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The Accused would not be informed of decisions affecting his life before they were made.  One day he was informed that he was to be given tennis lessons.  This  was in response to recommendation by some schoolteacher at some parents’ evening who thought the Accused should have greater opportunity for socialisation - though it is not clear by what logic tennis without tennis partners might achieve this.   Kieth Emerton, Vivian Woodward and also Peter Flemming, who is believed at one time to have been a leading light in the chess club, were tennis players.   It does not follow that the school, despite its tennis courts, now demolished together with the swimming bath, in the course of progress, had a tennis team.   The prestigious tennis player would also have a prestigious racket.   Emerton and Woodward were unreachably beyond the Accused’s league even without prestigious tennis rackets.   Against them he would inevitably have lost every game without winning a point - which would have been a waste of  their time!  They presumably played tennis on the Braunstone Park, not far from where they lived.   Although Emerton lived on a council estate, the tennis image contributed to the misleading working class kudos forever perceived by the Accused.  Handmedown hereditary tennis rackets were a  not working class phenomenon.   The tennis coach, Mr Hames,  began by ordering that the Accused acquire a more prestigious racket and sold one of  his own second hand rackets to Accused-dad for three pounds.   He said that it would only suffice for a short duration - but was never to replaced!

Mr Hames was the only tennis coach in Leicester.   He operated initially at the Stoneygate Tennis Club on Stoneygate Road and  later, for a time, at the indoor courts of  the Leicester  Polytechnic in town.   The Accused’s field of vision would shift according to the position of  his glasses, then still the bendable wire glasses and it is dubious whether he could ever  have performed adequately in any game depending on visio-motor coordination, though his capacity, for, when in the mood,  exceptionally fast movement,  could have been an advantage.   Mr Hames taught the Accused Mr Hame#s patent first service.   Since the Accused never learnt any other way of  serving,  Mr Hames would remark that at least he could claim that every service was a first service.   This he said was a characteristic of  Rod Laver...and there was some statistical argument in favour of  such an approach.   The Accused when  hitting the ball backhand with his right hand would also steady the racket with his left.   This ‘two handed backhand’  Mr Hames would say was the patent of  the current Wimbledon Champion,  Lew Hoad.   The  Accused did not play  tennis games against anyone during the period of  this coaching and it is doubtful that he would have done had he had the opportunity because it he  could not anticipate how long it would be for his  movements to become coordinated to the current position of  his field of  vision.   However, on one occasion Mr Hames invited the Accused to try out a few shots with a very small boy who appeared on the other side of  the net.   It would naturally be humiliating to be  trounced by so small an apparition.   The  Accused rapidly discovered that this what was going to happen.   “I have never seen you move so fast”,  remarked Mr Hames afterwards, “I just wanted to try you out against him to see what would happen!”.   The Accused indeed found himself turning on his maximum speed and  by  his standards played an inspired game,  whatever he  shot across the net,  the young boy  propelled backwards with great velocity - to some distant part of  the court which the Accused would miraculously reach, returning the shot - only for it to return to some other location in the court.    By the end of  it,  the  Accused, despite his failure to make any impression, felt he was enjoying himself  and wished the play had continued.   The young opponent however is unlikely to have been imprssed even by the Accused’s improved game on this occasion.   The Accused was later to discover this was a younger boy at Wyggeston called  Mark Cox who was later to become Wimbledon Champion.   In his fourth year he was to leave the school to  move to Milfield School which specialised in sports training.

On another occasion the Accused was informed that he was attending  piano lessons - as in the case of  the tennis, not many minutes before the first lesson.    This also seemed to be the result of  advice at a parents’ evening.   It  occurred to the Accused that the plan had not been coordinated with the objection to music and piano-playing (by Accused-dad) displayed by  Accused-mum.   The teacher was a Mrs Smith,  the wife of  a  teacher of  French at Wyggeston,  who never taught  The Accused, who, on account of  his size, was called Big Ben.   Her  house was nearby, on Saint John’s Road,  but because of  the traffic during the rush hour, soon after school, when the lessons took place,  necessitated endless waits while crossing London Road!   The Accused would sneak to the drawing room, where the piano was situated, in the morning, to practice his exercises.   But the sound of  the piano immediately alerted Accused-dad.   Accused-dad would hover behind the Accused.   The Accused would hit the wrong note (possibly even because of  the hovering!) and Accused-dad would burst into a rage!   This in itself inhibited the Accused from his exercises.   However,  during the cold winter there was the additional problem that the drawing room was so cold as to be uninhabitable.   Even with the gasfire on (since this was a large room,  this was some distance from the piano)  the Accused’s fingers would be stiff and white or blue or even painful with what the  Accused describes as ‘frostbite’.    Accused mum would however rush in screaming, switch off  the gasfire and  declare that  ‘we’ could not afford to pay the fuel bill.   She would also, as she did with Accused-dad, when the Accused attempted to play the piano, yell that the Accused was enjoying himself and harrass him with claims that she was working and  should give her assistance (There was no assistance to give but the harrassment prevented the piano-playing).    The drawing room was also likely to be relatively dark.   It had numerous lightbulbs,  but  Accused mum would rush in to switch them off to save expense!

Thus, repeatedly,  the Accused would turn up at the weekly piano lessons without having even once attempted to play the exercises during the week.   However,  it is possible that the Accused also had some difficulty in reading music.   The musician is expected to read not only the notes of  the score he is currently playing but to be read ahead.    The  Accused found when sitting at the piano that he had, at least in relation to music scores, a  limited field of  vision.   People who wear glasses do have incomplete fields of  vision (assuming they actually need glasses)  even though the Accused’s glasses had a less limited field of  vision than most.   Nevertheless the Accused had his favourite piece which he had composed himself  - and his father had sat down and recorded in musical notation (or perhaps this was before he had piano lessons) in a notebook,  labelling it ‘Opus One’.    There were to be no more opera!

The Accused was urged by contemporaries to attend meetings of  the ‘Social Club’,  the name  sessions allocated after school in  the school hall, to no purpose revealed to the Accused other than dancing,  attended by  the pupils of  the Wyggeston Boys’  School and  Wyggeston Girls’  School.    Teaching at the Wyggeston Girls’  School  was intentionally curtailed fifteen minutes prior to that at the Boys’  School, so that the pupils never met.   At any rate,  this was so for the Accused,  who had gone home over the dinner break and  was occupied with the chess club when attending school  during the dinner break during the fourth year and  subsequently.   Attendance at this club retrospectively might seem to have been desirable - to renew old acquaintances.   The  Accused had however been informed by his father when four years old  that girls were interested in dancing - and he had no acquaintance with dancing.   He remembered only that when four years old he found himself unable to be taught the steps of  the Waltz.    His colleagues assured him that only girls danced and that boys  lined themselves up against the wall or amused themselves otherwise - but that was still not enough to induce him to attend.   The were other prohibitions that were more pressing.   The word ‘social’, which appeared in the title of  the ‘club’  was familiar to the Accused at home in such contexts as ‘Sociology’ and  ‘Social Worker’.   It was another name for prejudice or for some being  classified as better than others, who in turn were humiliated and persecuted.    It was,  the Accused supposed,  expected on such occasions to wear clothes other than school uniform  - such as working class but not not working class - always possessed.   Also,  if  he went to  this club he would have to tell his parents or invent some excuse in the face of  intense interrogation.  It  would have been very difficult to get away and  even if  he tried to keep it secret they were certain to find out.   His parents, or mother, with long tentacles and  periscopes, would effectively be spying and would be looking for ammunition with which to deride and persecute the Accused and which would would drive her into years of  hysteria.   This was partiularly true of  this mixed gender  situation.   If  it had not been for fear of  his mother’s reactions to information or  misinformation it is doubtful that the Accused would have been deterred from attendance at  this club.   

Ingrid brought her school friend Pat Massey to the house and entertained her  in the drawing room.   The  Accused felt it might be considered rude for him not to put in an at least nominal appearance.   He may not have been enthusiastically welcome, but nevertheless exchanged a few words with this  Miss Massey.   Hardly had he uttered a sentence however but that his father  arrived to growl.   These girls did not wish to be ‘bothered’ by him,  he growled.    The  Accused should absent himself.   This might be so - but the Accused felt this was an unnecessary intrusion.   He had not intended  to remain univited.   The  Accused was therefore shocked shortly later to see Accused-dad walking in the garden with Miss Massey uttering sweet nothings.   This was to be a contributory cause to the Accused being  reluctant to invite  anyone afflicted with female gender anywhere near the house.   He felt that it was not safe in his father’s vicinity!    

The  Accused was forever hearing lamentations about the genius  of  Ruth,  the highly intellectual younger sister of  Ingrid’s friend Evelyn Munzer (or it may have been the anglicised form Mansor).  This provided contrast during these narrations with the Accused’s  alleged intellectual ineptitude, or  implied it.    The  Accused was dragged off  by  his parents on a mission to see these Munzers.   Accused-mum and Accused-dad  disappeared with the Munzers into a front room and the Accused was left alone with this Ruth  in the back room.   Ruth was an attractive young lady who did not  at that time give signs of  being obsessionally studious, as she had been portrayed.   This was an extremely embarrassing  situation for the Accused.  “Do you have a boyfriend?”,  she began [which turns out to be the approved standard script]. 

 The reader will recall the Accused-mum theme that the Accused was inferior in all respects to all other people,  incapable of being loved and befriended.  Were he to wish it to be otherwise, even to consider the possibility to be otherwise,  he would be branded as suffering from delusions of  grandeur,  be locked up in a mental hospital and  Accused-dad would lose his job.   She also considered the female as superior to the male.  To attempt to befriend a girl, therefore,  was an even more infinitely heinous offence than the infinitely heinous offence of  trying  to befriend a boy.   Accused-mum moreover was apt to consider all relationships as sexual or attemptedly sexual.   This was bad enough when the proposed friend was male.  But males were inferior.   They had sexual urges towards females that were delinquent and inevitably rejected.   Further the older person (if the Accused) was tying to corrupt the younger.   This girl was fourteen years old.  It is true that the Accused was only fifteen, but still, she was fourteen - and much too young to be corrupted.   On top of  this she was Jewish.   Accused-mum had been affected by her own upbringing so as to consider the Jews as the superior middle class from which she was excluded.   Jews would not want to know the Accused because he was not Jewish.   Jewishness depended on the Jewishness of  the mother not of the father.   The Accused could not escape from his mother and the persecution induced by her hysteria both at home and through her meddling with his affairs outside.   The Accused feared also the effect of  the maternal hysteria on his father who, he felt, had a limited capacity for coping with stress.  It is not clear in retrospect that the maternal prejudices really did apply to friendships with girls but that was what the Accused thought.   This maternal hysteria was presumably the consequence of  her own great fear of  persecution (though she herself claimed in later years that she was enacting Accused-dad’s phobias).

The reader may suppose that this meeting with Ruth Munzer (he never saw her again) was a standard Jewish ceremony of  introduction as was standard in Accused-dad’s parental culture.   Without the Accused’s  parents in the next room,  this would just have been an entertaining encounter and the gender of  the participants would have been irrelevent.   But  the Accused’s parents engaged in espionage to fuel the maternal hysteria.   If  they were in the next room,  they were listening at the door and any oonversation would be intrepreted to fuel maternal obsessions, however inappropriately.   To the Accused, therefore, this was merely embarrassing and traumatic.   The  Accused did hear some years later that Ruth had married the prestigious Stan Henig,  M.P. for Lancaster, who was then a sixth former at Wyggeston - who did not give the impression of  being as high-sprited  as his future wife did on this occasion.   In l990 he was informed by an acquaintance of  their family that they had become divorced - which was now fashionable.

Nothing is reported about the fourth form end of  year exams further than that the Accused managed to get the required ninety eight per cent in algebra, with first position, and  eighty-something percent in geometry, which was adequate.   However,  he only obtained seventy something  per cent in arithmetic.   The Accused felt himself beset with some confusion during this examination.  Maybe it took place during a morning rather than afternoon.   He was then overcautious in arithmetic exams - though he did not realise this - and apt not to finish papers.   This seventy-something  per cent was described in the end of  year report as ‘disappointing’.   This does not mean that seventy-something per cent is a bad mark.   However the Accused found himself  on account of  this only in seventeenth position in mathematics in the year overall.   The  Accused had perhaps not made inordinate efforts but he had not supposed such a low position possible!   The snag was  that only sixteen pupils were to enter the fifth form ‘Sigma’ set studying more advanced mathematics (that year an innovation).   Since the school was that year awarded sixteen state scholarships in mathematics - and nobody supposed the current sixth form to be exceptionally bright when compared with the fourth year  -  that may seem rather a low number.   However,  although the number sixteen remained,  the Accused was one of  them.   Maybe the marks had been recalibrated.  Maybe somebody voluntarily dropped out.   As a matter of fact it had been said in advance of  the examination even being taken that the critirion was to be mathematics rather than the examination result and that in particular the arithmetic paper was unlikely to be considered very relevent.      

Accused-mum would tell other mothers that she did not consider it correct to give children pocket money - though it was legitimate to pay them for services.   As an example she claimed that when the Accused was sent to buy goods at the shop she would let him have some pennies from the change.   The shop in question was owned by Ronnie Wood, who, at the time of  writing, still owns it.   From whence Accused-mum gets the notion that she gave pennies.   In some cases she gave no money in advance and when the Accused brought the goods Accused-mum would refuse to return the money to the Accused.   The Accused should be paying her, she would yell, as did other children.   Her yelling would proceeed, with the Accused’s occasional attempts to exploit a catching of  breath by his mother by putting in a word himself being shouted down,  until  eventually Accused-dad arrived and paid the Accused they money.   On other occasions  Accused-mum would  give the Accused the money and, at the shop,  he would check that the change was correct (as a mental calculation) but he would not make any written note.   On these occasions Accused-mum would invariably yell that she had been short-changed.   She would never stop yelling and nothing could convince her.   This would go on until  the Accused just let Accused mum have an extra pound from  his own money.   The  Accused would dread these visits to the shop which, mercifully,  were not that frequent.   He would invariably on the way take a pound out of  his own savings account since Accused-mum invariably would yell for the extra pound on top of  her legitimate change.   It turns out that Accused-mum had no insight into her behaviour on these occasions and supposed the Accused to be ‘dishonest’.

The  Accused reports also that his father was in the habit of  giving the Accused, occasionally,  a penny piece.   This had happened  during the Accused’s  earlier years, when at Avenue Road or  on previous occasions when at  Wyggeston,  and, although the Accused’s  recollections suggest he now also received larger sums,   the penny ceremony occasionally persisted.  Initially he would put this penny into his coat pocket and leave the coat hanging up overnight.   The  Accused would note that this penny (or some larger sum) was missing in the morning.   Eventually, on one such occasion,  the  Accused asked what had happened to the  penny.   At first she ignored him or muttered that she knew nothing about any penny.   But when he persisted she acted as if  it was his crime to have a penny, not hers to remove it.   “What penny?”,  she yelled,  “Whence did he get a penny?”.   The Accused reluctantly confessed that he had received it from his father.   His mother then yelled:  “Do you mean that your father has given you money without informing me?”.  Now that was the collective crime of  the Accused and Accused-dad.   If  Accused-dad asked her permission he would never get any money!   He had to make sure she did not Find Out.  Putting money into a coat or clothes proved useless.   The Accused hid pennies in drawers, or under the lining in drawers and even burried them in the garden.   But no matter what he did,  the pennies would vanish.   It is not absolutely proved that Accused-mum took them.  It could have been Accused-dad terrified tht Accused-mum would find them.   But it seems more probably that Accused-mum when rummaging saw the pennies,  put them into her pocket and then forgot she had taken them!

Ingrid that summer  was again visiting her family in Austria.   The Accused feared that she might not come back.  Shortly before she was going  to leave.   It was soon to be her mother’s birthday and Accused-mum proposed to send to two cylindrical tins of  toffee.   Ingrid informed the Accused that she regarded these toffees as insulting because they were wrapped in no papers.   From somewhere she procured papers.   She kidnapped the toffees and while wrapping them in papers hid them in the cupboard in her room.   Ingrid supposed that if  there was any misunderstanding,  the Accused could speak on her behalf.   The  Accused tried to dissuade her.   Accused-mum regularly searched the rooms.  Nothing would escape her.   Surely Accused-mum, replied Ingrid, did not pry into her personal belongings.   He should not count on it, said the Accused,  she regarded it as her right and duty and also her right and duty to do it in secret.   She certainly  went through his belongings.   He told the tale about the pennies.   He remembered also the hysteria of  Accused-mum when Ingrid had bought a ring.  It was  a certainty  Accused-mum would find the sweets.   Once she had come to an opinion or delusion there was nothing anyone could do about it.   It would be useless for  the Accused to try to give evidence on her behalf.   Maybe Ingrid was not used to the Accused-mum behaviour the Accused encountered.   She  felt inclined to disbelieve.

Accused-mum nevertheless found the boxes of  sweets in Ingrid’s cupboard on the day before Ingrid was due to leave.   Accused-mum was in the habit of  packing all night before journeys, even though this might provoke her hysteria.   On this occasion also Accused-mum’s hysteria was aggravated by her fear that Ingrid would not return.   She had decided that Ingrid had stolen the sweets.  She was screaming about this in the kitchen for most of  the night.   She declared that Ingrid was not her real child, that the Accused would never have done this.  [Though previously her theme had always been that Ingrid was the goodie].   All manner of wailing and abuse emanated from her lips.   It was physically impossible for the Accused to interject any attempt at remonstration (and it would have been ignored anyway).   The  Accused listened in alarm.   If  this continued (as it was certain to do)  Ingrid would not return from Austria.   Eventually Ingrid brought with her letter she was going to despatch in advance to her parents.   It told them that she was returning to Austria and not coming back.   It detailed the horrors at  14  Springfield Road, which  she described as a castle,  and also claimed that the Accused’s lived in great poverty - greater poverty than Austrians had experienced during and after the War.   She said she felt sorry for the Accused.   He had no means of  escape.   The Accused felt grateful that at least somebody understood  the miseries of  his own life.   But he felt it would be  selfish  to try to dissuade Ingrid from leaving.

Accused-dad,  Accused-mum and the Accused that summer departed to Barcelona to attend the International  Congress of  Existentialist Psychiatry. The  Accused’s  parents again refused to eat prior to the journey on the ferry, while the Accused had taken the precaution of  eating a big meal and then started offering the Accused travel-sickness tablets.   On the way  the Accused’s  passed through a Duty Free Shop,  in which they purchased (not cigarettes or alcohol).  The  Accused was fuming and bickering at their stupidity.   Duty Free, maybe,  he remonistrated -  that brought in the naive shoppers - but the prices were higher than anywhere else!  They soujourned for some days in Paris.   The  Accused introduced himself  to the young lady receptionist in hesitant pseudo-French.   “You speak French very well”, replied the young lady.   The  Accused’s parents spent the mornings in bed in the hotel.   Then they would go, to the Accused’s chagrin, to shops which he considered to be for tourists and expensive.   So in the mornings, before his parents got up,  he would go to the Market where, by British standards, prices were diminutive,  and bring back  a large bag of  grapes!

In Barcelona it was sunny.   The  Accused was shown the various tourist attractions and told their history.   In those days he amused himself by swimming and  therefore entered the water somewhere near near a sign proclaiming Swimming Forbidden -  which, since it was written in Spanish - he was not obliged to notice.   He regarded himself as  strong swimmer who was then regularly  resorting to his party trick of  swimming a hundred yards or more under water.   So the Accused dived under the water and found himself immediately  thrown back by a heavy current.   So he tried again and this time when he was he was cast back onto the beach it turned out to be a different beach - a ladies’  beach.   He could not find his clothes and suspecting what might have happened trekked along a couple of hundred yards of beach before relocating his clothes.

The Congress was entertained to a dancing display by a beauteous Spanish dancer, and the congress secretary, a sixteen year old girl, made eyes at the Accused.   Although the locals assured the Accused that they were more interested in football, the Accused’s attended the bullfight.   There they were entertained with the assassination of  a heavily tranquillised bull which had to be dragged out of  its kennel to face the assembly of  courageous St Georges.   The carcass,  the Accused was assured, would be sold to a Salami factory.

The congress was attended by the various international figures in psychological psychiatry.  A lecture was given (in German) by the veteran Karl Jung of Zurich, whose autograph, amongst others, came into possession of  the Accused.   The star attraction was Dr Moreno,  the inventor of ‘psychodrama’.  Accused-dad had received Study Leave (i.e. paid leave) to deliver a lecture which concerned the technique of  ‘continuous therapy’ he had invented in Leicester.   The patients would play in the sandpit and be called in to be interviewed by Accused-dad when convenient.   This enabled Accused-dad’s clinic to deal with hundreds of  children where other Child Psychiatists would only have dealt with a small number.   This was in practical terms an innovation of  considerable importance which met resistance in Britain where othr Child Psychiatrists were either largactil-ECTidiots or trained in Freudian methods requiring (in their hands)  lengthy ‘analyses’.   With Accused-dad’s retirement British Child Psychiatry was to take a step backwards into the old ways.   The  Accused at the time supposed however that this paper was unintellectual and boring.   This was the only lecture delivered by his father which the Accused ever heard.   Subsequent lectures delivered by other psychiatrists were also lacking in intellectual content or even in the Accused’s view stupid or naive.  So, although he received a very impressive education at the congress in the psychiatric methods generally unknown in Britain, he remained in future years with a poor opinion both of  his father’s approach and that of  psychiatrists in general - at any rate, as regards the intellectual content of  Psychiatry.

The Accused’s then travelled to Austria via Germany, where there was a sujourn in Koln (Cologne).  At that time the British Newspapers had been full for years with accounts of  the German Economic Miracle compared with which Britain was supposedy lagging far behind - which would be blamed regularly on strikes.   The Accused felt that it was not that difficult to engineer a large percentage increase of  zero.  Continuous propaganda in British newspapers, it seemed to the Accused,  gave a disproportionate assessment of  the superiority of  German goods (and the German workforce) over British and encouraged both overvaluation of  the German Mark and losses due to unnecessary imports.   The British economy was being undermined by its own negative propaganda.  He encountered quite a different picture at Koln.   The City was still full of  derelict bombsites.   The population considered the British to be immensely rich - and the observed facts did confirm that they were considerably poorer.   Oranges were not on sale in Germany - and the inhabitants of Koln had never seen a banana.   This, they said, was because Germany, unlike Britain, did not have ‘colonies’.  Because the Accused’s spoke German they heard also universally praises of  Hitler.   This was because of  his alleged economic politicies - his intention to set up an European Economic Union.   Hitler had won the war,  they said,  and this was being proved by the setting up of  an European Common Market just as he had supposedly envisaged.

At some point, presumably in Austria, they were joined by Ingrid.   In Vienna Ingrid espied her father directing the traffic.   He was the ski-ing instructor to the Austrian police (and also a dog handler) with the rank of  Inspector, was expected occasionally to keep his hand in with routine duties in Vienna.   The Pendls (Ingrid’s parents) lived in a small overcrowded flat in which also the Accused’s were to take residence.  It seemed to the Accused that it was very difficult to fit them in!   The Pendls to the Accused privately,  assuming this would cause no offence, did intimate that they found Accused-mum somewhat obstinate and unreasonable.   They also said that as far as they perceived it she had simply vanished from Austria, without telling them and without explanation.  She had disappeared one day to nursing school and had failed to keep in touch with her family. “Then the first  we heard”,  they intimated, “was that she had moved to England and married some doctor”. [Communications were impeded during the pre-war and wartime period].  They appeared to suggest that this was snobbery or a stiving for wealth in the course of  which she had disdained from acknowledging and respecting her impoverished background.   When the Accused’s arrived the Pendls suggested that the Accused sleep in the same bed as their son Hans.   To the Accused this seemed eminently necessary.   There was no other way of  fitting the Accused’s in.   Accused-mum however appeared not to have noticed this - started yelling and ordering around and insisted that that must not be and that the Accused must sleep in a separate bed.   The Pendls eventually agreed to this - though it is a mystery how this was arranged.   Presumably the three Pendl children slept in the same bed and the Pendl parents somehow were fitted in somewhere else.   The Accused because he was so embarrassed by this incident became somewhat uncommunicative and spent his time working through Greek exercises.   This did not appreciated by the Pendls, but  Ingrid claimed that the Accused did not usually behave like this and had previously always been cheerful.  When in later years the Accused suggested that the Pendls lived, by British standards,  in extraordinary poverty for the family of a police-officer and in overcrowded conditions in what in Britain was described as a ‘tenament’,  Accused-mum confessed that she had not been aware of  this and had not noticed this!

The Accused’s parents then for a while departed to somewhere.  During this period the Accused lived with his maternal grandparents in Die Hinterbruhl.   They now had their own two roomed cottage with a garden.   They were no longer living with the Heldweins.   They had been given the cottage under some Austrian Law or  Tradition in return for life’s services to the Heldweins.   There were fruit trees in the garden and at the end of  the garden a brook in which minnows were swimming.   The Accused would catch them with his hands (and then, since there was nothing else to do with them, put them back).   Ingrid would come visiting with her friends and the children played in the garden.  Onkl Hans would also arrive and tried to each the Accused how to ski.   Onkl Hans later remarked that the Accused was forever swimming -  to which he was much addicted.   He recalls that in his characteristic manner he decided to swim in the Danube, and so mainly underwater,  despite being advised that the water was unhealthily polluted and that he might find himself entrammelled in undergrowth.

The Accused’s parents returned and there was ride down the Danube by passenger motor boat and visits to various Austrian landmarks.   Ingrid had decided before leaving Leicester that she was not going to return and during the Accused’s visit had not changed her mind.   She had renewed her friendship with her companions in Vienna.  She told the Accused however that she would come and see him off  on the railway platform.  There the Accuseds waited on the side of  the train and eventually the Pendls arrived and Ingrid went ahead of  them.   The Accused went to meet her (since there was little time and the train was leaving).   The Accused had been upset that Ingrid would not return since she first gave him this information.   He was now to be exposed to his mother’s tyranny and hysteria alone, with no witness and,  he felt, with no future - but he had not mentioned this since it would seem moral blackmail on Ingrid to return.   However now he was so upset that he aimed (not very forceful) punches at her and returned to the his parents - and they shortly departed in the train.   It turns out that Accused-mum supposed that Ingrid subsequently had not returned  because of  the incident on the platform and remained until l995 unaware that Ingrid had said previously she would not return.   It turns out that Ingrid as a result of  this incident missed taking her GCE ‘O’ Levels.   The Accused was not aware of  this but took it for granted that she would have passed them very easily.

Soon afterwards Ingrid’s younger sister Hilda arrived on a trial visit to Leicester.   The Accused supposes he was not responsible for her rapid departure back to Austria.  He relates that Accused-dad brought Hilda from Southampton and that soon after her arrival the Accused’s and Hilda were due to depart for some place by car.   Accused-dad was in the driving seat.   Accused-mum was sitting behind him and before he departed was incessantly bickering over various transgressions of  driving etiquette he was enacting.  He was not looking in the mirror, he was in the wrong gear,  he was not releasing the handbrake...it went on and on non-stop.   Then Accused-mum called Accused-dad a Schwinehund and an evil person who could not on such an occasion desist from causing a scene (though it seemed to the Accused that he had done nothing).   Perhaps Accused-mum’s behaviour on this instance was propelled by her fear that Hilda too would depart and the Accused felt to his chagrin that now she was certain to depart.   She went into her allocated room and cried - and whether or not the aforementioned incident was the cause,  next day she departed.   The Accused never saw, spoke to or wrote to either Ingrid or  Hilda again.  She did send her greetings in letters she wrote to Accused-mum but the Accused knew nothing about these letters and did not know Ingrid’s address in Austria.   He was told after what seemed to him a brief period after these events that Ingrid had married a Mr Paul in Vienna,  had three children and was earning money by teaching English.

Accused-mum was considering having another child of  her own.   She also attended Public Lectures sponsored by the British Medical Association and apparantly attended mainly by doctors’ wives.   The Accused would feel aggrieved that because his father was a member of  the BMA (and later also a local representative) his mother was effectively a member.   Yet he himself did not have the funds to join this organisation, even when he himself was a doctor,  even though it was the doctors’ monopoly trade union, even though it had  extremist right wing attitudes that were in the interests of  few doctors.   The l930s ideologies preached by the BMA had, in the Accused’s view, an unwelcome influence on Accused-mum.   She attended therefore a lecture given by Professor Lionel Penrose.   Lionel Penrose, Emeritus Professor of  Genetics at University College, London, who was father of  British Chess Champion Johnathan Penrose, was known to the Accused in so far that he played for the Middlesex County chess team (which made them, at least, acquaintances).   He was not a Nazi - and indeed was more seen as an opponent of  the Nazi-style l930s notions of  genetics or eugenics beloved of  the Medical Profession.  However, everything that came out of  the BMA appeared designed to cultivate obsessions in mothers and to be part of a policy of  persecution of  young  people or children.   So Accused-mum attended a BMA lecture given by Professor Penrose which concerned, in the main Down’s Syndrome, and was designed in the main to discourage ‘elderly mothers’ from having children.   Accused-mum as a matter of fact was not that elderly,  she was in excellent health and Down’s Syndrome is not particularly common in Austrians.  Accuse-mum,. While debating with herself  whether to have another child,  she approached the Accused with another notion gleaned from the BMA.  Should she have another child, she asked, would the Accused ‘love’ it.  She would only have a child, she said, if  the Accused ‘loved’ it.   That, he said, was the affair of  the potential brother or sister.  What he had in mind was his mother’s apparant concept of  ‘love’ - persecution, dependency on a person,  demanding love but denying liberty to the victim of  love.   The Accused felt that ‘love’ should not be forced onto the child.   The Accused felt however that the question was deceptive, just the creation of a false hope,  that his mother had always been inhibited from having further children.   His mother later claimed that she did not have further children because the Accused would not ‘love’ them, putting the responsibility for her decision on him (which was characteristic of  her). 

However, it seemed to the Accused more that the fear of  Down’s Syndrome was the conscious reason for her decision.   He recalled her behaviour when she had discovered Rufus had Down’s Syndrome.   Really a child with Down’s syndrome was what she wanted, the Accused felt, somebody completely dpendent over whom she could be the ever-present dictatorial nurse.   But she was terrified of  the ‘disgrace’.   The Accused this did not matter.  If he had a brother with Down’s Syndrome, then he had a brother with Down’s syndrome.   That did happen and all people deserved respect.   Nevertheless he felt aggrieved that his mother had such a phobia of  Down’s syndrome regarded him just as if  he suffered Down’s Syndrome (then still called Mongolism).   He thought of  the great misery he had suffered in his life so far because of  his severe shortsightedness.   He had been given numerous gifts but this shortsightedness promised to nullify them all.   He even thought that life maybe was not worth living because of  this handicap of  shortsightedness and the prejudice and lack of  consideration it caused.   What great boon to the community, he felt, would be a person with his talents but with perfect eyesight.  Surely it was worth trying.   The Accused felt very hurt by his mother’s attitude!   Her failure to appreciate his talents, after all, also affected him and the use he could be to the world.   Did his mother not realise how lonely his life had been.   Surely a brother or sister with Down’s Syndrome would have been better than no brother or sister at all?   But it was not for him to put pressure on his mother or even to create for her further disappointments should it not prove possible to have another child.
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