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Editor’s preface

This book is a case study on organisational dysfunction. At the time of writing, there is much evidence that the British Psychological Society (BPS) is in crisis, as will become clear in the pages to come. ‘Crisis’ is an over-used word, and it may suggest a transitory period of acute disturbance, soon to pass. However, the problems in the BPS are neither temporary nor recent. They are longstanding, going back decades. They involve ingrained cultural norms of a poorly governed, opaque, and anti-democratic organisational structure.

At some point, these norms would inevitably culminate in corruption, which has been the case here. That corruption has involved both financial gain and the abuse of power. To date, the conditions of possibility for this outcome have not been dealt with honestly by its leadership, nor have they been reformed sufficiently to prevent a recurrence of the problems addressed in this book.

Although we focus on the structural fault at the centre of the BPS, which encourages a lack of transparency and prevents independent public scrutiny, those filling leadership roles have frequently capitalised on this fault, not sought to correct it. We are looking here at the ambiguous question of the relationship between structural determinants and the role of personal agency, in explaining the degree to which human organisations are commendable or condemnable.

Although the BPS is a charity, it is not run in the public interest and its Board of Trustees are not independent. Although the BPS is purportedly a scholarly organisation, it has failed to uphold some basic expectations of academic probity. It is fair to say that is neither a learned, nor a learning, organisation. More recently, censorship has become normalised by its managers and those controlling its published material. Propaganda and ‘spin’ from new managers-for-hire, with no loyalty to academic values, have sabotaged traditional expectations of freedom of expression.

Although the BPS is purportedly a membership organisation, it has been characterised by the poor involvement of ordinary members. The latter have often been kept in the dark about what is happening at the centre of the BPS, and when they have expressed their concerns, they have been ignored, palmed off, or sent into the long grass of an arcane complaints process. If they have complained ‘too much’ or too vociferously, in frustration (in the view of the Society’s leadership), then they have been accused of harassing BPS staff.

Although the BPS offers the outside world the confident expectation of balanced and inclusive advice about public policy matters, its poor governance has created opportunities for policy capture. The latter has failed to represent the full gamut of evidence and debate about policy topics and, in doing so, at times this has placed the public at risk of harm.

Some elected as president for the Society have made genuine attempts to rectify the obdurate systemic problems of poor governance. Those efforts have met resistance, and the reformers have been punished, left frustrated, or been expelled because of the threat they have posed to the reactionary beneficiaries of mismanagement. Many presidents have made no such efforts, but simply been complicit in the norms of organisational dysfunction which they have encountered. The bottom line has been that individual presidents, whether reforming or complicit, have made little or no difference to the ingrained dysfunction that has now become an existential threat to the BPS.

The BPS is by no means an isolated example of a poorly governed organisation today. However, what makes it an unnerving example, for anyone new to it, is the fact that it is called a Psychological Society. This might raise the reasonable public expectation of an organisational culture characterised by honesty, rationality, and reflexivity. The public might, quite understandably, expect a particularly high standard of personal sensitivity and insight from such a named organisation. Sadly, to date, this has not been the case. If we have here an expectation of ‘physician heal thyself’, then we are still all waiting patiently for that promise to be fulfilled.

The organisational failures listed above are explored in the book, borne of the experience of those campaigning to reverse them. The authors are not nihilistic; all, bar one, are longstanding members of the BPS and genuinely look for evidence of remediation. They would like their criticisms to be taken seriously as a resource for corrective feedback, even though they are travelling more in hope than expectation. However, it may be that the rot in the organisation has gone too far.

A wider consideration is that single disciplines are no longer a credible source of authority to solve the challenges facing humanity in the twenty-first century, as the end of the Anthropocene looms. Maybe claims of disciplinary imperialism, common in the twentieth century, are no longer fit for purpose today. The world is in particular need of interdisciplinary cooperation, in a spirit of humility and transparency, from its scholarly contributors. As will become evident in what is to come in the book, neither of these required features come easy to those seeking to preserve the status quo in the BPS.




Chapter 1

The history of the BPS crisis

David Pilgrim

This first chapter describes the current legitimation crisis in the British Psychological Society (BPS). For decades, the Society has been prone to many problems of poor governance. These have impaired its credibility as a learned body, which rhetorically claims a right to public confidence.1 I start by outlining a description of the crisis for those new to it, before moving to its historical conditions of possibility:

1.In recent times, the BPS has lost one elected president after another, and some have tried and failed to correct the evident dysfunction they encountered after their election. In 2021, no fewer than three departed over a two-month period, with two resigning and one being expelled before their period of office was up. In August 2022, the president elect resigned before taking up her role, citing fears of pressures within the organisation that would impact adversely on her professional life. 

2.In 2020, a major fraud came to light, implicating a former employee. In January 2022, she was sentenced to twenty-eight months in prison for defrauding the Society of over £70,000. She had been imprisoned in the past for a similar offence in two other organisations (a total of seventeen offences). The BPS appointed her despite this past record, noted very publicly in the press. Since the turn of this century, other ‘financial irregularities’ in the Society have been dealt with by internal investigations and staff departures. The BPS membership has been kept in the dark about these events.

3.The Charity Commission2 has ‘engaged’ with the Society about its broken complaints process and its lack of adequate governance. However, to date, this engagement has not ensured any observable organisational reform of substance. The Commission has received many expressions of concern from BPS members, and this pattern continues as the crisis fails to resolve. A particular challenge we face at present is that the Charity Commission itself has been ineffectual.

4.Whilst fair charges of misgovernance and corruption can be made about the BPS, these accusations have not been addressed publicly, or fairly and squarely, by the leadership of the Society. Instead, legitimate criticisms and queries have been ignored and denied.

5.For a year (between November 2020 and November 2021), the chief executive officer (CEO) of the Society, Sarb Bajwa, was suspended in the wake of the fraud investigation noted in (2) above. His finance director was also suspended at the same time (November 2020), but within a month, he left to take up a new position at the National Lottery Community Fund, while still under investigation. At the time of writing, he remains employed there.

6.Despite all of the above, the leadership of the Society has failed to keep its members3 informed of the crisis. The BPS is allegedly a membership organisation, and good practice requires transparency and accountability from the Board of Trustees (BoT) and senior management team (SMT). They have clearly failed in that regard.

7.Some in this book have collaborated, since late 2020, in the formation of ‘BPSWatch’4 (more on this in Chapter 3). They are experienced psychologists and long-term members of the Society. Their efforts have been directed at exposing wrongdoing and negligence in the BPS. 

8.This recent organisational turbulence reflects longstanding structural and cultural difficulties in the Society in recent decades. The dysfunctional organisational dynamics are not new (see later), but they appear to have intensified more recently. 

That final point is a cue to explore the history of the crisis and, for the new reader, the next section offers an account of those conditions of possibility.

A very brief history of British psychology

For at least 2,000 years, matters of the mind had fallen within the jurisdiction of philosophers and clerics. By the end of the nineteenth century, two professional responses were emerging in reaction to this pre-Enlightenment scenario. In Continental Europe, psychoanalytical ideas were beginning to influence the arts and humanities, and were shaping the beginnings of psychotherapy in clinical settings. This hermeneutic5 approach to psychology competed with a second. 

In Germany, Britain, and North America, empiricism and positivism were guiding that version of psychological science which sought to mimic physical science and experimentalism.6 Its rationale for the emerging discipline was summed up here in the very first page of the first editorial of the British Journal of Psychology from James Ward and William Rivers:7

Psychology, which till recently was known amongst us chiefly as mental philosophy and was widely concerned with problems of a more or less speculative and transcendental character, has now at length achieved the position of a positive science; one of a special interest to the philosopher no doubt but still independent of his control, possessing its own methods, its own specific problems and a distinct standpoint altogether its own. ‘Ideas’ in the philosophical sense do not fall within its scope; its inquiries are restricted entirely to facts. (emphasis added)

At the outset, the tiny group forming the BPS remained ambivalently attached to philosophy, reflecting the existing disciplinary allegiance of some of its members. For example, in 1902, one founding member and philosopher, George Stout, proposed that the new journal should be subsumed in the main philosophy journal Mind, but this was not supported by the rest.8 Ward and Rivers were setting out the stall above then for a version of psychology which was to be both anti-psychoanalytical and anti-philosophical. For its first fifty years, the discipline was shaped by empiricism and positivism; even today, these resonate strongly in defining its legitimacy. I develop this point a little more now.

The complexities of process and content in the organisation of the discipline

Most of the organisational dysfunction we explore in this book about the BPS reflects processes present in many other bureaucracies and businesses. However, in learned bodies, which risk making authoritative claims about human experience and conduct, the disciplinary content is particularly relevant to its politics. The long-term credibility, or otherwise, of the declaration from Ward and Rivers today is uncertain, and this uncertainty exists beyond the organisational boundaries of the BPS.

As well as this contestation internally, about what should and should not constitute legitimate psychological knowledge, the discipline also has had the challenge of defining its authority relative to competitors close by, such as sociology, philosophy (which has not gone away), and anthropology. Distinguishing its authority from ‘lay psychologies’9 has also been an ongoing challenge for the discipline. It is still not always clear whether professional psychologists offer knowledge that is superior to common-sense understandings of human experience and conduct, or the explorations, for example, of good novelists.

That dilemma of boundary formation applied from the beginning of the BPS, which was formed in 1901, initially as the ‘Psychological Society’, by a small group of philosophers and medical practitioners.10 They found that several small lay societies claiming the same name existed, so the prefix ‘British’ was agreed in 1906, to distinguish its scholarly authority from these minnows. Nonetheless, for many years, its jurisdiction in the academy was constrained by academic philosophers, with their traditional assumed authority over the mind. For example, by 1939, there were only six chairs of psychology in the British university system,11 which reflected the brake being imposed by academic philosophy departments. 

The stall set out by Ward and Rivers was empiricist and positivist, built on the legacy of Locke and Hume. It eschewed interpretation, speculation, and theory-building. However, as with any other academic discipline worth its salt, psychology needed theories. Empiricism tends to have a de-theorising impact when put into practice. In the case of Britain, imported reinvigorating theories were required, by and large.12 Thus a contradiction was evident: by rejecting philosophy, but also mindlessly incorporating a version of it, the new empiricists in psychology weakened their own competence at pre-empirical and non-empirical reflection. (I return to this point in Chapter 10 and its implications for organisational amnesia in Britain.)

‘Science’, ‘facts’, and ‘evidence’ glowed proudly in the rhetoric of the new discipline. However, in the absence of philosophical competence, scientistic dogma, rather than philosophical clarity and depth, was offered to student and public audiences. Both empiricism and positivism in the philosophy of science were to be problematised increasingly during the twentieth century. However, these emerging metaphysical debates about the nature of scientific evidence were taught poorly, if at all, in academic departments of psychology. This is relevant today if students are to reflect at all, let alone intelligently, on the recurring crises in their discipline.13

This poor capacity for pre-empirical and non-empirical reflection was to have a bearing on how British psychology might then adapt, for over a century, to a range of competitors to naïve realism across the arts and humanities, and even in disputes about the philosophy of natural science. This absence of philosophical sophistication mattered in particular in the case of the emergent discipline of psychology. It existed, and still does, at the cusp of the biological and social sciences. Its legitimacy then rests upon a clear philosophical appreciation of the strengths and weaknesses of each, which would constitute a whole undergraduate curriculum in its own right.

These epistemological challenges in Britain also were complicated by the strong co-presence of psychoanalysis, international tensions about which were situated, by a quirk of history, in North London. The work of Karl Popper, a key émigré, critiqued both psychoanalysis and the naïve realism of Ward and Rivers. Instead, Popper favoured critical rationalism.14 He noted that science was a value-inflected social activity, and so the naïve separation of facts from values (following Hume) to offer ‘disinterested facts’ (a favoured claim of positivists) was a false trail. Science is value-inflected, and empirical detachment is particularly challenging in human science (and wider social science), as we are part of the object of our inquiry. I return to this matter of the philosophy of science in Chapter 8.

In competition with this corrective of positivism from Popper in the 1960s, there emerged another philosophical challenge: the impact of postmodernism in the 1980s. The ultra-relativism and ‘perspectivism’ of the latter were derived from Nietzsche, who offered this stark contrast to the position of Ward and Rivers:

Against those who say ‘There are only facts,’ I say, ‘No, facts are precisely what there is not, only interpretations.’ We cannot establish any fact in itself. Perhaps it is folly to want to do such a thing. Insofar as the word ‘knowledge’ has any meaning, the world is knowable; but it is interpretable otherwise. It has no meaning behind it, but countless meanings.15

This notion of ‘countless meanings’ created a challenge for empiricist psychology in Britain and practical problems for the BPS. How was the British discipline to retain a coherent persona, given these epistemological tensions? Having seemingly fended off the authority of psychoanalysis in Britain during the post-war period, for example from those like Hans Eysenck,16 what was to be done now with postmodern relativism and radical social constructivism? 

The fetish of empiricism had sacralised quantitative methods. Hume’s insistence that facts are proven by the demonstration of observable ‘constant conjunctions’ gave confidence to the position of eugenic quantitative researchers (such as Karl Pearson, Charles Spearman, Cyril Burt, and Hans Eysenck).17 I return to their problematic role in British psychology in Chapter 8.

Moreover, the closed system of the psychological laboratory was idealised. That setting allowed psychologists to control interfering variables that might cloud the facts borne of correlations between ‘dependent’ and ‘independent’ variables.18 This meant controlling out the messy complexity of an open system in constant flux,19 which was the real world inhabited by applied psychologists (and the general public). Extrapolating then from the closed system of the laboratory to unique biographies, embedded in the fluxing multiple social forces of an open system, became a precarious and sometimes preposterous exercise. Evidence for this point will be examined in particular in Chapter 5 by Ashley Conway. 

But the problem of insensitivity to context, for the norms of empiricism and positivism declared by Ward and Rivers in 1904, was not the only one. With the postmodern turn of the 1980s, narratives and discourses became the focus and so qualitative methods (especially discourse analysis and deconstruction) became modish in Western psychology.20 Squaring the circle of traditional naïve realism and postmodernism, with its affordance of identity politics and radical social constructivism, was a clear disciplinary challenge. The partisan role of identity politics in shaping policy capture in the BPS is discussed by Pat Harvey in Chapter 4.

The pragmatic solution for psychology (represented by bodies like the BPS) was to redefine its legitimacy not by theory but by method. Now those schooled in psychology in the academy, and especially those going on to research and teach the subject, shifted their rhetoric of justification from theory (say behaviourism or cognitivism) to methodology. ‘Methodologism’21 now began to characterise the discipline. 

Colleagues in the corridor of a university psychology department might range from biologists to social psychologists, with their variegated theoretical preferences. However, what they could now all agree upon was the importance of methodological rigour. This tactic might now differentiate psychology from other disciplines, such as philosophy, sociology,22 and anthropology (and, of course, the laity that had been so troublesome between 1901 and 1906). Whether that disciplinary distinction and claims of pre-eminence about matters psychological have been persuasive remains an open question. 

Theory and practice

Returning to the development of the BPS during the twentieth century, it may have begun as an academic interest group, but the practical challenges and policy opportunities of being part of its host society were also apparent. The first Sections (Medical and Educational), which were formed in the Society shortly after the First World War, began to reflect this point. The ‘Great War’, like the one being stored up for twenty years hence, afforded both obligations and opportunities for the Society. This scenario witnessed the weaving together of the contradictory elements of eugenics (noted above from University College London) and psychoanalysis (from medical psychotherapists, via the Tavistock Clinic). 

After the Second World War in the BPS, new sub-systems, and its membership, expanded, with an increasing separation of Divisions from Sections. The former represented those with postgraduate qualifications in an applied area (such as clinical, educational, or occupational settings), leaving the Sections retained as academic interest groups. Together these then constituted a sub-system network in the BPS, which was overseen by overarching Boards. This structuring of the Society was to be influential in the way in which its leadership arrangements were to be constituted later. They became the sites for the expression of power and opposition to it, discussed at length in later chapters.

The period between 1950 and 1988 was one in which certain cultural features in the BPS were becoming obvious. First, the applied wing was becoming prestigious publicly, but the control of the inner workings of the Society was still exercised largely by academic psychologists. 

Second, that separation was played out in different arenas of control. The elected presidential side of the organisation was being occupied increasingly by applied psychologists. The Divisional sub-systems developed their own identities and group loyalties, and would feel more or less supported by academics governing BPS Boards. On that Board side (with jurisdiction for research, testing, and teaching standards), the academics clearly held sway. The same senior names from both sides recurred year on year, setting the oligarchical trend to be discussed later in this book. 

Third, the contradictions of the past about empiricism and psychodynamic ideas remained. For example, the Medical Section of the Society (the oldest sub-system) was under the continuing control of medical psychotherapists, many of whom were psychoanalysts. This led to a putsch for control in 1958 by clinical psychologists, who were methodological behaviourists working at the Institute of Psychiatry.23 By 1963, the Journal of Clinical Psychology was set up as an alternative to the Journal of Medical Psychology (from the contested Medical Section). By 1966, a separate Division of Clinical Psychology then marked an emergent new professional identity.24

When we look now at the list of presidents during this period, increasingly the post-holders were applied, especially clinical, psychologists. This set the scene for political tensions at the centre. It is not surprising that a major sign of the BPS fragmenting was in 2017, with the formation of the Association of Clinical Psychologists (ACP). These ‘defectors’ from the parent body made it clear that this schism was the result of years of struggling with an arcane bureaucracy that, from their point of view, was unsupportive of, and insensitive to, the challenges of clinical practice. 

The leaders of the breakaway were well seasoned in the workings of the Division of Clinical Psychology and other BPS sub-systems. They were not petulant youngsters, but frustrated and weary ageing BPS members. This was also the case with an earlier split-off by many in the Division of Occupational Psychology in 2000 to form the Association of Business Psychologists (ABP).25 They too felt poorly served by membership of the BPS. 

This fracturing reflected a clear crisis in the capacity of the BPS to contain old contradictions, when aspiring to reconcile pure and applied psychology. These inner tensions and the continuing need to restate the authority claimed by Ward and Rivers, despite the persistent irritant of psychodynamic ideas still in the system, were the cultural context for the period up until 1988. Eventually, postmodernism disrupted the norms of legitimacy in the discipline further. The culture of the BPS was inflected by other new factors as well, which I now address.

The missed opportunity of 1988

The above summary of tensions inside the BPS left it as an ambiguous organisation. It was not a trade union (say like the British Medical Association), but neither was it a clear-cut academic body, given that the concerns of so many of its members were about daily practice in non-academic settings. Also, membership eligibility was determined by being a psychology graduate but, other than that, its members may have had little in common. At one end of the spectrum were academics and practitioners who lived and breathed psychology, but even then in markedly different settings. At the other were members who were little concerned in their daily lives with matters psychological.

This was the state of play by the 1980s, when two cultural shifts began to be influential. The first, already mentioned, was the postmodern turn and the compromises about ‘methodologism’ which this necessitated. The second was about the emergence of the new public management (NPM)26 model arising from the hegemonic period of Margaret Thatcher’s premiership during the 1980s. 

Across the public and charity sectors there was a move from administration to management. Professionalisation was now not only about the discipline of psychology (reflected in the extant Divisional system), but also the organisation that represented it, the BPS. This was the new context for the most recent crisis in the Society, described at the start of this chapter. Two cultural trends were relevant in the Thatcher period. First, matters of business efficiency, value for money, and public reputation came together. Psychologists began to ‘power-dress’ and embrace managerialism. Moreover, they pushed for formal chartering arrangements (an initiative driven successfully by the Division of Clinical Psychology). 

Second, the establishment of a modified Royal Charter for the Society in 1988 allowed senior managers of the Society to celebrate a new dawn. It was an organisation (just like the case of the NHS) which was to be managed, not merely administered, and it was to hold its own register of psychologists. This was announced with the hyperbole, typical of the times, with this statement from the executive secretary of the Society, Colin Newman:

as in the theory of evolution, cataclysmic events occur which result in more dramatic, sudden revolutionary changes … One such cataclysmic event has just occurred in the national environment in which the Society exists. In 1987, the Privy Council granted the order in Council27 amending the Royal Charter and Statutes of the Society, thereby authorizing the Society to maintain a Register of Chartered Psychologists.28

This bombast was to be a short-lived, and so hollow, celebration of being a registration body (see later). 

More importantly, the 1988 revision of the Royal Charter defining this charitable body required that it set up a BoT. This was an opportunity to create a truly independent BoT and shift from the flawed model adopted in the original Royal Charter of the Society in 1965.29 Even by the 1980s, there was a growing sensibility that charities should have proper external scrutiny to ensure probity, and the 1965 model was not fit for purpose. 

The 1965 version remained in place in 1988 and is still there today, though very recently minor revisions have been made to incorporate outsider scrutiny. The BoT has had no independent trustees30 but instead has been constituted by chairs of boards, the presidential triumvirate,31 and other appointed (not elected) trustees, drawn from the sub-systems of the Society. This has ensured a model of governance at total odds with what today should be a well-structured and legally compliant charity. Those currently on the BoT should be accountable to trustees, who are independent of the Society. Instead, in the BPS at present, they are the trustees. Even for well-intentioned people of good faith, this inevitably leads to conflicts of interest and forms of rhetoric that defend them (the bullshit I describe in Chapter 7). 

This problem of conflicts of interest and lack of independence returns, like a bad penny, and is discussed often in the chapters to come. Moreover, as well as this lack of proper independent oversight, a new political dynamic was emerging at the turn of this century. If the earlier years in the Society were characterised by tensions between applied and pure psychologists, now managerialism created the prospects of a controlling group32 who were, by and large, not psychologists. 

Members of the new senior management team (after 2018) were neither elected nor appointed to the Board, but employed by the Society, on high salaries. They came face to face with the old system (of non-independent trustees), triggering a new political scenario. Would the new managers be accountable to the Board, keeping it informed and seeking its ultimate approval for their actions? Alternatively, might a new prospect be that they were to keep trustees in the dark, when and if required? Might they simply ask or seek ‘rubber-stamping’, rather than expecting to be accountable to the Board of Trustees? Put simply, who was now ‘in charge’ of the BPS? 

Remember that there were no independent trustees present to judge and moderate the implications of this incipient power struggle. Managers could come and go, holding extensive temporary power but having no inkling of academic values in general or the complex character of psychology in particular. Whereas managers in any organisation are concerned with defending a preferred view of reality, this can soon err in the direction of censorship (I pick up this point in Chapter 7). Censorship is fundamentally at odds with academic values, but managers who move from one (non-academic) employer to another may well be ignorant of these norms and expectations. Managerialism tends to encourage propaganda, not truth seeking, when and if its own powers are under threat. 

As will be clear throughout this book, sadly a picture of managerial best practice, expected of a well-run charity, has been absent from the leadership culture in the BPS. Some managers were not even familiar with working in the charity sector but came from private industry or local authorities. This scenario, of ‘managers-for-hire’ moving from one setting to another, would not auger well for dealing with the complex tensions bequeathed by the history of British psychology noted earlier. That combination of ignorance and arrogance from these managerial carpetbaggers was to become a toxic mix, to add to the problem of lack of trustee independence present since 1965.

The recent past

The starting summary offered at the beginning of the chapter, describing the current crisis, now has a context of emergence, which can be outlined as follows.

1.The BPS has contained the epistemological contradictions of being at the cusp of natural and social science.

2.The BPS has contained the political contradictions of representing professional psychologists (the Divisions), while also claiming, with diminishing credibility, to be a learned Society (the Sections and Boards). The organisation rides two horses, one professional and the other disciplinary. Sometimes they stray in different directions, with painful consequences for the rider.

3.The BPS has evolved over a period of more than a century, under the fluxing external influence of its host society. Two major wars and the subsequent emergence of neoliberalism, managerialism, and latterly identity politics, in the wake of the postmodern turn, have all in their own way left their mark. We are left wondering what Ward and Rivers would make of the crisis today and the fate of their naïve, de-contextualised form of scientific realism.

4.The existence of a BoT, which since 1965 has failed to offer true independent oversight, has afforded misgovernance and corruption. This major strategic failure on the part of the Society’s leaders at that time to ensure and embed genuine independent oversight created the conditions of possibility for the legitimation crisis of today.

After the missed opportunity for governance reform in 1988, two examples can be given of reaping what was sown in relation to the final point. First, the triumph of holding a register (Newman’s bombastic celebration) was short-lived. In 2003, the Health and Care Professions Council (HCPC) was established, and the BPS then ceded its regulatory power to this new body.33

The complaints procedure designed to ensure that the good intentions of the Code of Conduct of the Society were put into practice, for all intents and purposes, now fell into disuse. The BPS website informed the public that complaints against individual members could not be investigated. And yet, in an example of gross hypocrisy and short-term self-interest, those running the Society opted to investigate a particular member who was legitimately challenging their power. They expelled the elected but critical president, Nigel MacLennan. For reasons of sub judice, a fuller discussion of his treatment is not offered here, though I return to the matter at the end of the book.

Second, if there is no independent oversight in any charity, then it is only a matter of time before financial inefficiency gives way to irregularity and then eventually full-blown corruption. Since the turn of this century, this has been one feature of the BPS, meaning that its leaders have arguably already brought their own organisation into disrepute, even if this fact has been shrouded from public scrutiny. 
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