolitan Police, had had something to do with the 

decision. Or, the Prime Minister had perhaps changed his mind. First of all he said that he had 

informed the Greek Government that ‘the ordinary rights of peaceful demonstration are, of course, 

part of our tradition here’. Then, when he was questioned in the House of Commons on a later date 

and asked if he would intervene to prevent the ‘contemptuous ignoring’ of his statement by the Chief 

Commissioner, he said that he understood that the police were making ‘standard arrangements’. 

 A clue to what might have been behind the confusion was given by an Evening Standard report 

of 11 July. This quoted Mr Brooke as saying: ‘I think it is disgraceful that fifty million decent-minded 

British people should be misrepresented by a handful of Communists and anarchists. I hope the 

British public will show by their contempt what they think of such behaviour,’ The report went on to 

say that Mr Brooke had already ‘expressed himself furiously last night about the booing outside the 

Aldwych Theatre when the Queen arrived with King Paul and Queen Frederika of Greece’. 

 It was an extraordinary week. On arrival, the queen of Greece (before anyone had been booed) 

was welcomed by what the Daily Mail called ‘Britain’s biggest-ever security operation’. 

 ‘Central London today,’ said the Mail on 9 July, ‘becomes virtually a “police state” for the 

visit of King Paul and Queen Frederika of Greece. Some 5,000 uniformed and Special Branch men 

will take over the area …’ It went on to report that only one or two Special Branch men would be 

armed. 

 This police operation would have seemed cumbersome even if there had been any threat on 

the life of the Royal visitor, but in fact the reason for these precautions was that on a previous visit 

Queen Frederika had been ‘chased into a mews as Mrs Betty Ambatielos, wife of a Greek political 

prisoner, tried to speak to her’. 

 The demonstrations were confusing, too. Some of the demonstrators said that their protest was 

against the Greek Government’s refusal to release political prisoners from gaol. Others said that it 

was to do with the Greek Government’s treatment of British anti-nuclear demonstrators who went to 

Greece to march. Others said that they were expressing their feelings about the death of Gregory 

Lambrakis, a left-wing Greek M.P. and a well-known disarmament supporter who had recently visited 

England to join the Aldermaston march, and was now said to have been murdered in Greece. The 

police, obviously, were instructed that, whatever the demonstrators were saying, their right to say it 

was not necessarily to be defended. 

 There was no suggestion that the demonstrations were likely to be violent, in fact quite the 

reverse. The organizers pleaded for non-violence and the marches and vigils were organized ahead of 

the event, with printed details of the routes and meeting places being circulated. At the worst Queen 

Frederika would have been confronted with hostile stares, slogans on placards and some booing. This 

would no doubt have been unpleasant, but it could have happened to anyone, anywhere, except in a 

totalitarian state. Anyway, she said. that the demonstrations didn’t upset her. And to counteract them, 

there were quite a lot of people who turned up to cheer her and clap, some of them even bringing 

small Union Jacks to wave – which must have obscured any point that anyone was making. Outside 

the Aldwych Theatre the crowd was more or less equally divided between those who were there to 

applaud and those who came to show their disapproval. 

 This was hardly a matter for 5,000 police, or even 1,000. 



 It was a glaring example of the misuse of power and misinterpretation of police authority. The 

police are not supposed to be instruments of Government policy, but servants of the public. Yet at a 

time when a particular Government is prepared to flout the principles of democracy it appears that it 

can call upon an army of 18,000 men constituting the Metropolitan Police. Why is the fact so far 

removed from the principle? 

 New Scotland Yard stands just across the road from the Home Office, almost within hailing 

distance. Both are a short walk from the Houses of Parliament, and the triangle formed by these three 

establishments implies their political relationship. At the Home Office a single minister of State 

controls the administration of the Metropolitan Police. In the House of Commons the same minister 

introduces the laws they are to enforce. For the officers at Scotland Yard, therefore, he may represent 

both the devil and the deep blue sea. Given orders to carry out a distasteful task the police might find 

refuge in the law itself and say that such action would be unconstitutional. But this will not help them 

when the man who has given the orders had the greatest single influence in proposing amendments 

to the constitution. On the other hand, given a bad law, they might use their discretion to prosecute – 

except that the man who drafts the law is their highest administrative officer. 

 In the contemporary situation where parliamentary control of the Cabinet has so markedly 

waned, this is a dangerous concentration of power. 

 The behaviour of the police in enforcing the law will inevitably relate to the kind of law they 

are required to enforce. Under a deliberate policy of ‘toughening up’ Mr Brooke introduced several 

pieces of legislation which tended to act against individual freedom and which must have influenced 

police action at all levels. 

 Growing problems of racial discrimination, for example brought a demand for some kind of 

law that would prevent incitement to race hatred and the practice of a colour bar in public places. 

There was pressure for this from M.P.s and from hundreds of thousands of petitioners; and Mr Fenner 

Brockway, M.P., attempted time after time to get a private Bill on this subject passed. Necessarily, 

much of the argument related to public meetings where race hatred could be stirred up and the Home 

Secretary’s answer to the demands for legislation was to bring in the Public Order Act of 1963 – 

which provided heavier penalties for people who attempted to break up meetings or used ‘threatening, 

abusive or insulting words or behaviour’. Not only did this allow incitement by platform speakers to 

continue, but it seriously impeded the right of the public to challenge such speakers: 

 Obscene publications became a source of concern. There was ‘too much pornography’ 

flooding the bookshops, and the police were hampered in prosecuting the culprits by a vague and 

unsatisfactory law which failed to define exactly what obscenity was. The Government therefore 

provided the Obscene Publications Act – which allowed for the prosecution of more people than 

before by saying that it would no longer be necessary to publish to commit an offence. A person who 

could ‘reasonably be supposed to be contemplating’ publishing an obscene article would become 

liable for conviction. What then was the definition of ‘obscene’? That, said the Act was ‘to be 

determined by reference to any publication which may reasonably be said to have been in the 

contemplation of the accused’. This brought unlimited numbers of people within the scope of 

prosecution, including artists and writers who had not even offered their work for publication. And it 

brought in an outrageous new offence by which a person was to be found guilty on the supposition of 

contemplation. 

 There was a Purple Hearts scare. Teenagers were getting high on tablets that gave them a sense 

of exhilaration, and were illegally obtained. This teenage problem was tackled by the introduction of 

the Drugs Act, which gave the police greater powers to search private premises. 

 These Acts revealed a ham-fisted attitude that could have tended to incite the police to go to 

unreasonable lengths to make charges. They are more recent than the Challenor affair, of course, but 

they were introduced by the same minister who was in office in July 1963 and indicated the direction 

of his policy. 

 Mr Brooke believed that the police should have more power to secure convictions and felt that 

too many offenders were escaping the law simply because there was no statute to stop them. He saw 

a rising tide of criminality, which could only be checked by more efficient arresting and by heavier 



penalties. Where there was a problem, there was only a problem of a loophole in the law. The image 

projected by the Government was one of increasing lawlessness against which the firmest measures 

had to be taken. 

 Naturally, whenever the Home Secretary was disturbed or angry about certain kinds of 

offences – or even certain kinds of people – the police would do their utmost to see that as many cases 

as possible reached the courts: the Home Secretary was in charge of their work. 

 In such an atmosphere, liberty becomes a matter of no priority. In such an atmosphere there 

could have been no ready criticism of a police officer who was inclined to detain and charge citizens 

with too much exuberance. 
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CHAPTER 16 

 

The Responsibility of the Courts 

 
‘Of course, the thing is not left to professional lawyers except, curiously enough in Magistrates’ Courts. If you go to 

Bow Street or somewhere like that you find that the magistrates decide for you everything. The magistrate tells himself 

what the law is, and decides who is telling the truth.’ 
 

THERE is no such verdict as ‘found guilty by the police’. The policeman’s role is strictly limited: 

he provides only one side of the evidence to be examined and he is not allowed to detain anyone for 

more than twenty-four hours without bringing the case before a court. The courts exist, entirely 

independently, to protect the individual’s freedom; not only to see that those who harm society are 

restrained but to ensure that no one is victimized or persecuted either by his neighbours or by the 

authorities. 

 An innocent man doesn’t expect to be convicted. If he has been framed by a police officer 

who is ready to tell a pack of lies on solemn oath, then he will see that the odds are against him. But 

there will be a residue of faith, and the person unjustly accused will wait – even against his own 

reasoning – for the truth to emerge. And there is some foundation for his faith, for between the accused 

and the prison cell stand the lawyers, the magistrate, the judge, the jury, the Court of Criminal Appeal 

– and the law itself, which says that he is innocent until he is proved beyond all reasonable doubt to 

be guilty. How can all the procedures, one by one fail to free him? 

 Having been locked up in a cell all night he appears next morning before the magistrate. 

‘Bail?’ inquires the magistrate, looking at – say – Detective-Sergeant Challenor. ‘What do you think?’ 

‘I would most strongly oppose bail,’ replies Mr Challenor earnestly. The police officer who is going 

to lie throughout the case has already won the first round, and the defendant, who has had no 

opportunity to present his defence, is transferred to prison until the court can find time to hear it. 

 At this stage, a gradual process of assuming guilt begins. What is taken for granted, the 

prisoner learns, is not his own innocence, but the policeman’s integrity. The court is already looking 

less like an independent forum for the discussion of truth than like a police club. Policemen and 

women line the walls of the Magistrates’ Court, chattering to each other as they wait for their cases 

to come on; policemen act as ushers; policemen murmur to the Bench. Policemen prosecute and 

policemen stand witness. And if a police officer suggests that bail would be ‘unwise’ the magistrate 

will often defer to his wishes. Magistrates have recently used the refusal of bail in minor cases as a 

technique for imprisoning people when the offence itself incurs only a small fine. In theory, however, 

bail is an acknowledgement of a person’s right to be free unless he has been convicted, and there has 

to be an overwhelming reason for refusing it. Some of Challenor’s victims found that the opinion of 

a police officer could be accepted by the court as sufficient reason for detaining them in custody. Four 

of them spent weeks in prison awaiting trial, to be told at the end of it that the prosecution was bringing 

no evidence, and that they were acquitted. The absolute right to bail is qualified by the prisoner’s 

financial standing as well as the consideration as to whether he can be trusted to report for trial. In 

fact, he might understand that his trustworthiness is to be determined by the amount of money he is 



prepared to lay on it: King was eventually asked for security in the sum of £3,000. But Rooum was 

asked for £10 security, and it didn’t mean that this was all he was prepared to bet on turning up at 

court. It meant, partly, that he was thought very likely to appear and, partly, that his alleged offence 

was less serious than King’s. The discrepancy might have suggested that although they were both 

innocent until proved guilty, they were not equally innocent. However, if they had both been 

completely penniless and without friends they would both have been kept in custody and regarded as 

equally bad risks. 

 Some of the Challenor cases were dealt with entirely by the Magistrates’ Court, and the people 

who were found guilty might have felt that they would have fared better with a jury. In a Magistrates’ 

Court the verdict is the view of one man – a man who may have spent his earlier years competently 

prosecuting on behalf of the Crown. He is a man who knows the police, who remembers when the 

Magistrates’ Courts, only a short while ago, were in fact police courts, and who will have developed 

his own private opinions as a yardstick for justice. 

 Some magistrates’ opinions have become notorious. There was Mr Grant, at Tottenham, who 

told a girl planning to marry a Jamaican: ‘Black and white don’t mix.’ Other magistrates have caused 

controversy by airing their views on dress, manners, parents, teenage morals and the affluent society. 

 A former magistrates’ clerk, Mr Frederick Giles, has raised more serious doubts about the 

reliability of the Bench.* He refers to a magistrate who was ‘overtaken by senility’, and to another 

who slept through a case. Yet another sent a man to prison for three months for an offence that 

magistrates are not allowed to try. 

 However, most of the people arrested by Detective-Sergeant Challenor were entitled – indeed, 

bound – to be tried by a jury of twelve reasonable men. 

 The first thing the prisoner is asked to do is to plead: guilty or not guilty. If he pleads not guilty 

it will not really tell the jury anything about the truth of the matter, but it will tell them something 

about the prisoner. As the case for the prosecution unwinds, and before anything can be said for the 

defence, the jury will be listening to an increasingly convincing story knowing that the prisoner is 

going to attempt to refute it. This could, of course, lead them to examine the prosecution’s case very 

 

* In his book, Open Court, Cassell. 

 

carefully, but it might perhaps make them feel irritable about the defendant’s side of the case before 

he has had a chance to put it. If he pleads guilty, however, he will impress the court with his sincerity 

and possibly mollify the judge with his willingness to accept his punishment – and will leave the 

court no alternative but to find him guilty, even if the arguments of the prosecution have been 

unsatisfactory. Whichever way he pleads, the prisoner will influence the atmosphere in which the 

facts are examined. He is, in fact, invited to prejudge his own case, and prejudgement is properly 

written as prejudice. The defendant might indeed wonder why he should be asked to plead at all when 

the court is sitting to determine the facts of the case, and there is a strong argument for abolishing the 

‘plea’. 

 Gold, for instance, pleaded guilty to receiving cigarette lighters because he had been advised 

by lawyers that the jury would not believe the truth. When he received a sentence of nine months’ 

imprisonment, however, he might have concluded that the penalty was so heavy that he should have 

chanced a plea of not guilty. King, on the other hand, pleaded not guilty and intended to challenge 

the whole of Challenor’s evidence, but his defending counsel thought better of it and merely suggested 

that ‘someone’ must have had a grudge against King and planted detonators in his car. It was not 

surprising that this defence failed him. Fraser, assuming that the truth would not be accepted, took a 

more devious line on the offensive weapon charge by saying that he did in fact have a knife in his 

possession, but that he had a good and lawful reason – he used a knife in his work. Later, in the Appeal 

Court, when it was submitted that Fraser had never possessed the knife at all but that it had been 

planted on him, one of the judges was scandalized that he should have lied in the first place. 

 But what happened to those who frankly pleaded not guilty and told the truth, the whole truth 

and nothing but the truth? In the case of Francis, Pink, Bridgeman and Brown, all four defendants 



said firmly that they had never had offensive weapons, that Challenor and his assistants had produced 

them at the police station, and that, in quite straightforward terms, they had been framed. The judge’s 

answer to this, when all the evidence had been heard, was to say that since the prisoners denied having 

the weapons there was no need to consider the question of lawful possession and that the jury’s duty 

could scarcely be considered as a task at all in a case in which the issue was ‘so very clear cut and 

simple’. Pedrini also told the whole truth, and received a seven-year sentence. 

 In a court of law where twelve reasonable men and women, without any personal interest in 

the verdict one way or the other, were called together to hear and judge the evidence, it was pointless 

to tell the truth. And it was equally useless to lie. This was tested not once but on five separate 

occasions. Whatever the defendants said it was turned against them. If they said flatly that they hadn’t 

done it, that was to say they had no reasonable excuse to offer. If they said equally flatly that they had 

done it, that was a lie and they could offer no mitigating circumstances because the offence simply 

hadn’t happened. If they said they had done it in a way but not in the way the prosecution suggested, 

they looked shifty. If, in a case involving several people, some of them said they had done part of it, 

some of them said they had done none of it and some of them said that they hadn’t the faintest idea 

what it was all about, then they all reflected on each other to the greatest discredit and confirmed the 

court’s impression that something very shady indeed had been going on. 

 There was, in some cases, a more practical reason for not telling the entire truth, and that was 

that some of the men accused had previous convictions. In respect of personal allegations the law is 

eager to see fair play. A policeman accused of perjury is entitled to reply by reading out the prisoner’s 

record. Thus, a man who wishes to state openly that the police have planted the evidence may be 

silenced by the knowledge that if he does so he will be presented to the court as a criminal whose 

own evidence will, by implication, be suspect. He will have gained nothing in asserting the facts, but 

will have weighted the case against himself even further by revealing that he was guilty on a previous 

occasion. 

 Out of twelve reasonable people there ought to be one, at least, who would be prepared to 

consider the possibility that the police evidence might be false. Jury decisions have to be unanimous 

and it only requires one person to be in doubt to prevent conviction. 

 In this context it is necessary to consider what sort of people tend to believe allegations against 

the police, and what sort of people sit on juries. 

 One suggestion emerges from The Police and the Public, a symposium of essays written by 

specialists, where C. H. Rolph sums up by saying, 

 
 When ‘police violence’ for example is under discussion there is noticeable a clear-cut class attitude. The Top 

People tend to the view that if a man cuts up rough with the police and gets hurt, he has asked for and deserved what he 

got. (I find this view particularly prevalent among leading lawyers.) The middle-class citizen tends to disbelieve all such 

stories, and is thus able fairly comfortably to dismiss them but is deeply shocked when one of them is proved true. The 

proles accept them as self-evidently true … and are genuinely surprised at any expression of doubt. The same is true of 

corruption, perjury and other less dearly occupational lapses like burglary and fraud. 
 

 Those who ‘tend to disbelieve all such stories’ are those who are most often to be found on 

the jury. Juries are not broadly representative of the population. ‘Top People’, who by expressing their 

opinion might disturb the other jurymen, are often exempted on various occupational grounds. 

‘Proles’ are excluded by the property qualification. Mr Justice Devlin has said that a jury is 

‘predominantly male, middle-aged, middle-minded, and middle-class’. Such a grouping suggests in 

itself that sceptical or independent views would not be common. People who are eligible for jury 

service are far more likely to identify themselves with authority than to question it. 

 The authority personified by the police officer is augmented by the role of the judge who will 

direct the jury’s opinion with remarks that are not always as innocuous as they appear in cold print in 

the official transcript. A lift of the eyebrows, the timing of a question, the tone of voice … far more 

than the measured words themselves these innuendoes tell the jury whose ‘side’ they are expected to 

take. 



 A journalist who was called for jury service and was removed from the jury after being 

challenged by the prosecution has written: ‘The jury of which I was a member acquitted no one after 

I had been removed from it. The likeliest conclusion therefore seems to be that the prosecutor had 

reason, on the basis of conclusions drawn from information properly obtained, to believe that his case 

would prosper more easily if I were not on the jury.’ The writer was explaining that ‘convicting’ juries 

can come into shape as jurymen are challenged and removed during a succession of cases. 

 A person in the dock may begin to feel guilty even if he is not. He is already in a suspicious 

position and the people who are to hear his case appear already to be against him. Faced with the 

awesome signs of authority closing its ranks, bewildered by the technicalities of statement, 

examination and cross-examination, unsure of when he may speak and what he may say, he is grateful 

to have a lawyer. Somehow it is like someone crossing over from the other side. Suddenly the voice 

of the law is speaking on the prisoner’s behalf. Suddenly his own view of the case sounds 

authoritative, and he feels that his position is immeasurably improved. 

 Disenchantment may be swift. Complaints about lawyers are as bitter, if not as numerous, as 

complaints against the police. They are dealt with by the Law Society and in the case of a barrister 

by the Benchers of his Inn, and as the police are investigated by the police so lawyers are investigated 

by lawyers; and the public can never know how satisfactorily. But complaints against lawyers are far 

more difficult to evaluate than those against the police. The lawyer’s duty is less clearly defined and 

a client may to a degree imagine his grievances. 

 A person who has lost his case is naturally going to blame his lawyers. A man waiting week 

after week in prison for news of his case is going to feel that his solicitor ‘never’ visits him. Nobody 

in the dock will ever be convinced that his counsel knows enough about the case to handle it properly, 

if only because the barrister is obviously dealing with a number of cases while the prisoner, dwelling 

on his own case continuously night and day, is still thinking of points that he believes ought to be 

raised and haven’t been mentioned. 

 In addition, the person accused is liable to become infuriated with the lawyers’ apparent lack 

of concern with the absolute truth. He finds it difficult to grasp that, in court, it is not what happened 

that primarily matters, but what can be said on either side. The dialectic of the law is beyond the 

layman, who would state truth against untruth, or the other way around if that were more convenient. 

For the lawyer it is a matter of stating point A against point B and arriving at an impregnable 

conclusion. He may never find out what really occurred. Nor may the jury. In court, a series of 

impressions are submitted to argument and those which survive are further submitted to reason. Then 

in private discussion the jury will attempt to shed all remaining doubts, and after half an hour, or two 

and a half hours, or five hours … depending upon the complexity of its doubt, it will arrive at the 

‘truth’. How far this will bear any relation to anything that ever happened anywhere will depend on 

the jury having trusted the witnesses who offered the greatest proportion of facts. Evidence: in itself, 

may be meaningless. The most solid evidence that could be imagined would be the array of weapons 

used in carrying out a crime. But no one in court knows where they have come from. On the opposite 

side, a defendant may have a concrete alibi which is irrefutable evidence in his favour. But if the jury 

believe him to be a liar they will dismiss his witnesses as accomplices. 

 A good lawyer need not believe that his client is telling the truth, but he will simply present 

his client’s case in the most convincing way. Good lawyers are more rare than this would suggest. By 

no means would it be true to say that there was bad legal representation in all the Challenor cases: 

some of the people concerned were in fact brilliantly defended and it was not the fault of the lawyers 

that they lost. Others, less lucky, despaired of obtaining fair, honest and reasonably-priced 

representation. 

 ‘Curly’ King was particularly unfortunate in putting his affairs in the hands of a solicitor who 

was about to be arrested in connexion with a robbery. Gold, however, went from one lawyer to another 

discussing the possibility of being defended on a plea of ‘not guilty’. Eventually he could afford to 

see no more and defended himself, deciding at the last minute to follow legal advice already received 

and plead ‘guilty’. 



 In one case it was alleged that Challenor himself recommended lawyers. A defendant’s relative 

claimed that the police officer told him to go to a firm of solicitors, working closely with a barrister, 

who would be able to help. Acting on Challenor’s advice he went to the solicitors concerned and paid 

them £75 merely to handle the proceedings in the initial stages at the Magistrates’ Court. He was then 

offered the barrister’s services for the sum of ninety-six guineas a day. Having already wasted money 

he decided to apply for legal aid and found another firm of solicitors who would take the case. When 

he applied for the necessary form, however, he was told by a court official that he must change his 

solicitors once more and go to a firm whose name he was given. Naturally, being quite ignorant of 

the law, he did as he was told. 

 The price of injustice appeared to be high. Pedrini’s relatives spent £400 on legal advice and 

representation which failed to save him from prison. King’s bill came to more than £600. Not only 

did many of the prisoners lose their jobs or their businesses through being convicted: one or two of 

them had to sell what they owned to pay their legal bills. 

 The legal aid system, which may soon be revised, is at present inadequate. Many people whose 

incomes are too high to qualify them for legal aid are not rich enough to pay legal fees and suffer 

serious hardship in paying for representation which someone earning a pound or two less each week 

would receive for nothing. 

 In appealing against conviction or sentence the legal aid situation is even worse. There is no 

legal aid available for the drafting of the application for leave to appeal; and on this application, which 

states the technical grounds for appeal, the case may be won or lost. Some prisoners find that lawyers 

acting on legal aid walk out of the court after sentence without giving further advice. There are, 

however, a number of lawyers who will voluntarily draft the application for leave to appeal. Too often 

it is left to the prison governor to advise prisoners on their legal position, and as a result some who 

might successfully appeal are either discouraged or not informed properly. Others are given a form 

to fill in and make mistakes which could have been avoided with professional guidance. The 

availability of legal aid for the hearing of appeals is not always known. 

 A hazard in appealing against conviction or sentence is that the prisoner stands to increase his 

term of imprisonment. The Appeal Court has the power to substitute a heavier sentence if it thinks 

fit. But there is also an automatic addition of forty two days if the prisoner loses his appeal, the official 

reason for this being that a person who is appealing is receiving special privileges in the way of extra 

visits and letters – and the weeks served under these conditions should not be counted as part of the 

sentence. Bail is rarely given to appellants. Delay in the hearing of appeals may extend to months and 

a prisoner nearing completion of his sentence is not likely to be keen on risking extra time inside. 

Therefore, if his sentence is of nine months or anything less the date of his release (taking into account 

remission) may coincide with the possible date for the hearing of his appeal; and he may feel that 

under these circumstances it is hardly worth while appealing. 

 In the Challenor cases greater difficulties became apparent. The Court of Criminal Appeal can 

only rectify specific mistakes or omissions. It cannot re-try a case. It may quash a conviction on a 

point of law, but a decision reached by a jury cannot be questioned, if there is any evidence at all to 

support conviction, unless the jury has been misdirected by the judge, or unless fresh evidence has 

become available which the jury was unable to consider. In the autumn of 1963 there was no 

substantial fresh evidence relating to Detective-Sergeant Challenor. And in the case of Pedrini and 

Others there was no misdirection. In fact, the summing-up by Judge Maude was an extremely fair 

and broad-minded one. 

 Having been informed of all the obstacles in the way of appealing, the prisoners who went to 

the Court of Criminal Appeal in July 1964 must have been surprised to find how easy it all became. 

Nothing had changed except that the whole affair had become a public scandal. The judges were still 

restricted by the limitations imposed on the Appeals Court. There was only one difference: they had 

recently been given the power to order a re-trial in certain cases. 

 It seemed to the judges at first that this was the kind of case in which their new powers ought 

to be used. But it was a difficult situation. The Home Secretary had not wanted to make a decision on 

the case and had passed it on to the Court of Criminal Appeal. Could it be the right thing to pass it 



back to a jury? What did the prosecution think? The prosecution counsel told the Lord Chief Justice 

that he had been instructed to be ‘neutral’. He implied, however, that the Crown was not in favour of 

retrial and that the matter should be dealt with finally by the Court of Appeal. 

 This re-introduced the problem of fresh evidence. The evidence the court felt would be 

relevant was that relating to Challenor’s insanity. Three doctors were called. Two of them said that 

they were unable to trace the officer’s illness any further back than May of 1963. One, however, said 

that in his opinion Challenor could have been sick in 1962. There was no proof that he was insane 

when the Pedrini group were brought to trial, yet this medical evidence was considered sufficient for 

their convictions to be quashed. In another case, in different circumstances, the judges might quite 

properly have decided that such evidence was too flimsy to allow for the release of men who had 

been found guilty. 

 It appeared that after so many months when there had been no legal means of setting the 

prisoners free, suddenly no one wanted to use the legal machinery to keep them locked up. Justice, 

as always, was impartial: it had simply become available. 
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CHAPTER 17 

 

The Responsibility of Mr Henry Brooke 

 
‘I have come to the conclusion that you can sit for days and days, even if you have a notebook like I have, and lose 

yourself in the wood of detail.’ 

 

HOW could people remain in prison when the man who had the power to release them had been 

informed repeatedly that they were there, and that they were innocent? 

 For eight months Mr Brooke resisted pressure and refused to consider the cases brought to his 

notice. There was even the suggestion that he didn’t know about them, on the grounds that having 

asked Superintendent Du Rose to inquire into allegations regarding Detective-Sergeant Challenor, he 

couldn’t listen to any allegations regarding that officer. 

 The fact remained that Superintendent Du Rose had not been asked to inquire into all the 

known cases, that information was accumulating which could have led to the release of a number of 

prisoners, and that the police had no power to do anything with this information but pass it back to 

the Home Secretary. 

 Mr Brooke preserved the attitude of a man who was waiting to hear the facts, while the facts 

piled up in his own Department. Over a period of a year and as the case against Challenor was being 

built up by the police and the Director of Public Prosecutions, the Home Office showed a total 

inability to grasp the urgency of the situation. And when it became no longer possible to avoid the 

conclusion that a serious miscarriage of justice had occurred the correction of it was thought – except 

in a few of the cases – to be elsewhere. 

 Letters received by Mrs Pedrini from the Home Office read like a concise history of the 

Department’s role: 

 
9 July 1963 

Madam, 

  With reference to your letter of 9 June, I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that he understands that 

your son is serving a term of seven years’ imprisonment imposed upon him at the Central Criminal Court in December 

1962, and upheld by the Court of Criminal Appeal in May 1963. 

 The Secretary of State has no authority to re-try a case and in the absence of any new and incontrovertible 

evidence not previously before the court of trial or the Court of Criminal Appeal, he would not be justified in considering 

recommending any interference with the decision of the courts or in taking any other action. In these circumstances he 

does not think that any useful purpose would be served by arranging for you to be interviewed by an officer of this 

Department. 

 I am Madam, 

  Your obedient Servant. 



 
5 September 1963 

 I am directed by the Secretary of State to express regret for the delay which has occurred in replying to your 

letter of 17 July on behalf of your son. 

 Careful consideration has been given to all the circumstances of your son’s case, but no grounds can be found 

on which the Secretary of State would feel justified in recommending any special remission of the sentence which the 

court thought it right to impose on your son, and with which the Court of Criminal Appeal saw no reason to disagree. 

 I am, Madam, 

  Your obedient Servant. 

 
1 October 1963 

Madam, 

 With reference to your further letter of 9 September I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that the 

responsibility for investigating complaints against members of the Metropolitan Police Force lies with the Commissioner 

of Police of the Metropolis, New Scotland Yard, S.W.1. Any representations you wish to make about the actions of any 

member of that force should therefore be made to the Commissioner. 

 I am, Madam, 

  Your obedient Servant. 

 
17 December 1963 

Madam, 

 With reference to your further letter of 26 November on behalf of your son, I am directed by the Secretary of 

State to say he is informed that your son has applied to the Court of Criminal Appeal for an extension of time within 

which to apply for leave to appeal against his conviction. There is, therefore, no action which the Secretary of State can 

properly take while the case is pending before the Appeal Court. 
 I am, Madam, 

  Your obedient Servant. 

 

 
3 July 1964 

Madam, 

 I am directed by the Secretary of State to refer to your letter of 6 June enclosing a petition on behalf of your son 

Riccardo Pedrini. 

 After careful consideration the Secretary of State has decided to refer your son’s case, with those of Alan 

Cheeseman, John Ford, Joseph Oliva and James Fraser to the Court of Criminal Appeal under the provisions of section 

19 of the Criminal Appeal Act 1907. 

 I am, Madam, 

  Your obedient Servant. 

 

 These letters were signed by various people and at some time during the year, the phrase ‘I 

am directed by the Secretary of State’ became something more than a polite fiction. It was certainly 

his own personal decision, in July 1964, to refer the case to the Court of Criminal Appeal, and it was 

a decision he made in preference to granting a free pardon. But did he, in fact, have any personal 

knowledge of the letter of 17 December? Contrary to the impression given to the House of Commons, 

had he looked at Pedrini’s case and found that there was a legal obstacle preventing him from acting? 

Certainly he gave no indication that he was aware that he alone had the power to clear any legal 

obstacles that stood in the way of releasing men from prison. If, however, the Home Secretary was 

being completely open with the House of Commons, then he was ignorant of what was going on in 

his own Department. 

 Letters going in to the Home Office were as revealing as those coming out, as shown by the 

following extracts from letters sent by the General Secretary of Civil Liberties. 

 
29 November 1963 

Sir, 

 We are surprised at not having received any acknowledgement of our letter of 15 November regarding the inquiry 

into cases concerning Detective-Sergeant Challenor. 

 We have now received further statements relating to DetectiveSergeant Challenor and other of his colleagues at 

West End Central in connexion with cases where persons are serving long prison sentences … 

 



23 December 1963 

Sir, 

 … We shall be grateful if you would clarify whether the special inquiry instituted by the Commissioner of Police 

relates to the ‘half-brick’ cases only, or whether it is also covering other cases where allegations have been made over the 

past twelve months against Detective-Sergeant Challenor and his colleagues at the West End Central Police Station. 

 
18 March 1964 

Dear Sir, 

 We are in receipt of your letter of 10 March confirming that the Commissioner of Police is undertaking an inquiry 

into cases relating to Detective-Sergeant Challenor where allegations have been made regarding the planting of offensive 

weapons. 

 Your letter in fact replies to our request of 15 November 1963, which was followed up by letters from us on 29 

November and again on 23 December. 
 Police officers from Scotland Yard had been in contact with this office in connexion with these inquiries because 

certain persons now serving prison sentences were unwilling to meet the police except in the presence of solicitors, and 

we were able to assist in this matter. 
 We did, however, offer to provide information regarding other cases concerning Detective-Sergeant Challenor 

and I am writing to inform you that at no time have we been requested to supply additional information … 

 

 It was March 1964, then, when the Home Secretary at last acknowledged that the Du Rose 

inquiry was covering cases other than the brick cases. As it happened, Civil Liberties had discovered 

this earlier through the police, as shown by the above letter. But there was a vast difference between 

knowing that the Home Secretary was inquiring into details of certain cases, and dealing with a 

Government Department which admitted the fact. 

 There were still delays to come. The lawyers knew that the police had completed relevant 

inquiries and, having found no way of progressing with the Court of Criminal Appeal, turned to the 

Home Office for assistance. 

 In May, the Home Secretary put forward another reason. To the solicitor acting for Oliva, he 

wrote that he could not intervene in the case because the police report was not yet completed and 

other unrelated cases were being studied. 

 ‘I must confess,’ replied the solicitor ‘I am a little mystified by your phrase about “other 

unrelated cases”. Is this not possibly a typist’s error for “related”? There would surely be no possible 

reason for delaying a report while unrelated cases were investigated …’ 

 This kind of correspondence was going on for months. And it was not a single case that the 

Home Secretary was obstructing. Seven people were still in prison in mid-1964. Others had 

completed their sentences while the argument was going on. Four had gone to the Court of Criminal 

Appeal and had their convictions quashed. 

 Regardless of the police aspects, the Home Secretary had a right in this kind of situation to 

exercise the Royal Prerogative. It existed for precisely such cases as these. At a very early stage a 

simple administrative decision could have been taken to deal with the Challenor cases as a single 

issue – to coordinate the letters that were pouring in and apply a distinct policy to them all. The Home 

Secretary, in fact, was the one person who was not subject to inquiries and judicial procedures, who 

had the power to take a decision that would cut through all the red tape. As it was, the officials at the 

Home Office were attempting to deal with ordinary letters and petitions from prisoners, their relatives 

and their lawyers, in a routine manner at a time when it was quite clear to the public at large that an 

extraordinary set of cases were in hand. At one moment the Home Secretary was saying that they 

couldn’t be dealt with at all until the police inquiry was over, and at another it was evident to his staff 

that they had to be regarded as part of a special investigation. 

 Even after the Home Secretary admitted that other Challenor cases came within the scope of 

the Du Rose inquiry, he declined to take any action for a further three months. Mr Clinton Davis, now 

acting for King, received letters from the Home Office on 26 March and 12 April, saying that the 

minister would consider the case when the inquiries were completed and that he did not feel justified 

in recommending any special remission of sentence on compassionate grounds. The solicitor wrote 

further on 11 May and 25 June, explaining his client’s position. 



 Finally, without giving any warning of his intention, Mr Brooke announced his decision to 

grant five pardons and to refer five other cases to the Court of Criminal Appeal. 

 Prior to this he had taken only two decisions: one, in the previous autumn, to refer the cases 

of Francis and Bridgeman to the Court of Criminal Appeal; and the other, in January, to institute 

proceedings against the four policemen. The first he did as the result of a strong hint from the Lord 

Chief Justice. On the second, there was no pressure at all. No one had thought – when other 

considerations were obviously more urgent – to ask ‘did the Home Secretary not feel that there was 

a case for prosecution?’ 

 By the end of July 1964, when the Court of Criminal Appeal had finally acquitted Pedrini, 

Fraser, Oliva, Ford and Cheeseman, the record was clear it seemed. But it had taken a series of 

cumbersome and obscure procedures to accomplish what Mr Brooke could have accomplished in a 

day by exercising the Royal Prerogative. 

 The misery of indecision suffered by the prisoners, the alternating hope and despair in waiting 

for a successful conclusion to the administrative procedures could have been terminated by a single 

word. Knowing that these men were going to be released eventually it would have taken little 

understanding to know also that each delay was new agony. 

 And there was still the question of Louciades and Gold. Louciades was still in prison, and 

Gold had received scurrilous treatment. Publicly, Mr Brooke had stated that he could take no action 

in these cases; it was stated that Gold had pleaded guilty to receiving stolen goods – and the total 

result of the Home Office activity in this case was to make Mr Gold appear publicly a guilty man. Yet 

Mr Gold had offered his evidence confidentially, he thought, in the public interest. He had completed 

his prison sentence before the inquiry had begun, and he had no reason to raise his case except that 

he felt that the entire Challenor affair was a matter of general concern. When the Home Secretary had 

for so long assumed that he was under no obligation to reveal any of his Department’s work he might 

well have maintained silence on Mr Gold’s case, rather than attracting attention to a man who had 

served a sentence. 

 If these matters were still due for attention at the Home Office, so was the question of 

compensation. 

 Having complained to the Home Secretary about the Metropolitan Police, and then having 

asked him to correct their misdoings by exercising his judicial right, the ex-prisoners had to return to 

his Department for restitution. They could hardly expect this to be treated with any more alacrity than 

their previous appeals for justice. 

 Three days after King had been released from prison, Mr Clinton Davis drew the attention of 

the Home Office to the fact that his client was in real financial need. King had lost his money and his 

home, as well as his job, through being imprisoned. He had a wife and a baby to keep. He was released 

from prison in the same way as every discharged prisoner, and given 10s. to buy food and a free travel 

permit. In this situation he could not afford to wait for the conclusion of protracted negotiations for 

compensation. Therefore, his solicitor asked for an interim payment – which became itself the subject 

of protracted negotiations. On 6 July, 9 July, 13 July, and 15 July Mr Clinton Davis discussed it with 

the Home Office – who said that they were considering the matter. 

 When, by the end of the month, the Home Office had realized that King really was in desperate 

straits they came up with a clever solution. If they decided to give him an interim payment would he 

agree not to question the Assessor’s final figure for compensation? That was to say, if he wanted 

money immediately he shouldn’t argue for a just amount. He felt that he had to refuse such a solution. 

 The very nature of the Home Office invites delays and confusion. It has too many 

responsibilities of too diverse a character to work efficiently under the day-to-day control of a single 

minister. It would be beyond the human powers of any minister in office to know exactly what was 

going on throughout the Department, and it is not unreasonable to suppose that for an undue length 

of time Mr Brooke was ill-informed on the Challenor cases. Another Home Secretary, perhaps, might 

have made it his business to become informed as soon as he realized that grave injustices must have 

occurred. But Mr Brooke was not the kind of man who showed a crusading spirit where injustice was 

concerned. Indeed, he had intimated by his handling of the Carmen Bryan case, the Soblen case and 



the Enahoro case that he did not always share the public’s view of what was just. Further, a man with 

too many responsibilities has to make a choice as to which of them demand his most urgent attention, 

and put the others temporarily aside; and Mr Brooke must already have been desperately overworked 

in drafting new laws and reorganizing the police. In addition, he had committed himself personally 

to clearing the public streets and squares of ‘thugs and Communists’ and of all demonstrators of any 

kind. Even in the Challenor cases there was the question of prosecuting the guilty police officers 

besides considering the innocent men in prison. 

 This would appear to be too much for any Home Secretary. But the office demands far more, 

and a catastrophe such as the Challenor affair suggests that a division of responsibility would lessen 

the risk of mistakes and allow for a more thorough examination of a greater number of serious issues 

at ministerial level. 

 The responsibilities of the Home Secretary read like a question in an intelligence test where 

the object is to find the odd word, the method being to discover what all the others have in common 

– except that here one searches in vain for a connecting idea: aliens, children, prisons, gypsies, 

explosives, petroleum and dangerous drugs; civil defence, fire brigades and the day-to-day 

administration of justice; coroners and inquests, betting and lotteries, obscene publications, Sunday 

entertainment, reservoirs and serious accidents. In a separate category there are responsibilities for 

contact with Northern Ireland, the Isle of Man and the Channel Islands, and all the home matters in 

international affairs, such as advice and cooperation between the Home and Foreign Offices, 

negotiations for and the carrying out of international agreements. Other matters include the 

announcement of Royal births and deaths, advice to the Sovereign on certain appointments, petitions 

to the Sovereign, control of elections and election law, consideration of private Bills in Parliament, 

by-laws, burials, consecration of burial grounds, cremation, summer-time and calendar questions, 

protection of wild animals and birds, charitable collections, taxicabs, fairgrounds and marriage 

guidance. 

 To cope with these affairs the Home Office has a staff of over 5,000, and forty departments 

and sections. No minister could possibly control such an establishment and give full consideration to 

all the questions of policy that arise. There is also a very real conflict of interest as in the maintenance 

of public order and the administration of justice. It becomes, at times, a matter of asking the minister 

to serve two masters and if he comes to hate the one and love the other, this is inevitable. The division 

between the administration and the judiciary is a basic concept of justice and to lose it is to pave the 

way for tyranny. It is bad enough, and a tendency to be halted, if the courts begin to listen for hints 

of the Government’s intentions. But it is calamitous to allow the administration of the courts to remain 

in the hands of the minister who drafts laws, controls the police and wields the final prerogative of 

mercy. 

 It is not a question of a ‘good’ or a ‘bad’ Home Secretary. A minister who would give equal 

weight to both sides in a conflict between the individual and the state would be incapable of acting. 

The minister must, if he is to act at all, identify himself with the State and put the interests of the State 

above all others in making his own decisions – while he must allow that balancing factors will be 

provided from elsewhere. What he cannot do, if justice is to survive, is to persuade himself that 

because he himself represents the interests of the State, these interests must be supreme. In a just 

society, the Government recognizes that the State and the individual resolve their conflicts by 

reference to a separate authority; and in pursuing its own policies, however dogmatically, will permit 

them to win or lose. Whether a particular minister is a good or a bad Home Secretary is a matter of 

opinion, depending upon agreement or disagreement with his views on what the interests of the State 

demand. 

 A disastrous Home Secretary, however, is one who can see no distinction between the State 

and the Government, nor any authority above them. 
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CHAPTER 18 

 



The Role of Parliament and the Press 
 

‘You have had a very good try, if I may say so.’ 
 

LIBERTY is guarded by Parliament, the press and public opinion, and their strength was tested. 

When the courts of justice had proved too frail to defend innocent citizens against a scheming police 

officer, society’s reserves were called upon. And it took eight months for results to be achieved. 

 Traditionally, the press affects public opinion, public opinion influences Parliament, and 

Parliament – through its ministers – acts. The relationships are obviously far more subtle than this, 

but it is sufficient to remark that when some scandalous injustice occurs, there should be an 

instantaneous public reaction in which none of the formal pressures would be observed because the 

news in itself would be pressure enough. However, in the Challenor affair there was an obscure and 

long-drawn-out procedure in which M.P.s attempted month after month to influence a minister, the 

press reported this as news, and the public tried to guess the facts. 

 There were long silences which were at variance with the continuous emergence of new facts 

throughout the year, and nothing was printed that could have been construed as a campaign to bring 

twenty-six cases of wrongful arrest to light, or to release the thirteen men who had gone to prison, or 

even to inquire into the extent of possible injustices suggested by the facts known in October 1963. 

 Partly, this is explained by the gradual development of events. The press couldn’t have known 

how many cases were involved until the following spring, by which time some of the prisoners had 

been acquitted and others had finished their sentences. The full explanation, however, shows that the 

press missed some of the available facts; and that they were not allowed to print facts that they did 

have, nor to inquire, in print, what other facts were being withheld. But when they did publicize the 

issue it seemed to have little effect on the situation. 

 News-reporting, where criminal charges are concerned, is reduced to court-reporting. Court 

proceedings may only be reported in the next available edition of the newspaper, except when brief 

reference to the case becomes essential in reporting later news coherently. This is a necessary 

protection against anyone being hounded by publicity. On the other hand, it means that if a court case 

of public concern is missed on the day it happens, then it is completely lost. Therefore, the national 

press maintains a complex system to ensure that all cases of importance are either noted in advance 

or received from an agency, or from a local contact. Possibly the system is not foolproof. For some 

reason, the coverage given to the Challenor cases on three occasions was minute, and it was necessary 

to hunt through the papers to find any reference to the acquittal of Braggins, Matthews, Ireland and 

Steel; to find the reports of the appeal hearing in the case of Francis, Pink, Bridgeman and Brown – 

which appeared as a few paragraphs in a single column in a few newspapers; or to find the reports of 

the trial at the Old Bailey of the three policemen, which were printed, with one day’s evidence 

missing, as small and insignificant items until the last day, when the verdict, summing-up and 

sentences were splashed. Whether the agency reporters felt that these subjects were not very 

interesting, or whether the decision as to their value was made in the newspaper offices, is a matter 

for conjecture. 

 But what happened to Rooum’s case? The Granada television programme, What the Papers 

Say, referred to this on Boxing Day as ‘the scoop that got away’. There were a number of reporters 

at the Magistrates’ Court, including one from the Press Association and one from the Daily Sketch – 

according to Rooum’s own note of the event. Yet not one of the dailies mentioned the case. Minority 

weekly papers reported it at a later date and the Hampstead and Highgate Express recorded the 

‘successful defence of a Hampstead man’. Later, when The Times and the Daily Telegraph reported 

in December that Challenor had been knocked down by a lorry and said that ‘all four of his 

prosecutions’ had been withdrawn because of his mental illness, Rooum complained of inaccurate 

reporting, but no corrections were printed. 

 Having missed Rooum’s case in August there was nothing the papers could say about the 

detective-sergeant until October, when the juvenile cases came up. But here, the press was hampered 

in following up the story by the rule of not reporting names in juvenile cases. The magistrate at 



Chelsea Juvenile Court was particularly asked for permission to reveal the names in these cases, but 

refused. No evidence of what had happened could be reported, because it wasn’t given. The decision 

of the prosecution to withdraw the charges was a blanket on information. All that the public knew 

was that a ‘bizarre and sordid’ chronicle of events concerning two unnamed boys had taken place – 

and they only knew this much because the defending solicitor said more than he was expected to say. 

 After this, the newspapers became wary of mentioning Challenor’s name. On the day 

following the juvenile court case The Times reported that Mr Ray Gunter, M.P. for Southwark, was to 

be shown the details of ‘a juvenile case which was heard at Chelsea’. The story added that the court 

had been told no evidence was being offered because ‘the police officer concerned’ was ill. 

 Other papers began to follow The Times’ lead, and when Apostolou’s appeal came up the Daily 

Mail reported on 23 October that the prosecution had stated that ‘one of the officers’ was at present 

on the sick list. When the inquiry was announced on 13 November, the Herald was among the papers 

which referred generally to the cases of ‘three boys and a man arrested during the visit of Queen 

Frederika of Greece’ and quoted Mr Brooke in saying that ‘the policeman who dealt with the cases’ 

was now a mental hospital patient. On 14 November, reporting that four people were to receive £1,600 

compensation, the Guardian referred to ‘a detective-sergeant who is now recovering after a mental 

breakdown’; the Mirror mentioned the illness of ‘a prosecuting detective’; and the Express confirmed 

that ‘a West End detective concerned in the cases’ was on sick leave. 

 Anything else might have been libellous. To link a name at this stage to events which were 

the subject of an inquiry that could clear the man’s name was a financial risk. To raise a lot of other 

unsubstantiated allegations against an unnamed person, when everyone knew his name because it had 

been printed on an earlier occasion, was an equal risk. 

 Fair Play, feeling that the silence could not be allowed to continue took the chance of raising 

the Pedrini case, and in connecting it with the brick cases Edgar Lustgarten invited the public to 

consider the facts against ‘Detective-Sergeant Harry Challenor’. Several newspapers followed this 

up by quoting Fair Play the next day. M.P.s voiced their concern, and from this stage the newspapers 

carried the story along by quoting the M.P.s. 

 By January, newspaper proprietors and editors would have been risking imprisonment as well 

as damages. They were prevented from drawing any attention at all to the activities of the detective-

sergeant and therefore to any of his victims, because criminal proceedings had been instituted and the 

whole subject concerned a case that was sub judice. For five months the democratic processes were 

brought to a halt, and demands for justice were stifled by the fact that a prosecution was going on. 

 How far these democratic processes remained effective, anyway, was becoming a debatable 

point. Public pressure is only applied because someone in authority is supposed to be susceptible to 

it. Yet when Fair Play voiced the issue there was no official reaction at all. When, in the following 

June, the Sunday Mirror published a complete page on ‘The men the mad detective put in the dock’ 

with details of all the cases concerned and with a conclusion that ‘Mr Brooke MUST appoint an 

independent tribunal NOW’ the thundering tones of the popular press faded into thin air. There was no 

must about it as far as the Home Secretary was concerned. 

 Parliamentary pressures for a long while proved to be almost as ineffective as the voice of the 

press, and this was one of the most disturbing aspects of the whole Challenor affair. When the elected 

representatives of the people cannot, in fact, act on their behalf a desperate situation has arisen. The 

election of M.P.s is not only a party political matter. In a very real sense the individual member of 

Parliament represents the personal interests of his or her constituents, and this is such a fundamental 

principle that no other form of representation has been created. Suddenly, however, it occurred that 

only one man in the country had the authority to correct a miscarriage of justice – and the people who 

had been elected to guide and influence him in the use of this authority, he chose to ignore. 

 Members of all parties requested the Home Secretary to free the prisoners, or at least to 

investigate their claims. Concern was expressed by Mr Geoffrey Johnson Smith and Captain Henry 

Kerby, both Conservative members; by Mr Eric Lubbock, Liberal; and, from the Labour side, by Mrs 

Joyce Butler, Mr Ray Gunter, Mr Anthony Greenwood and Mr Dick Taverne. All of these M.P.s had 



background information on the Challenor cases which they asked the Home Secretary to study. Mr 

Tom Driberg, Miss Alice Bacon and Mr Eric Fletcher also raised questions. 

 To the various M.P.s Mr Brooke gave various answers as to why he could not act. At one 

moment he would say that delay was being caused by the legal difficulties in bringing appeals, and 

at another that the police inquiries were not completed. 

 In April, when individual questions had failed to yield any straightforward reply, the 

Parliamentary Civil Liberty group asked the Home Office to receive a deputation of M.P.s to discuss 

the Pedrini case. Mr Monty Woodhouse, the Under Secretary, refused the request on two grounds. 

Firstly, he explained, he would have nothing to say. Secondly, the case was sub judice. 

 Mr Brooke played the sub judice card with a kind of innocent surprise. Having put off the 

House of Commons since November on the grounds that a police inquiry was in progress, he 

discovered as soon as it was completed that he was committed to silence by the rule of the courts. He 

‘understood’ that summonses had been served. ‘You will appreciate,’ he told one M.P., ‘that in the 

circumstances there is no further comment which I can make.’ 

 Mr Lubbock persistently requested the Home Secretary to receive a deputation to discuss the 

cases of wrongful imprisonment. Equally persistently Mr Brooke claimed that he was not able to 

discuss the cases because of pending appeals. Even as late as the end of June, when the Challenor 

trial was over, Mr Lubbock was still asking for a deputation. By now, however, the Home Secretary 

could not see M.P.s because he was going to make a statement in the House of Commons about the 

whole affair. 

 Where was the authority of Parliament, when members of the Commons could be palmed off 

with contradictory explanations and point-blank refusals to answer questions? 

 ‘Question Time’ in the House of Commons became absurd, with individual members offering 

more information in their questions than the Home Secretary gave in his replies. And while the 

Minister declined to accept the information offered in Parliament, the files at the Home Office 

expanded with details of the cases. 

 Months before the prisoners were released in July, half a dozen M.P.s knew of their cases and 

believed that they should be freed. When they were told that a series of insuperable obstacles stood 

in the way of justice, there was no way in which they could effectively challenge this. There was not 

even any way of pointing out the inconsistency of Mr Brooke’s replies because they were all so 

ambiguous that no one could say he was wrong until he said what he meant. 

 For example, on 21 November 1963, the Home Secretary told Mr Tom Driberg that the police 

inquiry concerned ‘certain cases in which persons were arrested on 11 July’. Mrs Butler then asked 

about ‘at least eight other cases’, to which the Home Secretary replied: ‘There are eight cases that are 

now being inquired into.’ On 13 December, Mr Brooke told both of these M.P.s that the inquiries had 

‘proved very extensive’ and he would not be able to make a statement until January. On 2 July 1964, 

Mr Brooke said that he had received the first written report on the brick cases on 9 October 1963 – 

and ‘there has been no delay whatever’. 

 It seems doubtful if any M.P. could have gathered from these answers what was happening at 

the Home Office. It is not really important that Mr Brooke never actually lied to members of the 

Commons on the Challenor cases. The duties of a minister towards Parliament involve rather more 

than not lying. When he could mislead and obstruct members attempting to carry out their normal 

responsibilities to the population he was abrogating his own responsibility. 

 The final comment on democratic responsibility in this affair was made on 2 July, when Mr 

Brooke made his long-awaited announcement. Seven M.P.s, including the leader of the Liberal Party, 

Mr Grimond, and the Labour Party’s front-bench spokesman on home affairs, Miss Alice Bacon, had 

to press him for this statement. 

 Further questions were raised as a result of his announcement, and it was Mr Lubbock’s first 

opportunity to interrogate the Home Secretary. As the Speaker began to move off the subject, Mr 

Lubbock intervened. 

 

MR LUBBOCK: On a point of order—(Hon Members: Oh). 



MR SPEAKER: If there is a point of order I want to hear what it is. 

MR LUBBOCK: I had been trying to see the Home Secretary about these five cases since March of this 

year, and I should like an opportunity of asking the right hon. Gentleman a question, Mr Speaker. 

MR SPEAKER: I am very sorry, but we have had quite a number of questions, including one from the 

Leader of the hon. Gentleman’s party. I think that we ought now to move on. 

 

 It might be that Parliament had nothing to do with Mr Brooke’s eventual decision, that he had 

intended to release the prisoners as soon as the Challenor trial was over, and that democratic control 

had nothing to do with the issue. 

 Against this there was the fact that Mr Brooke made his announcement in reply to a barrage 

of questions which could not be answered in any other acceptable way. He also allowed a week to 

lapse between the ending of the trial and the announcement of his decision. And it might also be 

significant that when the demands for his decision reached their loudest, a general election was only 

three months away. 

 One could conclude that the traditional pressures were, finally, effective. Had they been 

applied with the vigour and persistence shown in a national scandal like the Profumo affair they might 

possibly have been effective sooner. 
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CHAPTER 19 

 

People-who-don’t-matter 
 

‘I am a judge. That is luck.’ 
 

SUPPOSING Pedrini had not been a waiter … supposing Fraser hadn’t been a Covent Garden 

porter … Bridgeman, a window cleaner … Supposing that in the West End one night Challenor had 

arrested someone like an alderman, or an advertising executive, or a trade-union official – would it 

have taken so long to correct the error? 

 Obviously, the mistake would have been noticed at the police station, a senior officer would 

have released the wrongfully arrested person and it would have been assumed that the detective-

sergeant was out of his mind. Certain kinds of people simply do not carry offensive weapons. Such 

swift judgement of a situation, however, depends upon a kind of logic that is not always applied. 

Francis and Brown, both found guilty of possessing weapons, were successful small-businessmen, 

but it did not occur to Challenor’s superiors, nor to the judge, nor to the jury, that such men would 

not, by nature, be in the habit of intimidating Soho club-owners. 

 Further, a mad policeman could have framed even a Canon had he chosen a type of offence 

that a Canon, just conceivably, could commit. Yet it is impossible to imagine the prosecution being 

allowed to go on, or to believe that if by some terrible miscarriage of justice such a person were 

convicted that he would languish in prison for twenty-two months while the authorities put the matter 

right. The rigid interpretation of rules and technicalities that prevented King, Silver and the Pedrini 

group from being released immediately would surely have been found to be unnecessary. 

 An illustration of how flexible the rules may be was given by the case of Kenneth de Courcy, 

a convicted man who was allowed out of prison for seventy-four days while his appeal was pending 

and escaped. Mr de Courcy was the proprietor of a private newsletter, and, according to Who’s Who, 

Lord of the Manors of Stow-on-the-Wold and Mangersbury, Hon. Citizen of New Orleans, and former 

adviser on War Intelligence to United Steel Companies Ltd. When Mr Driberg, M.P., asked the Home 

Secretary how many other prisoners in Wormwood Scrubs had been granted ‘such exceptional 

privileges’ as Mr de Courcy, he was told: ‘No other case has arisen in which the grant of special 

facilities to visit their solicitors’ office … has been necessary.’ Mr Brooke nonetheless apologized to 

the Court of Criminal Appeal. 



 The law itself is no respecter of persons. The courts are completely indifferent to the status of 

those who are brought before them, and a magistrate will without compunction call one of the world’s 

greatest philosophers a foolish old man. A judge will sentence according to law, and if the person 

convicted happens to be particularly successful or respected it will require no attention at all apart 

from a reference, perhaps, to the fact that he should have known better. 

 The fact remains that some people are more susceptible to injustice than others and in certain 

circumstances the police, who properly have a discretion to prosecute, may feel that they are given a 

discretion to bully or frame. 

 Challenor was not entirely haphazard in his arrests. He usually selected people who, for one 

reason or another, were not in a position to answer back. They were not the sort of people who were 

going to make a public fuss about the charges: they didn’t have the right kind of knowledge or 

connexions. Some of them, indeed, had previous convictions which effectively silenced them. 

Somehow a grotesque symbolism developed when he began to arrest deaf mutes – for the people who 

‘matter’ are, above all, extraordinarily articulate. 

 Definition of the people who ‘matter’ would be difficult. There are too many factors involved, 

and clearly the old saying that there is ‘one law for the rich and another for the poor’ no longer meets 

the case. The people-who-don’t-matter, however, are far more easily distinguished and in framing ex-

prisoners and political demonstrators Challenor was working to a general pattern. Complaints against 

the police in general suggest that these groups, among others, are prone to victimization. 

 A man who has once been in prison is, perhaps, the easiest person to frame. His record will 

tell against him in court, and his ‘criminal’ background will lose him sympathy if he complains about 

being ill-treated. But, in addition, there is a specific charge on which a person may be judged by his 

past record. This is the charge of being ‘a suspected person loitering with intent’. A man walking 

home late at night may be arrested by a passing police officer who will only need to say that he saw 

the person concerned ‘looking at’ cars and otherwise behaving suspiciously to get him convicted of 

an offence. Evidence of previous convictions may be used as evidence that the person concerned is a 

suspected person and the defence may narrow down to proving that the person accused was not 

thinking what the policeman says he was thinking. If, in a situation of this kind, the policeman is 

prepared to embroider the story, there is little hope of acquittal. 

 Demonstrators are also vulnerable. If a police officer claims that a demonstrator has obstructed 

him, insulted him, assaulted him or incited others, it is very difficult to prove otherwise. Witnesses 

for the defence will probably be other demonstrators, and if by chance an impartial passer-by 

witnesses an arrest of this kind the court’s assumption may be not so much that the policeman must 

be mistaken as that the passer-by was perhaps not completely impartial. There is always an 

atmosphere in the courts which suggests, although the law says to the contrary, that demonstrations 

are not entirely legal. And, in fact, many political demonstrations are hedged around with by-laws, 

police regulations and incidental offences, so that police officers may begin to believe that all 

demonstrators arrested are guilty, to start with, not of obstruction or a breach of by-laws, but simply 

of demonstrating. The attitude of the courts was nearly expressed by Mr Justice Lawton in his 

summing-up at the trial of Goldsmith, Oakey and Battes. ‘You may think,’ the judge told the jury, 

‘that demonstrating for many of us, at any rate – if not for all – is a polite way of saying making 

nuisances of themselves. If you want to demonstrate the police very often do not let you.’ A little 

later, he said, ‘The law of the land allows people to demonstrate. It is our right.’ 

 Police licence was carried to an extreme at the Committee of 100 demonstration in Trafalgar 

Square in September 1961. After midnight the police charged into the demonstrators with 

unreasonable and unprovoked violence. People were dragged head downwards across the paving 

stones, were thrown, pushed, punched, bumped down steps and kicked. One demonstrator had his 

nose broken. 

 The absence of witnesses will naturally help to encourage the police in relaxing their normal 

standards of conduct, but this is not the only explanation of victimization. Allegations against the 

police fall into categories which suggest that in their dealings with the public, the police reflect 

standards of what might be described as social acceptability. Two other groups of people – ‘coloured’ 



people and homosexuals – who are likely to experience rough treatment at the hands of the police are 

treated with less than fairness by society itself. 

 Apparently there are only two ‘coloured’ policemen in the country, and they are special 

constables. The failure of the police force to employ immigrants as full-time officers is excused on 

the grounds that they would not be accepted by the ‘white’ community and would find it too difficult 

to carry out their duties. But this cannot disguise the fact that prejudice does exist within the police 

force itself, indicated by the number of complaints made by ‘coloured’ people. Challenor’s treatment 

of Harold Padmore, who was beaten up at West End Central, in the presence of a number of officers 

and to the accompaniment of abuse, was not an isolated event. 

 Allegations by coloured people of police framing occur regularly and are often substantiated. 

They come from Brixton, Notting Hill, Manchester, and other areas where there are highly 

concentrated immigrant populations, and where there is a general unwillingness on the part of the 

‘white’ residents to accept the newcomers as neighbours. Immigrants are in a particularly 

unfavourable position to defend themselves because of the gulf in communication created by 

language difficulties and ignorance of customs, and also because they are not always aware of their 

rights. 

 Homosexuals are handicapped by social prejudice, by the illogicalities of the law in this 

respect, and by the kind of charges brought against them, which depend upon the vaguest of evidence. 

Wild and indiscriminate prosecution should come to an end now, with the recent decision of the 

Director of Public Prosecutions that all prosecutions for homosexual offences between consenting 

adults should be referred to him so that a uniform policy may be developed. Possibly this will lead to 

complete acceptance of the Wolfenden recommendations. 

 In establishing the categories of people-who-don’t-matter, the police are able to observe a 

simple principle: they are aware that if their evidence is to be contested, or if counter-allegations are 

brought, the people concerned will not have the ear of the authorities. It may be because they are 

unable to present their case lucidly, or because they are representatives of groups not generally in 

favour. Prosecutions follow fashion and by making it clear that certain offences are going to be 

severely dealt with the courts themselves begin to play a part in creating minority groups. 

 Recently, the Mods and Rockers disturbances created a new class of lawbreaker. While 

magistrates expressed their concern over teenage crime and the Home Secretary brought in increased 

penalties for damage to property, the police began to watch teenagers with an especially wary eye. 

Complaints started to come from a number of unrelated areas reporting the framing of young people 

on charges of insulting behaviour or carrying offensive weapons. Youths in Manchester were reported 

as being hustled away from public places by police officers without having committed any offence. 

Should they have questioned the policeman’s right to hector them they would have become liable to 

prosecution for obstruction or insulting language, and the magistrate would very probably have 

prefaced his remarks with ‘People like you …’. This particular phrase is used too often in Magistrates’ 

Courts up and down the country to imply anything but an association of offences with classes of 

persons. ‘You people,’ a West London magistrate once told a West Indian, ‘take to post office frauds 

like ducks to water.’ 

 The courts unwittingly become involved in discrimination because in so many cases there is 

no real communication. Judges, juries and magistrates often work with second-hand information as 

to how ordinary people live. Without being prejudiced, they may form conclusions against a 

defendant by simply misunderstanding what is being said, by not having the kind of knowledge that 

would enable them to guess the truth. A person who lives in the suburbs, comes to work.in a chauffeur 

driven car, relaxes by playing golf and makes an occasional trip to the theatre where his seats are 

already booked, never has an opportunity of meeting people outside his own ‘circle’. He never hears 

the dialogue of everyday life. Even the average, middle-class jury member is handicapped by limited 

social references, and would have no idea of the background of – say – a Covent Garden porter. Also, 

money has a subjective value which cannot be communicated, but can only be shared. On the one 

hand, a judge or juryman would probably consider £100 a small sum, but comparing it against what 

he imagines to be the standard of living of working-class people, he might feel that to some it would 



represent a fortune. On the other hand, he still might not understand that someone earning fifteen or 

twenty pounds a week could feel so comfortably well-off that crime would seem absurd. 

 In a court case, everyone is attempting to guess other people’s values. An ordinary person 

brought for trial, trying to explain something to people who seem to live in another world, who use 

the precise and remote language of the law, will have no idea how far they are able to follow his 

description of events. A defendant may not mention vital pieces of evidence because he will not 

realize that the court would agree that they are significant. It is possible for a lawyer to talk to a client 

for hours before a casual comment gives him a clue as to the substance of the defence. On the question 

of bribery, for example, the people who paid Challenor money were not really sure how far it was 

relevant to the case. They didn’t know whether the lawyers would dismiss it as a very doubtful 

allegation, or whether they would take it for granted that policemen accept bribes and find their clients 

naive in mentioning it. 

 Challenor’s ‘verbals’ became some of the most telling evidence against him. What he said 

defendants had said, began to show a recognizable pattern. Looking at his cases altogether, lawyers 

found recurrent phrases which were suspicious. It was not likely that a number of people in separate 

cases, on different occasions, would have made similar statements – using the same colloquialisms. 

But, in themselves, these phrases were suspect although the courts swallowed the verbal evidence at 

the time without question. ‘Now you do not have to come to me to be told what nicking is and the 

nick, do you? Even if you were on a jury of archdeacons you would probably know what the nick 

was,’ said Judge Maude in the Pedrini trial. But knowing what the word meant was not knowing who 

would use it, and when. ‘It was only frighteners,’ other defendants were alleged to have said, and 

‘Can I speak to you Guv?’ ‘I got it off a nutter in a spieler,’ King was alleged to have said, and words 

like this convicted him because they sounded to the jury like the kind of words a person conspiring 

to blow up buildings would use. Such language is so much like paperback fiction that rather than 

priding themselves on understanding it members of juries should have wondered, perhaps, whether 

the phrases were too choice to be genuine. 

 Challenor excelled himself with the words attributed to Rooum – ‘I will throw my stone, not 

in revenge, but as a demonstration of my ideals.’ With any degree of imagination it is impossible to 

visualize a man about to hurl a brick at a queen or her escorts stopping to utter such a melodramatic 

speech. Yet the detective-sergeant was able to offer this kind of verbal evidence to the courts without 

fear of criticism. Only ordinary people know how ordinary people speak, only demonstrators know 

what other demonstrators would be likely to say, and only the underworld knows the language of the 

underworld. But a person who is not sealed off in a world of his own retains a critical and common-

sense approach to reported dialogue. 

 Most of the representatives of authority are, in fact, sealed off. They cannot possibly put 

themselves in the position of a prisoner and calculate what he might reasonably have done. They 

couldn’t feel that Oliva was unlikely to take his girl-friends on a bombing raid. They couldn’t realize 

that Pedrini was wasting time all day helping his parents in a restaurant if he were running a profitable 

protection racket. 

 At another level there is an official attitude towards all that is not absolutely proper that 

obscures the border-line between anti-social behaviour and crime. Magistrates will easily 

comprehend the situation of a motorist who has an accident through carelessness or recklessness and 

will not assume that such an offence is the sign of a criminal nature. They can identify themselves 

with motorists. But, on other occasions, experience fails them and they cannot take it for granted, for 

instance, that a crowd of youths laughing loudly, jostling, swearing, scrapping, even threatening, 

could be completely non-criminal. It is possible that some judges and magistrates, with exceptional 

qualities of perception and insight, may overcome a basic inability to identify themselves with the 

people they are asked to try; but there remains a deep enough division in society for people to go on 

living, working, making laws and breaking laws without one group knowing what the other is about. 

 Challenor’s prisoners found it difficult to impress the Home Office with the urgency of their 

situation, although they might well have received more courteous and helpful treatment if they had 

come from different social backgrounds. There is nothing sinister about this – it is not to allege bribery 



or corruption or special favours for ‘friends of the minister’ to say that the machinery of justice might 

have worked more quickly and efficiently if ‘important people’ had been involved. Once again, in 

dealing with the bureaucracy, there can be a tragic lack of communication. At its lowest level, this 

can be something as simple as the inability to read a mis-spelt, handwritten, incoherent letter. In a 

more complex sense, it has to do with a feeling that a case only becomes serious when there are 

references to, and from, people of influence. If a prisoner cannot present his case with clarity he 

reveals his social isolation and, consequently, lack of the corroboration that is essential to make the 

case a ‘real’ one. 

 No one at the Home Office seemed to understand what Mrs Pedrini was getting at. She had to 

write three times before they learnt exactly what the circumstances were that she was asking them to 

investigate. She had no one to guide her in the form of setting out a petition; and what is worse there 

was no one whose function it was to enlighten prisoners or their relatives in this way. 

 Members of the bureaucracy are expected to do no more than what is defined as their job. 

They deal with problems within prescribed limits. It is the job of the prison governor to see that 

prisoners are allowed to write letters, but not to help write them. It is the job of the prison welfare 

officer to help prisoners with difficulties, but not to ask if they have any. It is the job of officials at 

the Home Office to answer prisoners’ letters, but not to read between the lines. It is the job of 

numerous people to see that the machinery of the law is kept in order, but nobody’s job to extricate 

someone who by mistake has fallen into it. When, on occasion, it becomes clear to someone in 

authority that a prisoner needs personal assistance, the official may volunteer the help that is not 

strictly part of his duties, and prison governors are often helpful in this respect. But more often 

officials have no practical means of acting outside their own prescribed area. 

 Officers at Scotland Yard were pretty sure, months before the prisoners were released, that 

they were innocent. But there was nothing they could do with their information except pass it along 

the proper channels. 

 If, before the official inquiries were started, anyone at the Home Office felt that there must be 

something serious in the allegations against Detective-Sergeant Challenor, then it was not his or her 

business to take the matter up until it was presented in black-and-white officialese. The burden of 

arriving at the truth by direct and patient questioning of the people involved had to give place to the 

bureaucratic responsibility of the discussion of unavoidable ‘issues’ among officials. 

 At some point in the bureaucratic procedures normal communication ceases. Once an official 

has been appointed to deal with a particular issue everyone else apparently becomes deaf and blind. 

The words ‘the matter is in hand’ become a substitute for answering the questions. People become 

cases. In a world where the investigation of suffering is a nine-to-five routine, the particulars of 

suffering are sifted and sent to the appropriate department where they will be considered at the proper 

time, and nobody is required to feel, or imagine, the prisoner’s human situation. Feelings become 

replaced by official reactions, and the men in Whitehall would be shocked if asked to break through 

the rules in an emergency. It is no good asking them to consider the horror of false imprisonment if it 

is being ‘dealt with’. It is no good telling them that human machines can be stopped by human hands 

and that procedures are made for men, not men for procedures. 

 On acquaintance civil servants at the Home Office and officers at Scotland Yard may prove to 

be charming, sympathetic, conscientious, and personally very concerned about cases of injustice. The 

man who puts aside a prisoner’s letter without appreciating the contents may become intensely 

interested in the problem when it is explained to him by someone who speaks his own language and 

lives in his kind of world. Once the prisoner has a representative who knows the ‘proper channels’ 

and can speak on equal terms with the authorities, someone in a position of authority will become 

human enough to see that the ‘proper channels’ are readily accessible. 

 Pedrini’s case was at first dismissed out of hand. The Home Office didn’t understand it, and 

when they did understand his allegations they felt that there was nothing to be taken up. The whole 

bureaucratic procedures were exhausted and if Pedrini or his relatives had written again, someone 

would have looked up a file, read the previous correspondence, and repeated that the Home Secretary 

had felt that no special action was required and could see no reason to change his decision. Everything 



possible had been done, so the case hadn’t even been investigated. It was not until the public knew 

about Challenor that the Home Office realized that instead of referring to previous decisions on 

Pedrini’s case they could inquire into it. 

 But Pedrini was not released merely because the National Council for Civil Liberties 

supported and publicized his claims. He was not able to explain his case even to Civil Liberties until 

Mary Clarke acted as an intermediary. It needed someone who understood the language of the 

establishment to relate the confusion of a single family to the public implications of Challenor’s 

activities. 

 It was not Pedrini’s case, however, that defeated Detective-Sergeant Challenor. If Challenor 

hadn’t arrested Donald Rooum, he might have gone on framing charges indefinitely. Out of hundreds 

of demonstrators milling around Claridge’s on the night of 11 July, the detective-sergeant chose for a 

victim a professional cartoonist. Rooum was not the sort of person to be easily framed. He could talk 

and write fluently and persuasively. He knew too much, and too many people and he was going to be 

listened to by a growing audience. He even had enough money to pay a barrister. ‘British justice – 

the best that money can buy,’ Rooum proclaimed, proceeding to address meetings on the subject. He 

had no intention of allowing the matter to blow over, and his first comment on his case was a cartoon 

of a bobby on a crumbling pedestal with large holes labelled ‘The Ward Case’, ‘The Woolf Case’ – 

and himself holding a small portion of masonry and saying ‘I’ve dislodged a bit of brick’. 

 Challenor must have forgotten that in every group of people who don’t matter, there can 

always be one or two who might. 
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CHAPTER 20 

 

The Question of Insanity 
 

‘You are getting him mad, but he was not mad up till then.’* 
 

ON the question of Challenor’s insanity, three views obtain, the first being that he was never mad at 

all and that his illness was invented to cover up the truth. This has to be dismissed. There was 

independent medical evidence to show that in October 1963 he was very sick indeed: that is, that he 

showed the symptoms of paranoid schizophrenia. Two doctors agreed in court that he could have 

faked these symptoms but they did not believe that he had done so. In March of the following year, 

when he appeared in court he was seen to be suffering from great strain and was on the point of 

collapse. Added to this there were reports from various people he arrested which suggested that his 

behaviour was abnormal. 

 The view favoured by the judges at the Court of Criminal Appeal was that Challenor was 

probably deranged for a very long time. Evidence to support this view is scarce and in fact narrows 

down to medical evidence that the officer ‘could have been’ mentally ill as far back as September 

1962. On this evidence, of course, it was possible to acquit five men who had been arrested at that 

time. Other evidence, however, would have been equally effective in this respect: evidence that 

Challenor actually framed the charges. 

 Solid facts seem to have been lost in the course of inquiries into the detective-sergeant’s 

mental condition. Compared to the nebulous conclusion that he could possibly have been insane at a 

certain point, there was very strong evidence that he was behaving improperly. A perverse kind of 

reasoning seems 

 

* He was actually referring to counsel. 

 

to be employed in saying that because Challenor might have been mad he could have fabricated 

charges. One could equally cogently look at the evidence and say that although he fabricated charges 

he could have been mad when he did so. Why was Challenor’s insanity such an important factor? It 



would be absurd for anyone to suggest that a police officer who committed perjury and framed 

innocent people must have been mad. Other police officers have done the same thing and have been 

quite sane. Three of them, in fact, were sent to prison for being implicated in Challenor’s activities. 

 The third view on the question appears to be the most feasible and this is that Challenor was 

driven mad by what was happening and that he suffered a complete breakdown when the brick cases 

came to light. 

 Insanity, in this case, became something of a smoke-screen which may have blinded the 

authorities themselves. When the enormity of the offences was realized and when it at last became 

clear that major inquiries had to be set up, it was asked: how could an officer who was insane be 

allowed to be on duty? Visions of the need for regular medical reports on policemen and worries 

about psychiatric care in police stations began to arise. A preoccupation with mental health developed 

along with concern about police misbehaviour, and one could begin to sympathize with Sir Joseph 

Simpson when he answered gossip by snapping that you couldn’t tell a police officer he was mad. 

 But Sir Joseph, unfortunately, did not shift the emphasis back to where it should have been. 

The question the inquiries ought to have been investigating was: how could a police officer be allowed 

by his colleagues and superiors to go on framing charges? 

 Psychiatrists’ reports influence the law in a haphazard manner. In some cases it appears to be 

best to say that the defendant is mentally ill, and in others, more convenient to presume that he or she 

is not. Legal decisions on medical evidence would have a greater general value if they showed some 

sort of uniformity, but at present the psychiatrist whose opinion is accepted as the final word in one 

court may be dismissed as a crank in another. 

 The court has to know the answer to several questions: how sick the defendant really is, how 

far this is important in assessing guilt, and how far it should affect the decision on punishment or 

treatment. 

 These questions are never dealt with clearly as separate issues, and consequently any court 

decision involving judgement on the state of the defendant’s mental health will be open to criticism 

from one direction or another. Psychiatry is one of the few specialist sciences on which every layman 

feels entitled to a point of view – not the least, judges and magistrates. On any other subject, when an 

expert comes into the witness-box, his credentials will be examined and if these satisfy the court it 

will be difficult for anyone but another expert with comparable qualifications to challenge his opinion. 

With medical evidence, however, the credentials themselves may be as much a matter of controversy 

as the opinion of the witness regarding a particular case. 

 When two psychiatrists, one for the defence and the other for the prosecution, put forward 

contradictory views in a case it is not likely that their findings will be examined in a detached manner. 

Each of them will be tacitly referring to some general theory of mental illness, or of the psychiatric 

treatment of offenders, or the relationship between crime and emotional disturbance. It will almost 

certainly be a theory which the person trying the case has already considered in the abstract and has 

accepted or rejected. 

 Psychiatrists’ reports may be completely disregarded by magistrates, as in a recent case which 

appeared recurrently in various Magistrates’ Courts. The case concerned a young woman who had 

developed a compulsion to steal. None of the magistrates before whom she appeared would send her 

for a medical examination, although her husband pleaded with the authorities to order medical 

treatment. Three doctors gave evidence at one London Magistrates’ Court, but the magistrate ignored 

them all and put the woman on probation. The next time she appeared in court again, in a south-coast 

town, she was sent to prison. In Holloway she was given no opportunity to see the prison psychiatrist 

although a highly-qualified doctor had submitted that she needed treatment. Another psychiatrist who 

gave evidence in court stated that he could treat the woman with good hopes of success. Despite all 

this medical evidence the prisoner was not transferred to hospital, and, legally, there was no reason 

why she should be. 

 When a defendant is said to be insane a formal test applies, but even here psychiatrists have 

contested the standards of the law. Under the McNaghten Rules a prisoner may be found ‘not guilty 

by reason of insanity’* if it can be shown that the accused at the time of committing the act was 



labouring under such a defect of reason, from disease of the mind, as not to know the nature and 

quality of the act, or, if he did know it, not to know that what he was doing was legally wrong. In 

such a case it is for the jury to determine insanity and not the doctors. 

 Challenor was not insane under these rules and there was no suggestion that he was. He was 

found unfit to stand trial by reason of insanity, and in this case a completely different definition of 

insanity was used, and the decision by the jury was based entirely on the evidence of doctors. What 

was the definition of insanity in this case? First, it was said that he was suffering from delusions. 

Then it was submitted that he was not able to understand the course of the proceedings sufficiently to 

make a proper defence. 

 He was suffering from amnesia, and although he was able to understand a plea and was able 

to challenge jurors he was kept in the dock by a massive dosage of drugs and would, under strain, 

suffer relapses. 

 Clearly it would be wrong to make a man stand trial who was not able to instruct his defence, 

and it is puzzling why the 

 

* Until recently ‘guilty but insane.’ 

 

defence themselves should not have offered the plea of insanity at the beginning of the proceedings. 

Yet the case dragged on from March until June, with several adjournments because of the defendant’s 

illness, and it was not until the prosecution requested a medical examination that Challenor was found 

unfit to plead. 

 There is no reason to think that this plea was in Challenor’s interests. Because of it he was 

detained indefinitely – until such time as the Home Secretary should recommend his release. Also, 

there was something of the cat-and-mouse technique in it, since a prisoner who is found unfit to plead 

may be called for trial at a later date if there is evidence of his recovery. 

 Had Challenor been less mad at the time of the trial, or more mad at the time of the alleged 

offences the trial would have proceeded. One is left with the impression of a man who was not in any 

lay sense of the term insane at all, but suffered a breakdown from which he might well have recovered, 

within a reasonable time to allow for adjournment of his trial. 

 In July 1963, when he planted bricks, Challenor was not insane under any legal definition. 

The McNaghten Rules did not apply, and the definition offered at his own trial could hardly have 

related to his condition at the time of these events. He was certainly able to follow cases coherently 

from 16-22 July when he gave evidence at the trial of Pink, Brown, Francis and Bridgeman. 

 By whose definition, then, was he ‘probably’ insane or unbalanced as far back as September 

1962? 

 There is no generally accepted and proven theory about schizophrenia, and medical experts 

continue to argue the validity of the various possible definitions of insanity. Some of them will admit 

that they have to work without definitions. The universal lack of knowledge regarding the starting 

point and the manifestations of insanity is dangerously conducive to the view that a person is mad 

when anyone can see he is mad. But this view is very close to saying that a person is mad when his 

behaviour does not conform to the standards expected of him. And standards will necessarily vary 

from person to person, according to personal views and values. 

 Lay opinions are as contentious as those of the medical profession. On 11 July, when the 

detective-sergeant was behaving wildly at West End Central, one senior officer thought he was 

‘mental’ and another thought he would be all right after a holiday. In fact, he appeared much better 

after his holiday and resumed his work without anyone noticing anything wrong with him. Only when 

the facts about planted bricks emerged was Challenor found to be ill. 

 So there is no real reason to say that Challenor was insane on 11 July unless one believes that 

to shout, to arrest indiscriminately, to be overtired and to behave overbearingly is to be insane. Some 

people would say that falsely to accuse a man of a crime is madness in itself. Others would consider 

it very sane indeed if material rewards in the way of promotion and increased responsibilities were to 

accrue. To say that Challenor was insane at any point is only to offer a personal definition of normality. 



One could use a number of terms about a man’s behaviour, such as crazy, neurotic, eccentric, sadistic, 

irrational, daft, obsessive, and even paranoid, without believing that the man was medically insane. 

In taking an arbitrary view of insanity and asking ‘where did it begin?’ it is merely convenience to 

fix a date – to say that Challenor was sick in July 1963, or even in September 1962. 

 In this connexion, the view of Erich Fromm, the American writer, is interesting. Fromm has 

said that many people who are not regarded as insane may nevertheless fail to conform to a universal 

criterion of mental health but will be unaware of this because ‘culture provides patterns which enable 

them to live with a defect without becoming ill. It is as if each culture provided the remedy against 

the outbreak of manifest neurotic symptoms which would result from the defect produced by it.’ 

 On this understanding, a man like Challenor could have lived and worked in an environment 

which nourished him to such an extent that his deficiencies failed to lead to the symptoms of illness. 

If he were working with colleagues whose behaviour was not so very different from his own, not only 

would his abnormality not be observed but he would have been given a false sense of encouragement. 

It is possible that only when the props were taken away, when the environment suddenly ceased to 

support him, would he become seriously ill. 

 Challenor never really changed a great deal over a period of twenty years or so, except when 

he became incapacitated – when he was so ill that he could not face trial, when he was unable to go 

on planting weapons. He was not mad when he fought his way through Italy, blowing up bridges, 

shooting, sabotaging, dressing up as a woman. He was not ‘abnormally aggressive’ (as a psychiatrist 

described him in court) when he became a champion amateur boxer, after the war. He was not 

‘suffering from delusions’ when he won commendations for tackling the Soho bandits and waging’ 

war ‘on the protection rackets. These things were not only socially acceptable; they were encouraged 

and approved. No one suggested that in the course of the most violent exploits Challenor was to ask 

himself whether he knew his action to be right or wrong – no one asked him to instruct a coherent 

defence for what he had done. These things were simply accepted as all right. The same man, the 

same tendencies, the same behaviour pattern – at one point applauded, and at another, when the wrong 

people came into his orbit, found to be insane. In asking why Challenor’s mental illness was not 

noticed it is necessary to remember that he was a policeman. Behaviour that would seem strange for 

a milkman on his round, or a clerk in an office, might appear quite normal for a man habitually 

engaged in seeking out crime and arresting people who might be expected to resist. 

 Challenor’s state of mental health, then, was to be judged not against a strict definition of 

personal normality, but against society’s generally accepted values. Against these values, Challenor, 

in framing innocent people, could merely have been said to have been bad, and not mad. One wonders 

why the courts could not have expressed these values, instead of plunging, at a very late stage, into 

an inquiry into mental health; why they should suddenly have entered into the confusing and 

unsatisfactory world of psychiatry when there were explicit references in society’s own standards of 

personal conduct. 

 Such concern with the fitness of a defendant to be tried and to be punished would be 

commendable, in itself. Many people, who are distressed by the harsh treatment of persistent 

offenders, would welcome an understanding on the part of the law that those who are very bad are 

probably a little mad. Doctors who have been desperately trying to convince the courts that certain 

offenders are more in need of treatment than punishment would be eager to see the psychiatrist’s 

opinion treated as an essential preliminary to the hearing and the judging of a case. 

 In the case of Podola, however, the symptoms of insanity were not allowed to be considered 

as part of the evidence until the case had been heard. Doctors believed this man to be too sick to stand 

trial and it was submitted that he was suffering from amnesia, but this evidence was rejected in favour 

of an assumption that the defendant was fit to plead. 

 In April, a case very similar to Challenor’s was heard at the Central Criminal Court. The same 

doctor who gave evidence at Challenor’s trial, Dr William Calder, the principal medical officer at 

Brixton Prison said that the defendant, Hori Harry Reginald, was suffering from paranoid 

schizophrenia and was insane. He would be incapable of instructing his counsel. This opinion was 

supported by a hospital psychiatrist, but apparently contradicted by the fact that another doctor had 



found Reginald fit to be tried on a previous occasion. Summing-up, Judge Aarvold the Common 

Sergeant, said ‘You have heard two distinguished medical persons telling you that in their view this 

man is not being dishonest in any way but is suffering from mental ill-health which takes the form of 

delusions …’. The jury found the man sane. The judge directed that he should be tried on indictment 

‘in the near future’. 

 A couple of months later at the Court of Criminal Appeal, the Lord Chief Justice, Lord Parker, 

who accepted the medical evidence in relation to Challenor, increased a sentence from three years to 

five years because medical reports said that the appellant was an ‘inadequate and psychopathic 

individual’ who had failed to mature because he had been in institutions for a long time. The man had 

committed 177 offences without being caught. The sentence was increased because the court believed 

that in view of these offences three years was not long enough for ‘treatment’ in prison. 

 Such decisions do not show a general concern with mental welfare. 

 Theoretically, when there is doubt in a case, the benefit of this doubt should be given to the 

defence. Not only was Challenor given more benefit of the doubt than other defendants in similar 

circumstances – by having the medical evidence eagerly accepted and by being sent to the very 

pleasant Netherne Hospital. instead of one of the maximum security hospitals, Moss Side, Broadmoor 

or Rampton – he was given the benefit of a doubt he did not appear to wish to raise. His defence 

asked for an adjournment of his case. He contested the allegations of insanity when he was first sent 

home on sick leave. If he wished to plead not guilty and prove his innocence – or to explain the 

circumstances of his guilt by telling the court exactly what happened in the police station – no one 

knew, because he was never given an opportunity to speak. 
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Conclusion 

 

TWENTY-six people claimed they had been framed. Twenty four of the cases were recognized by 

the authorities. Seven of the people concerned had received compensation by the time the public 

inquiry started, three months after Challenor’s trial. (None of them was in fact entitled to any 

compensation at all. The seven who received payment were not ‘compensated’ in the normal sense of 

the word: they were paid sums of money to stop legal proceedings against the police. There was no 

ex gratia payment on the part of the State.) 

 Twenty innocent people were locked up in police cells. Thirteen of them subsequently served 

prison sentences, and a total of more than thirteen years’ wrongful imprisonment was served. 

 Five people – Rooum, Hill, Ede, Padmore and Pedrini – were assaulted in a police station. 

The amount of money spent on these cases is incalculable. The defendants themselves paid lawyers’ 

fees which, taken together, ran into thousands of pounds; but in addition there were the court costs of 

the numerous appearances at the Magistrates’ Courts, the London Sessions, the Old Bailey and the 

Court of Criminal Appeal. There was also the cost of the three major inquiries: the Du Rose inquiry, 

which presented the report on which the Director of Public Prosecutions took his decision to prosecute 

the four police officers, Challenor, Battes, Oakey and Goldsmith; the Goodchild inquiry into other 

‘allegations of corruption’; and the public inquiry which set out to discover how Challenor could have 

been on duty when he appeared to be suffering from the onset of mental illness. Tens of thousands of 

pounds must have been spent on these inquiries. 

 Could one man have created such a situation? Could a second class detective-sergeant, with a 

flair for inventing crimes and composing prisoners’ statements, outwit his colleagues, his superior 

officers and the courts, day by day, for a period of more than a year? 

 The officers who corroborated Challenor’s framed evidence, his superiors who found no 

substance in complaints against him, the magistrates, judges and juries who observed his demeanour 

but accepted his word; all of these faded into insignificance as the story of the mad policeman grew. 

The official view seemed to be that if anyone else could be blamed at all for Challenor’s activities 

then they were to be blamed for not noticing that he was sick. Battes, Oakey and Goldsmith were sent 

to prison, but they were only three young policemen who were found to have assisted Challenor in 



planting offensive weapons on one occasion. If they, and Challenor, felt that they had been treated as 

scapegoats there was no doubt some substance for their belief. 

 Clearly, responsibility for twenty-six cases of injustice was not restricted to a sergeant who 

was insane and four P.C.s who were under his orders; and the public inquiry was set up to discover 

where the true responsibility lay. The inquiry, however, was limited in its investigations by the terms 

of reference under which it was acting and, in fact, it had no authority to call for the kind of evidence 

that would have satisfied the public. How many other people might have been framed? How many 

other officers might have manufactured evidence? Why were innocent people allowed to remain in 

prison? Why did none of the complaints against Challenor lead to his exposure until Rooum, by 

accident, won his case at the Magistrates’ Court? None of these questions was within the ‘terms of 

reference’. 

 But why were the terms of reference restricted to Challenor’s mental ill-health? Why was 

there no attempt to investigate all the relevant circumstances that led to the Home Secretary’s 

statement in July 1964? 

 If Challenor had been in any other profession there would have been no doubt as to what these 

relevant circumstances were. If a bank manager, for example, systematically embezzled and involved 

a number of subordinates in his activities, the inquiries would be exhaustive. It would not be 

satisfactory to say that possibly discrepancies existed which might not be uncovered, that possibly 

other employees took part in the offences but could not be penalized. It would not be possible to say 

that compensation was not obligatory. And it is also very difficult to imagine a banker saying of an 

employee in a position to do enormous damage, that you couldn’t tell a man he was mad. The 

Challenor affair, which involved people’s freedom, was subjected to far less careful scrutiny than any 

affair involving their money. 

 Public inquiries have a limited value and they become crucial only in so far as their findings 

are intended to provide a basis for public action. The passive role of such inquiries, the analytical and 

faintly historical approach, and the painstaking attempt to find clear-cut answers to pre-determined 

questions, tend to lead to allegations of ‘white-washing’. But these allegations are bound to arise 

unless an inquiry is asked to give its answers to specific questions in the context of a much wider 

debate in which the principles of public action are clarified. If this debate is not taking place, if the 

issues are not already being aired in general public discussion, then the official inquiries may be 

mistaken for the debate itself. 

 The issues raised by the Challenor affair were far beyond the scope of a single public inquiry. 

Before any independent body could fairly assess Challenor’s responsibility, or the responsibility of 

anyone else for Challenor, the whole question of police conduct and the administration of justice 

required discussion. 

 The circumstances in which a detective-sergeant could send innocent people to prison could 

not be revealed by questioning individuals on oath in a witness-box, mainly because the people who 

could answer the questions were not the kind of people who could be called into a witness-box. Nor 

were they the kind of people who would expect to answer questions. 

 To learn the full truth it would have been necessary to question the Commissioner of the 

Metropolitan Police on police discipline, on the procedures for investigating complaints against the 

police, on the incidence of dismissal of police officers found to have committed perjury or to have 

framed evidence, on the kind of atmosphere in which Challenor and his colleagues worked. 

 To find out why innocent people were kept in prison it would have been necessary to question 

Mr Henry Brooke, to ask him why he was unable to understand the feelings of the prisoners, why he 

kept them on tenterhooks when he knew he would have to release them eventually, why he didn’t 

carry out his own inquiries into the extent of the injustices without being prompted; to ask him, above 

all, why he did not make use of his extraordinary powers and release all the prisoners concerned by 

exercising the Royal Prerogative. 

 It would also have been important to ask the Members of the House of Commons why they 

were not more active in demanding justice, why there was no one of them who felt it worth while 

endangering his or her own position by making unequivocal accusations. One would have had to ask 



newspaper proprietors why they were not prepared to risk their funds in stating the facts as soon as 

they were known, regardless of the possibility of libel actions. 

 One would want to know how many prosecuting solicitors and counsel had worked with 

Challenor in presenting his cases, how many of them had been involved more than once in arguing 

the validity of his evidence – and if any of them had noticed the same kind of evidence recurring. Did 

it strike none of them that the ‘verbals’ were suspiciously repetitive? 

 Did none of the magistrates notice the same thing? Were none of them concerned at 

Challenor’s demeanour? How could they go on committing, or hearing, case after case without 

becoming suspicious of the detective-sergeant’s evidence? 

 One would have to discover why no one inside the police force ever reported Challenor’s 

activities, why none of the young officers in his charge felt able to speak to a superior officer about 

what was happening. Was it because they were afraid? Was it because they thought they would not 

be believed? Or was it because they had no way of judging whether or not Challenor’s behaviour was 

normal for a police sergeant? 

 The truth, of course, was that so many people were implicated in the Challenor affair, so many 

people failed, that it was the failure of a complete system. And the reason why Challenor’s activities 

produced such a sense of helplessness and bewilderment was that the system of which he was part is 

built for people who are supposed never to fail. There is an air of sanctity about the law which makes 

individual criticism of any person concerned in its workings an enormity quite out of proportion to 

the kind of mistakes that people inevitably make in their day-to-day activities. 

 Any criticism of Challenor, while he was employed as a police officer, would have been 

regarded as criticism of the entire police force. If it were not for the loss of individuality that occurs 

when people become part of machinery for preserving law and order, Challenor might well have been 

stopped in his activities at a much earlier stage. The first complaints against him involved events that 

were not, in themselves, disastrous; for instance, entering premises without a formal search warrant. 

An equivalent alleged offence in any other profession could be investigated without becoming a major 

issue. In the police force, however, a mistake of this kind appears to involve the honour of the entire 

force. If such complaints were investigated quite openly by an independent body they could be dealt 

with in perspective, and the honour of the police would be much more realistically maintained. As it 

is, complaints against the police are rarely acknowledged until they become matters of general public 

concern. In refusing to publicize the investigation of complaints against officers the police refuse to 

admit that offences occur from which the force, as a whole, must be dissociated. Unhappily, it means 

that these offences are able to continue until an officer has to be completely dissociated from the 

force. 

 Even then there is a great deal of wariness among the officers in dissociating themselves too 

far. No police witness at the public inquiry (apart from a young P.C. who came on duty for the first 

time on 11 July 1963) was prepared to admit that Detective-Sergeant Challenor had done anything 

wrong. There was a remarkable collective sensitivity about the complaints; for in allowing the 

detective-sergeant to multiply his offences, the police force had become unified to such an extent that 

a substantiated complaint against one officer would be, in reality, a complaint against many others. 

And it is unlikely that any officer, if pressed on the subject, would have given an assurance that the 

Challenor case could not be repeated. 

 The main result of any thorough investigation into Challenor’s career would have to bring to 

the surface assumptions about the police which are usually suppressed. ‘No doubt,’ said Judge Maude, 

‘the business of catching the wicked cannot be done with kid gloves.’ Most people would agree with 

the judge’s observations: they would simply not raise them. 

 These assumptions about the police force are a natural outcome of assumptions about the 

division of the community into the criminal and the non-criminal. It was this division that made 

Challenor’s activities possible, for once he had labelled innocent people as criminals, he put them 

into a position where they were defenceless, and if, in fact, he had confined himself to dealing with 

‘criminals’ he would probably never have come to disaster. 



 Lord Parker, the Lord Chief Justice, addressing police cadets at Hendon in July 1964, referred 

to ‘those criminals who are out to make war on society, and with whom there is no room for 

sympathy’. ‘It is war,’ said Lord Parker, ‘and war in cold blood.’ In this atmosphere it is not likely 

that a safe-breaker or a common thief would receive much attention if he complained that the police 

had beaten him up, or had fabricated the evidence necessary to bring about conviction. 

 But Lord Parker also said, in the same speech, and with the same inconsistency that 

characterizes almost every public utterance on the police: ‘You are just like any other member of the 

public. Unfortunately, the public may think you are different, but you must break that down by 

patience, civility and understanding.’ 

 It is not surprising that no one knows what kind of behaviour to expect from the police – least 

of all, the police themselves. Patience and civility are incompatible with ‘war in cold blood’. A 

policeman cannot change his standards of behaviour minute by minute according to the person who 

happens to engage his attention. The greatest difficulty in attempting to do so is that there is no means 

of knowing whether a person is a ‘criminal’ or not. What is a ‘criminal’? Is it a person who has 

committed an offence? Or is it someone who has committed two offences, or three, or four? Is a man 

with a criminal record still a ‘criminal’ when he comes out of prison and attempts to earn his living 

in a normal job and keep away from crime? 

 In practice, the police are asked to make their own distinctions and when they succeed in 

putting the ‘criminals’ in prison they win commendations. If, however, they misjudge a situation and 

treat an innocent person as they would a ‘criminal’ they are liable to go to prison themselves. 

Challenor’s real offence was the offence of misjudgement. 

 Those who apologize for this state of affairs regard it as the only alternative to ever-increasing 

crime and outbreaks of violence. This fear produces a laissez-faire attitude towards police 

misdemeanours, an attitude which is only jolted when something like the Challenor affair shakes the 

public’s confidence in the police. 

 In the twentieth century a belief exists that nothing stands between social order and barbarism 

but a thin blue line: a belief that comes into consciousness only when police misconduct is under 

discussion. It is a belief that has no place in any other social or political debate. It is a belief that 

contradicts every theory of free social relations and that is at variance with attempts to rehabilitate 

offenders and to treat them as members of the community. It is a belief that is refuted by the police 

themselves in accepting a code which expresses the principle that every member of the public, until 

proved otherwise in a court of law, is an innocent citizen. 
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