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The first case described (by Breuer) in Breuer and Freud’s ‘Studies of Hysteria’ is, according to the Accused, a textbook case of  Encephalitis Lethargica.   If the Accused is right about this the explanation might be that Encephalitis Lethargica was not noticed or named for another ten years (though that did occur in Vienna).  If it the Accused is right, also, then the patient survived Breuer’s non-treatment whereas the disease, once recognised as existing, was described as invariably fatal.  This would induce a suspicion that it was the standard treatment that caused the invariable fatality, a suspicion that according to the Accused rests also with AIDS.  However, were there an underlying physical disease, this would not diminish the authors’ observations on the psychological processes.

The remaining cases, described by Freud, can be regarded as studies of  the psychology of  the Cinderella or nurse in the Austrian family - the girl who stays at home to look after the ailing father.

The various recurrent themes, such as the Cinderella’s illicit erotic feelings towards the father and the taboo against her ‘not wanting to be a woman’ (i.e. she wants to chase after men outside the family ) are characteristic of  this role.  The nurse has to labour while the patient is fussed over in bed.  To reverse this injustice the nurse becomes the hysteric and sets up a patient role of  her own relative to the doctor.   The doctor also is the St George who rescues the nurse but she must obey his orders to the letter to avoid having the responsibility thrust back on her for any failure, even though she is manipulative and the orders may really be her own creation.   The Cinderella, unless she is also The Mother, is not a Superbitch or Ward Sister.   The Mother is the Superbitch.  However, the nurse has supreme and infallible authority over the patient, relative to whom she is a Superbitch.   Freud’s nurse, who was deposed by the Mother or through manipulation by the would-be St George, Freud’s elder half brother, was such a Cinderella.

Accused-mum as a student nurse was a Cinderella who was expected to be ‘vernuftig’ - not to chase after men.   So too when she was a domestic nanny in Austria and then Britain.  Later, relative to the Accused, she was the Superbitch relative to the Accused, but was the Cinderella relative to other Superbitches or to ‘Society’ in general.   However, she was also sufficiently manipulative, as nurses may be,  to annex this higher hierarchy Superbitch role when dealing with the Accused or his father.   Her will was, in paradoxical circumstances, portrayed by her not as her own but as the edict of  infallible authority or of society.

Accused-dad, during the accused’s early years, repeatedly recited that women who were preoccupied with possessions or who hoarded money had constructed a substitute for love which they were denied.  He attributed the discovery of this fact to Freud (though the author is not aware that this claim is found anywhere in Freud’s works).  The ‘bottom drawer’ must have some relevence to this psychology.  In seventeenth century England it is alleged that it was commonplace for women to delay marriage until they were twenty six years old while working as a house servant and in the meanwhile accumulating enough household materials to be able to set herself up as a married housewife.   This was part also of  Accused-mum’s culture.   This enforced lengthy vernumftigness could be expected to result in a cooling of ardour and its replacement for an ardour for physical possessions.

The Accused was, very openly, educated by Accused Mum with the Laws of   Society (or heterosexualism) in a language which can also be taken as to specifically refer to the nurse-patient relationship.  The Accused considers these Laws in the  form attributed to John Bowlby,  to be a true but incomplete representation of  the Western socioeconomic system.   If this is so, however, it is not usual for these Laws to be taught in schools or for people to know what they are or to be aware they are abiding by them.   The Accused, however, heard these Laws in a cathechismic form -  in language that might be used by a sociologist who has made efforts to discover the Laws and written them down.   In so far as they were recited by Accused-dad they were more sociology than a religion to be  unswervingly and without further consideration obeyed.   To Accused-mum, however, they became a cathechism of a fanatical religion - a religion not unequivocably in his parents’ interests and not in his own.   His mother’s fantacism was evidently based partly on a narrow short term self-interest on fear of  criticism should the Laws not be enforced (or should the Accused, as she saw it, aspire beyond his station) but it was not evident that Accused-mum was aware of  this.   The Laws of  Society, as was in his parents’ culture traditional, became a critical issue when the Accused was about to enter primary school.   However, there were similar and more severe crises when he entered secondary school, university and clinical medical school,  on each occasion his mother becoming more rather than less inclined to exercise absolute power.   It was the crisis when the Accused entered clinical medical school that had a severe effect on his progress, but this was built on an evolution over previous years.   The openly pronounced form in which the Accused was indoctrinated was more likely to make the Accused aware of  the  deficiencies of  the Laws and their inappropriateness to his own situation.    The ‘Bowlby’ formulation does not openly admit the Law of  Not Being Found Out or the ambiguity in the Laws in that the true club member is expected to break them and it does not openly allow any role in society to the person not born a member of  a social class and therefore unable to progress in conformity with the rules.    In  truth Accused-mum may not have been entirely unaware of  this.  However,  Accused-dad believed that there was an unambiguous obligation on himself to conform to all regulations or  openly professed customs because he was a guest or foreigner and therefore more open to criticism than club members.   He also feared that because he was a psychiatrist or child psychiatrist, a high priest of  matriarchy,  he would be in danger of  losing his job if  the Accused did not accept a servile and inferior status allocated to foreigners.   Accused-mum took this on to the point of obsession - insisting on the Class Law that the son of a  doctor must become a doctor  -or that it is not permissible or possible for a person to escape from his social class.

The law that a person must not escape from his social class is  represented  in Bowlby’s ideology as the Law of  Maternal Deprivation.   As with other sociological laws there are several versions of  this according to whether an authoritarian or liberal approach is adopted.   In the authoritarian version the child must not pass out of  the control of  ‘The Mother’,  the authority system within his own social class.   If he does so he ends up without a useful function within any social class, or, at any rate, not within the parental social class.   The Law of  Damnation in this context is what happens to the person who is not a true class member who remains in or is reassimilated within the parental social class - in the context in point within the Military Officer Class or social class of  Doctors..   He is described as excluded or ostracised or as a ‘homosexual’ but in fact  is not expelled nor allowed to escape but is retained within the class in the inferior role of  ‘schizophrenic’ or patient or person locked away by the family out of sight where he cannot be a source of shame and disgrace (proof of degenerate genes within the family).   Accused-mum’s obsession that the Accused must become a doctor was always realised by the Accused to carry such a danger and he was obliged therefore not to conform with the Rules of  Society as enforceable by The Mother.   

Such a mother would have been described by the Scottish Psychiatrist Lang, the most hated figure amongst post war British Psychiatrists, as ‘schizophrenogenic’.   Lang himself  suggests that it is the inconsistency of  the maternal  demands or opinions that are operative.   Critics point out that his patients were largely Jewish and that inconsistency or self-contradiction in language is a Jewish custom.   In the Accused’s view 

Lang had overlooked certain issues.  His patient’s were women and therefore not as severely zombified or  battered by medication or treatment than a male would have been and were only part-time ‘schizophrenics;, doubling a family life of  their own with the role of  ‘schizophrenic’ in a hospital wards or clinics in which she was within an extension of  their own parents’ family hierarchy with the hospital or hospital workers annexed as the agents of  The Mother.   Also, Lang appears to overlook that not merely do the parents (or one parent) of  these ‘schizophrenics’ abuse and humiliate their daughters with accusations which are appropriate only to their own delusions or prejudices (such as religious fanaticism and accusation of being born evil)  but the daughters take such accusations seriously.   It used to be not at all unusual for daughters to hear such abuse from their mothers.   The Accused’s contemporaries would report it almost invariably!  But it was unusual for a girl (or boy, for that matter) to consider the possibility of  these accusations being true (or to suppose that it mattered whether they were true).   The Accused was not brought up from birth with psychological battering and the Laws of  Society were explained to him so openly that there was hardly any danger of  his internalising the Accusations.

Accused-dad did in during these early years  repeatedly mention to the Accused that it was common or customary in families for one child to be earmarked not to pass into the outside world as an independent person.   This would usually be the youngest girl amongst siblings, though the Accused realised that as an only child he might be expected to peform several contradictory roles simultaneously!   The ‘cases’ studied by Breur and Freud in their famous work ‘Studies in Hysteria’ largely refer to this Cinderella role within Austrian society - the girl who becomes The Nurse to the ailing father  and the various phobias or delusions described (such as the erotic feelings towards the father) are particularly appropriate to this role.   The Laws of  Society as formulated by Bowlby also refer most obviously to the relationship between nurse, doctor and patient!   The  Austrian Cinderella was not a ward sister - unless she was The Mother - but a Nursing Auxiliary hierarchically inferior to The Mother.   The Accused was familiar with ‘schizophrenics’ in hospitals or clinics, who, in his generation, were almost invariably male.   The Author has found, however, that amongst his contemporaries there is general agreement that psychological abuse by parents and attempts to prevent the child from escaping parental control or parental class were more the experience of  girls, though at time few of  them were presented to psychiatrists to be turned into schizophrenics.   When the Accused’s youthful friends reported psychological abuse by parents to him in the l980s he would remind them that parents are not perfect and that in fact it is the favourite child  (and, in general, the most attractive looking child) which gets the abuse.   An alternative explanation, which is valid too, is  parental jealousy, as depicted in the Snow White fairy tale.   These phenomena are within a stable culture not necessarily pathological - but they were inappropriate to the situation in which the Accused found himself - which was also one in which his parents or mother had disproportional power.   The Laws of  Society ordain that The Mother is always right and that she continues to be so throughout life - and she isn’t always.   The Laws of  Society thus become a sociological mechanism for destroying those without full class membership or their children.

The infant Accused was informed, probably before they were published, of  Bowlby’s observations  that people separated from their parents in wartime (e.g. Forty Thieves, which the Accused in later years understood to be a reference to the original  management committee of  the Royal College of  Psychiatrists, which consisted largely of  traditional army doctors).  This separation from mothers led to the child supposedly becoming ‘affectionless’ towards adultoids or psychiatrists or criminals or psychopaths.   The Accused secretly opined that Bowlby could not possibly have accumulated evidence for such a theory (which was confirmed when, as a psychology student, he read Bowlby’s published papers).   He suspected that he was secretly trying to deal a blow for  masculinism and freedom.   At that time the monopoly of  supervision of  children in state run institutions was held by sadistic overweight Superbitches.   It was not politically feasible however openly to criticise Superbitches.   This would be homosexuality.  The attack was disguised as bitchtoadying.  The Bowlby opinions were being lapped up, while at the same time being ascribed to Bowlby as a scapegoat for opinions also expressed by others, because there was secretly a widespread disapproval of  Superbitches.   Nobody believed in that all substitute mothers were witches - but they were against the Superbitches!

When the Accused came to study Psychology at University it was claimed there was a sharp difference of  opinion within the Tavistock Clinic, where there was a general disapproval of  breaking up families, because Anna Freud  took  Bowlby to mean ‘mother’ literally when he said ‘mother’ and that he believed that substitute mothers were undesirable in all circumstances (including for instance temporary care of  the child by a grandmother or aunt).   This he could hardly have done.  Amongst working class to be brought up by Me Nan,  the family matriarch, was commonplace.   In Bowlby’s own background nannies were usual.   Anna was perhaps more thinking of  her own parents and the undesirability of too much parental influence and power.   Ziggy was much more an extremist bitch-toady than Bowlby.

However,  it is only possible to speak to Society in the language of  Society and it is impossible for Society to understand other than in the language of  Society.   Bowlby became a prophet for the same old system in even the same old language, irrespective of  what he might have said to his mates in the coffee room.   There are also tell-tale ambiguities in Neobowlbyism.   ‘Maternal Deprivation’ is exactly what happened in the Military Officer Class with its nannies and Prep Schools.   But that was the Correct Mother - the Mother of  the Military  Officer Class.   Although the Accused has a full set of original Bowlby Papers the author has not read them and does not know whether Bowlby was secretly trying to demolish the Public School System.   Since he was a Government Man in the l940s, with Accused-dad then and thereafter his closest ally, it is not likely that he was the Public School’s greatest friend, despite his high pedigree background.

Accused’s parents, by virtue of  the times in which they lived might have been expected at leat not to be caught out publically not supporting Nazi-ism or authoritarian militarism.   They did not seem to do so with any enthusiasm, as the Accused saw events, until he was about to go to school and his parents were at risk for being blamed for any opinions he might express.   In their last years both his parents admitted that they had put on a self-protective pretence and, outside the home, their activities were more progressive or liberal than in support of  authoritarianism or classism.  The Accused, however, had been taken in - and, even if he was not, it would not have made any practical difference.  The authoritarian  ideology was held with fervour when his parents dealt with his own affairs.  They did not resort to violence however but on the Accused’s perception of  their own vulnerability - and the danger of  their destroying themselves by overreaction (the Leviticus Syndrome - fear of  the rustling of the fallen leaf).

In both the Accused’s Central European culture of origin and in the Military Officer Class, which  Accused-dad as a medic was obliged to serve, authoritarianism was matriarchal.   The origin of  the Military Officer Class Matriarchy is taken to be the dominance of children during their first seven years by women or nannies.   The Woman’s Book (1907) advises that children may by their mothers or nannies during this period be irreversibly moulded.   The Accused saw this matriarchal authoritarianism as being in nobody’s interest.  The problem was not merely that people were moulded but that a system was established which, through fear, nobody was  prepared openly to oppose.  Everyone knew that everyone else was a Lackey of  Woman and that they would denounce any known dissident to Woman who would then mobilise her power over the community to ensure that the dissident Died of  Ignorance.   However, matriarchy also had its justifications.   If  there was not a psychological dominance by women within the family there was a danger of  excessive oppression by the male (who traditionally had control of  the law outside the home and had more powerful muscles).  In the Central European farm the mother would organise not merely the house or the whole home while the men went off to plough the fields or vanished altogether into the army.  Women everywhere had responsibilities from which they could not escape and had to protect and preserve their families whether there were males who did so or not.  In an evolved society a balance was achieved so that if  there was not a complete equality of genders there were male areas of power and female areas of  power.   The Accused missed out because he did not have the benefit of  balances that existed to protect males in Austria.  In Britain, also, his mother was the ‘representative of society’ - of  the Military Officer Class - of which his parents were part-members and he was no member - and as such it was her task not to promote the Accused into some means of survival within that class but to prevent it, though at the same time the Accused was bound by the regulation which prohibits any person within a class to escape, the part-member being traditionally incorporated in some humiliating inferior role (such as that of  the ‘schizophrenic’).

The Accused, however, was not during his first four years educated in the authoritarian morality but rather in an altruistic and rational ideology with the presentation of argument but not of  violence.   Accused-dad was not considered by the Accused during this period when explaining or reciting authoritarian doctrine to be giving instruction on what to believe or how to behave but rather to be explaining the practicalities of  population control or explaining a politics which applied to certain situations but which, in the Accused’s view and he supposed also in his father’s view was not appropriate to all situations.   Accused-mum however, at times,  appeared convinced of  the principles being discussed in this work, even though she was not affected by them when relaxed or not beset with anxieties.   The ideology combined a fear of authority figures or of  allegedly higher status women or their lackeys (i.e. of everyone) with a self deification.   These attitudes did not affect or present any threat during this period to the Accused.  He felt that they represented a self-protective lack of  insight but that adultoids would be happier if they were able to face realities about themselves or could accept that people were as they were without making value judgements or manufacturing notions of  relative merit or status.   He also had no belief in blame or self-blame - considering that to blame a person for his conduct bore as much reationality as blaming a machine.   It was necessarily rationally to recognise and the behaviour of self or other people and to recognise errors retrospectively to prevent them occurring again, but it was counterproductive to cloud such analysis with emotion or extraneous socially produced notions of guilt, blame, inadequacy or triumph.   There is no satisfactory name for the state of mind in which Accused-mum was possessed with obsessions, fixed ideas or recurrent troublesome memories - though Accused-dad came to refer to it as ‘hysteria’.  When Accused-mum was in this state of mind it was not possible to reason with her and nor even to converse - and the Accused did not try to.

This behaviour, be it called hysterical or anything else, was characterised also by the use of language in such a way to convey to the audience that they were compelled to believe the ideology, facts or assumptions being made by the speaker.   In the l980s the Accused asked his next door neighbour, Mr Carter, an actor, what was the technical name for such use of speech or for the set of  patterns within speech which implied that agreement was compulsory.   He suggested the name Scragganoodle, then immediately denying it - but that is the only terminology that has ever been suggested.   There is the Deity Scragganoodle by which the priest might thunder the word ‘Blasphemy!’ from the pulpit.  It occurred to the Accused that the scragganoddle would be equally effective whatever impressive and unknown word was thundered - for instance ‘philoprogenitiveness’ and the other technical terms of  phrenology.   Accused-mum would thunder in these tones the word ‘woman’ or ‘mother’ in  ‘I am a Woman’ or ‘I am the Mother’.    The Accused felt that his mother did not know any better but was at least very irritated when in later years, as is endemic in the medical profession, when such a scragganoodle - the self-deification scragganoodle was used as he considered it a defence by people who had aspired to authority without the understanding to exercise it or to command it by their own merits - as happens when authority is conferred on the basis of  it being bought through money, family influence, social social class, club membership  or through some antidiscriminatory policy designed to promote the least able members of some section of  society.  Amongst the other Scragganoodles was also the Whiny Scragganoodle which is voiced by parents whom English children accuse of  ‘self-pity’.

The situation was transformed however when Accused-mum informed the Accused that he wanted to be a doctor.   Accused-mum believed her former role as a mother had been shattered and that she had been rejected by The Child because she took Accused-dad too seriously - as in the analagous case of  Little Hans, his father’s cousin.   In the Little Hans case the mother had to construct a new role for the child and a new role for the mother - and she became the nurse who cured the imaginary phobia, which delusion led her also to encourage the previously forbidden excursions into the outside world.   In the case of  the Accused Accused-mum salvaged the role of  ensuring that the Accused would become a doctor - but there was also an ambiguity in her ambition, since it was unattainable and the end result was more in danger of  being that the Accused would become the patient under the care of the nurse!   It was because his mother had this ambition that it became in the Accused’s view imperative that he try to demolish his mother’s belief in her own infallibility and that the child was not have no part in determining his own future.   As it happened, as was perhaps inevitable, the Accused made no progress in dissuading the his mother from the principles of  matriarchy.   He won the arguments intellectually (not knowing that in the adultoid world the most sophisticated adultoids were not capable of doing this and that in adultoid view it would be impossible for a small child).    But this just made Accused-mum more hysterical and forced her to hide more dogmatically behind her notions of  the authority or consensus of  society which she took to be origin of  her own infallibility (as the ‘representative’ of society). 

The Accused originally encountered the Laws of  Matriarchy in the form of what he calls the Laws of Muttism.   The name comes from the term ‘Mutti’  (Mummy), the Accused’s mother, whom she described in the Accused’s view as a cruel persecutor though she herself could not bring herself to accept she had been other than the disobedient and guilty child.    In the Accused’s view the belief that not only are mothers perfect but that they should or must be perfect and are guilty if not so was a recipe for unreasonable maternal behaviour.   Mother’s were supposed to ‘love’ their children (or criticised if they allegedly did not do so) but, in fact, were bound to have grounds for resentment.  If they considered that unacceptable they would suppress their resentments yet be propelled by them.   The Accused always thought it was insightless of adultoids to suppose that children considered their parent to be perfect or infallible or that they were in some way traumatised when they eventually discovered that their parents were not perfect (though people do in fact recall their childhood experiences not merely as facts, with an acceptance of  their parents’ limitations, but with great resentment!).   The Accused felt that Accused-mum’s inability to criticise her own mother when her stories at the same time gave grounds for criticism was one factor in framing her own compulsion to believe in her own infallibility.

The Laws of  Muttism are:-

(M1) Society is hierarchically organised. (The Law of  Status).

(M2) Woman is superior to man. (The Blasphemy Law).

(M3) Money flows from man to woman. (The First Law of  Heterosexualism)

(M4) Treatment flows from woman to man. (The Second Law of  Heterosexualism).

According to the Accused it was during the transitional crisis when he was four years old that these became replaced by the Laws of  Neobowlby (attributed by Accused-mum to John  Bowlby).   Accused-mum herself in later years told a different story.   She claimed to have known nothing about Bowlby until she attended, at the Vaughan College, Leicester, in the l950s, a course leading to the Cenrtificate in Social Sciences (a Social Workers’ qualification).    Also she claims that her obsession with homosexuality arose from lectures given by policemen during this course.   The policemen perhaps thought they were dealing with narrow minded middle aged middle class wives and that they had to adjust their prejudices and propaganda accordingly.   Accused-mum claimed previously not to have known the alleged anatomical aspects of  homosexuality and to have been greatly shocked.   She also claimed in later years that her obsessions had been fired by fear of social workers, for fear of  their espionage and their judging of  other people in terms of  the prejudices she heard on this Social Sciences course.

Although the Accused admits that this course had a very unwelcome influence on his mother and that he was not aware that his mother at any time had any awareness of  the anatomical details of  homosexuality and had supposed that she understood the term purely in the technical sense of  either opposition to matriarchy or of  transgression of  the First Law of  Heterosexualism.   He supposed that she merely recited what is now called homophobic prejudice or propaganda by rote, having picked it up elsewhere, without any perception of  anatomical connotations.    He also believes that in his earlier years his mother was obsessed with the concept of  the ‘womanhater’ and that when he was around four years old she replaced it with the English term ‘homosexual’ assuming that it was a synonym.   Before he was four years old the Laws of  Neobowlby and the attendant slogans were mentioned but not with the obsessional repetition and determination of  later years.

The Laws of Neobowlby are:-

(B1)  Society is the sole criterion of  truth and morality.  (The First Law of  Fascism).

(B2) The Mother is the representative of  Society in the Family (The Blasphemy Law).

(B3)  Every social interaction in later life is a replication of  the Mother-Child  Relationship (The Law of  Hierarchy).

(B4) The man who does not love his mother (or ‘the homosexual’) becomes an affectionless character, is despised by and cast off  by Society, becomes an alcoholic, smokes cigarettes and ends his days in misery in an institution  (The Law of  Damnation)

The Accused assures the author that his mother repeated these four laws over and over again as a single spiel, word for word the same on every occasion except for some variation here mentioned.  However, he cannot recall the exact wording of  the first law, which is here altered supposedly to convey more clearly what it meant though he thinks it may have been ‘What is right is determined by social consensus’ and it might on some occasions be added that this was transmitted to the individual by ‘recognised authority’.    Law B4 may have either ‘man who does not love his mother’ or ‘homosexual’ or  the ‘man who does not love his mother is a homosexual...’ may omit the reference to alcohol or smoking and may have ‘is punished by society with schizophrenia’.   The reader will not have overlooked that this makes mothers infallible but attributes her infallibility to her being possessed by the persona of  a superier hierarch or to society and that the fourth law, though not from the point of view of  Accused-mum, is for the club member the Law of  being Found Out’ and for the outsider the ‘Law of  being Accused’.   Accused-mum, as the representative of  society, ie of  the Military Officer Class, was, in practice, obliged to Accuse, i.e. to attempt to make a reality of  the threat.

The Laws of  Muttism were not recited as single spiel but more cropped up in different forms in different contexts.  The names for the laws were devised by the Accused or his coworkers in later years.   Accused mum saw society and authority as consisting of  women - which as a former nurse or career servant she might do - with the ownership of a particular male conferring status perhaps as it would do to a yobbo with a flash car though the male had no status in himself.    This Society of women consisted also of  the gossip over the garden fence when hanging out washing  by which it spreads through the town that Mary Bloggs had male visitors to her house.   Or  Society may be the prejudice of  Military Officer Class social hostesses.   The gossip is delivered via the Hissy Scragganoodle with its accompanying gestures.   Accused mum might repeat gossip in exactly this scraganoodle complete with gestures.  The victims were afflicted with shame or disgrace and Accused-mum would contrive to attribute this approbation to society without supposing she was contributing to it herself.   Accused mum really saw herself as The Accused and was accusing herself by repeating narrowmindedness.   The Accused felt that status, which is a different concept from rank (as in the army) was a private preoccupation of  women who had nothing useful to do.   If  people, i.e. men, had some task to perform the objective was the performance of  the task and nobody had time for delusions such as ‘status’.

The reader may be more familiar with the term Blasphemy Law used for an edict which  prohibits some psychocrime (e.g. love/scientific method) which is presumed not to exist and not mentioned.  In its place there is named as the subject of  the prohibition some named  sociocrime (homosexual family/ trinitarianism) which is permitted or encouraged.   In the present instance the Blasphemy Law names the infallible representative of  the deity on earth,  blasphemy being the denial of  the authority of  this person (rather than denial of  the existence or authority of  the deity).   The Law of  Damnation (or psychiatry) names the heretic, but may do so in a mysterious manner.

The heretic in the early years was called the Womanhater, a Central European concept.   When Accused mum became more obviously influenced by Neobowlby terminology she substituted the Public  School or Havelock Ellis term ‘homosexuality’, supposing this was a synonym.   Readers of  Freud’s works will perhaps gain the impression that the Havelock Ellis concept was also the Austrian antigod.   Perhaps Freud was not greatly influenced  by  local matriarchal rantings  and read English textbooks.   The two concepts are different.  The Womanhater is the person who  criticises the matriarch or tells the truth about family life.   The shelf of forbidden books contained the works of  the dangerous Womanhaters.  The Chief Heretic was the dramatist Ibsen and therefore Sir  Oscar  Wilde Bt was seen as the English (or Irish) Ibsen.  The works of  Thomas Mann were regarded with horror.  Even the works of  Max Graf were taboo - as was Shakespear and Dickens!   But then the reader will remark that the Accuseds actually had these works and that the Accused in his infancy was denied knowledge of  the plots or even of quotations from, for instance, Shapespear or Dickens and that when in an unaffected mood might even defend taboo heros or their crimes.

The demonised womanhater is Bluebeard, not as a historical figure but more as a fairy tale.  But Bluebeard is not explicitly Jack the Ripper.   Kraft-Ebing, in Psychopathia Sexualis, tells us no more than that Jack the Ripper masturbated in adolescence.  He does not even give any evidence for his ever having existed.  Kraft-Ebing has his own set of  European Jack the Rippers.  These, as a matter of fact, have also masturbated in childhood, though the concept of  ‘masturbation’, so prominent in the Little Hans history and formerly a central obsession and definition or symbol of  degeneracy, did not appear in the Accused’s education at all.  It would not be far from the truth to say that traditional identifications of  sociological phobias anatomically with the human body were ignored and that the brainwashing was purely on a psychological or ideological basis.   Jack the Rippers were clearly associated with Bluebeard, but Bluebeard himself, the actual antigod, was not accused of any specific crime or behaviour, besides being a womanhater.   The impressionable would be left to construct their own fantasies 

The absence of  masturbation perhaps left a gap in the Central European ideology and the English Military Officer Class notion of  ‘homosexuality’ was there to take its place.  Accused-mum however supposed that this was synonymous with ‘womanhater’.   She absorbed hysterias and verbiage without knowing their significance.   With the ‘womanhater’ concept the male is a delinquent who must be kept on a straight track through his service and obedience towards woman, the tyrant, who is perfect.   The male is ‘attracted’ to women only in the sense of recognising the superiority and serving.   There is nothing as absurd as a complementary ‘attraction’ of women for men.   ‘Sexuality’ is not overtly emphasised in propaganda but is part of  the delinquency of  men and, in the manner in which sociological concepts merge or the part represents the whole, is also identified with or symbolises this delinquency in its entirety  and is a or the justification for the male to be tyrannised by woman (to suppress the sexuality).   There is no suggestion that Bluebeard is not ‘attracted’ to woman or has some attraction to something else.  He recognises the superiority and authority of  Woman but resents it.  In so far as there exists the woman attracted to men, this degenerate woman is a servant of  the society of  the devil, the equivalent of  a man, and not possessed by an ‘inverted’ sexuality.   Perfect Woman has no sexuality to invert.  There did exist the concept of  the Lesbian, the woman who chose to be schoolmistress or to occupy some other male role instead of becoming the owner of  a man.

The Military Officer Class’s ‘homosexuality’ is  similar to womanhating in that it is a rebellion against the authority of  Woman.   But there is attache propaganda that is difficult rationally to sustain that the rebel instead of  being ‘sexually’ attracted to woman is attracted to man.   A set of sociological laws when taken at face value may seem absurdly inconsistent.  An actual ‘homosexuality’ is artificially created by keeping genders apart in childhood, at which time notions of  gender preference without brainwashing would be meaningless,  disrupting the possibility of  a new generation of men and women agreeing to ignore the pathologies of their elders,  and the childhood friendships are identified with ‘homosexuality’.  Specific ‘homosexual’ behaviour and rituals are set up and a split homosexual and heterosexual personality, in which initially heterosexuality or bitchtoadying represents authority and homosexuality humanity, friendship or freedom but in which, through training,  both personalities compulsorily adopt sadomasochistic ‘Mother-child’ relationships, become part of  a social structure, and the more natural self is suppressed within or by the homosexual personality which, in turn, is buggerated by the heterosexual personality.  The delinquency which proves the male guilt and his desert to be be controlled and punished by woman is not ‘sexuality’, as in the case of  the womanhater, but ‘homosexuality’.

The reader’s attention has already been drawn to the early inculcation into the mind of the child, particularly the woman child, the fear of  childbirth and of  venereal disease.   The verbiage and propaganda may be inculcate before there is any factual realisation of  what actually are the rituals involved.   This suppresses the reproduction of  degenerates.  However, when the fair maiden and St George decide to live happily ever after there is a drastic reversal of values and babies are expected to appear.   The reader may thus object to what has already been written with the observation that the contract to live happily ever after confers both perfection and sexuality whereas during the stage of  reversible degeneracy when the perfection genes have not yet been brought into activity by the mother supplying the son with a substitute owner the degenerate is asexual.   Therefore it is not true, surely, that sexuality is identified with delinquency and degeneracy.   It has however already been explained that we must distinguish between socially controlled and determined behaviour and spontaneous behaviour, even if it is given the same name and it is useful for Society to create some ambiguity or confusion.  If living happily ever after is a privilege organise by mothers, those living happily ever after can hardly be accused of any delinquent activity prior to the perfection,  but were there any such delinquency the perfection that is then arranged at least does or should cure it.

Further information on the mother-child relationship or Laws of  Heterosexualism was to be gleaned from the Mutti Bibles, Penguin books on rearing children written by the mothers and nannies of  Public School Boys and intended for the education of  working class ladies who employed nannies and stored their chilren in ‘nurseries’.   The Accused was not entirely satisfied that he knew why these books were forbidden.  He suspected however that forbidden books in general were forbidden no so much because they were corruptive but out of shame - that Accused-mum did not wish the Accused to discover the origin of  her obsessions or to cotton on onto how weak was the basis thereof.   Fanaticism is apt to be a cover for lack of  faith.   Accused-dad would, as a comment on psychological theory or human behaviour, draw attention of  the Accused to the Shakespearian phrase “Methinks the Lady protests too much”.  This was not intended to refer to any events within his own family or, indeed, any specific events, and the Accused may not have connected that phrase with his mother’s obsessions - but he never overlooked that possibility even though his way of dealing with the problem may not have taken it sufficiently into account (in that exposing the weaknesses strengthens the defences).   Unfortunately,  Mutti Bibles are now unobtainable.   The Accused in later years made attempts to buy ancient books which revealed the ideologies that were rampant before l950 but they were regularly stolen.   Books of considerable importance to anyone seeking to discover the origins or basis of  the present social system have been thrown away by public libraries.

The Accused claims that one Mutti Bible, whose title Accused-mum was forever quoting, was called Common Sense in the Nursery and was written by a Mrs Amelia Rustenburg MA (Oxon), mother of four Public School Boys.  The Accused never met Mrs Rustenburg’s offspring nor their offspring nor their offspring after them.  But good luck to them!   Accused-mum  was convinced that Common Sense in the Nursery was an authoritative and progressive work.   The Accused himself  for as long as he can remember had a routine opinion about such allegations.   It was not possible to evaluate advice without being capable of  rationally and on the basis of evidence coming to the same conclusion without the advice.   Mother’s were designed to know how to bring up children without the aid of  Mrs Rustenburg and  if they gleaned from her anything that was not known already or which would change their (intended) behaviour, it was likely to be wrong.    Accused-mum’s generation had a concept of their own about what was ‘progressive’.  It meant in general that obsession with masturbation had been replaced by obsession with homosexuality.  The author cannot recall what, if anything, Mrs Rustenburg said about masturbation.  But Mutti Bibles in general dismissed this as being harmful only if  practiced ‘excessively’ or not in ‘moderation’.  The Accused is likely to have encountered ‘only in moderation’  before he encountered ‘masturbation’, but he noted the absence of any definition of  ‘moderation’.   The only way to prevent the ‘excessive’ was to prevent it altogether.   The notion of anything being a crime (on the part of  the child) sometimes but not always was also foreign to the thinking of  authors of  Mutti Bibles.   Masturbation in moderation, surely, is the thin edge of the wedge.  It leaves the road open to fellatio in moderation and group masturbation in moderation.  Moderation, when the word is used by medics and their facsimiles, means either, masturbation, not at all or, as in the case of alcohol, as much as possible.   The word gives a free hand to the societally recognised authority figure - the mother, the alcoholic or the drug-addict.

Accused mum’s own assessment of  Mrs Rustenberg as ‘progressive’ may have arisen from Mrs Rustenberg’s suggestion that the window of  the nursery be kept open at night.   Accused-mum, when the family were living in Leicester, would regularly rush into her son’s bedroom when he was trying to sleep, ripping the sash window wide open to let in the mosquitos, fog or  cold winter air.    The Accused would refer to this as ‘letting the fresh air out’ or ‘letting pollution (or ‘cold’)  in’.   No argument would dissuade his mother.  The Accused had read Mutti Bibles only very superificially.   But it does seem that Mrs Rustenberg did not specifically recommend opening windows in winter or to let in mosquitos or in all circumstances.   She appeared to be under the impression, for all we know, correctly, that it was tradition never to open windows and her great contribution, which apparently was very controversial, was suggest that it was not essential to keep them under all circumstances closed.   If for instance the Maid had forgotten to close a window in the afternoon and this was not discovered at midnight, it was not essential to wake up the maid to get her to close it.  Another interesting innovation was that the child was provided with a chicken run in the garden in which to put the child while she went for nap in the afternoon!

The Accused formed the impression that Mrs Rustenburg was a stupid, insightless and conceited snob who had married a rich publisher.   Accused-mum took her advice in so far that the Mother must Never Change her Mind and that the Mother must enforce her will irrespective of  the methods or the morality of  the methods.   These obsessions are consistent with the infallibility of  the mother implied by the Laws of Neobowlby.   If the Mother makes a statement or  comes openly to a decision, even by accident, that decision or opinion must be correct and forever correct and right must be enforced.  All was excusable for a mother but morality was to be strictly enforced as regards children.   There was an assumption that fact and reason had no influence on any decision (since that would lead to the reversal of  decisions were the child to produce a case).  It was assumed that reason was not accessible to The Child when, in fact, it was not accessible to Mrs Rustenburg .   Mrs Rustenburg struck the Accused as a very unpleasant woman who openly recommended the worst personality failings of snobs -  a type of  person who unfortunately was to be found within Military Officer Class society.  ‘The father’ gets one mention.  He is ‘good for romping’.  ‘The Nurse’ appears more frequently.   No indication is given what she does but she does whatever Mrs Rustenburg does not do and does not know about.   Everything is provided by magic, not by any economic process, and the saga ends with ‘choosing the school’, which has to have a high snob status amongst local women.   The Accused suspected also that The Father was to be found in The Study, from which Mrs Rustenburg kept out.  When the children invaded The Study the father would be heard shouting loudly to impress his wife with authoritarian bitchtoadying while conspiring with his children in whispers.   Mrs Rustenburg, the Public School Queen, appeared to live in a little private fantasy world of  her own, did not know what went on beyond it and had no influence or power - in contrast to the control of  everything inside and outside the home exercised by Accused-mum.   Mrs Rustenburg does not describe any evolution within the mother-child relationship or name any age of  the child to which her recommendations or ideology are appropriate but the school is chosen when the child is six or seven years old and that is the end of  the unchecked power of  the mother.   There are underlying assumptions in Commonsense in the Nursery which are not openly stated and of  which Mrs Rustenburg is not aware or which she does not consider necessary to mention.  There is a reference, for instance, that the child  being expected to be altruistic and unselfish in the use of  his pocket money.  Not only is this specifically contrary to the First Law of  Heterosexualism but the whole concept of  pocket money is contrary to the First Law.   Without being specifically told,  Accused-mum assumed that finance under The Child’s control was not permissible.

The Accused, during his first four years, did not often glance at the Mutti Bibles.  After all, he had to open a locked glass door and, if  his mother approached, had to return the book and relock the door before she arrived.   However, he did read in one Mutti Bible, probably not Mrs Rustenburg’s, about the ‘most heinous crime of  Omosexuality’.   The Accused insists that was the spelling used and that he was unable to find such a word in any dictionary.   The word ‘heinous’ appeared to have no meaning beyond being an expletive.   Had the Accused been told what this Omosexuality was in Public School terms he would have burst out laughing that anything so ridiculous and trivial could be considered to be of  importance.  Nevertheless the Accused did gather from the text that this Omosexuality was the most heinous crime that existed.   It was therefore the equivalent of  the mortal or unforgiveable sin - not sin committed through error or weakness but through deliberate rejection of  the authority of  God.   Omosexuality was therefore some heresy that involved the denial of  the authority of  Society and of  Woman.

The Accused had noticed that there was underlying weakness in the doctrine that Society or the Social System was the ultimate authority in that it depended on faith.  If anyone claimed that he did not accept that Society was the Authority, then that was the end of  the matter: there was no argument.   However, at this early stage this was all theory and did not relate to any practical problem and the Accused assumed also that the Omosexuality religion, whatever it was, concerned fundamental principles of ethics or theology and not particular practicalities further than perhaps that the religion was dedicated to overthrow of any viable social system that existed.    The Accused however was unable to discover anything about this demonic system of  ethics and when homosexuality propoganda emerged he supposed that Omosexuality was something else.   Modification of  Muttist or  Neobowlbyite religion does not seek overthrow of society but a more satisfactory system and psychology.

However, it turns out that this Mutti Bible went on to recommend that the Mother prevent this Omosexuality by spying through keyholes and through gaps in incompletely closed doors and by fussing around with broomsticks and trays of  tea!   This might have been the origin of  behaviour displayed by Accused-mum when a friend, a Richard Underhill, came to stay for a few days in l964.

The first law of  heterosexualism was in various ways described in this work displayed by Accused-mum as a practicality.   Accused-dad would recite the Law in words when explaining the relationship men were expected to have towards women.  “The man pays for the woman”.   This was not particularly encouraging from the Accused’s point of view because he did not see himself as ever having money to spend on women!   It was effectively a statement that women were inaccessible or  that he had no place within this society built around the interests of women.   However, Accused-dad’s own mother had suggested that Accused-dad marry a rich woman and it turns out that within the Military Officer Class the careers of  men (particularly Tory cabinet ministers) depend on the wealth of  their wives.   Feminists claim, and not so entirely without evidence, that in this social class the wife may be more than the boss just in the sense of the mother or housewife.   She is barred by custom from herself  participating in the male professions.  Males, on the other hand, are often comparatively untalented.   She therefore buys a male who in fact cannot by his own devices occupy whatever prestigious position he comes to occupy and surrepticiously does the work on his behalf  and finances what is effectively her own career vicariously.   The Accused sees himself as having been barred from stable relationships with women or from marriage through his poverty and that this act that he was alone was further reason for it being impossible to set up any career.   The reader may argue that he was in this the victim of  his own delusions:  that any number of  rich girls would have been delighted to buy him as an investment as well as a partner and that even one without money would not have had quite his own negative assessment of  his prospects and, had she had her way, she would have turned out to be right.   One of  the favourite aphorisms of  Accused-dad and Accused-mum was ‘behind every great man there is a great woman’.  The Accused did not take the concept of greatness to be meaningful and did not approve of backseat driving - and perhaps his parents did not do so either but merely repeated this aphorism as a general principle without much consideration of what it entailed.   That formulation of  the second law of  heterosexualism does not necessarily imply the first inquite the sense that the Accused was inflicted with it.  But there may however be a single set of laws of society which affect different people in different ways,  as if  there existed one set of rules for one person and another for another person.

Accused-dad’s bitchtoadying did not seem to the Accused as entirely unambiguous.   It seemed to him that the regard of woman as perfect created a subjective concept with which any woman could be by self-deception equated and which ignored the actual person.   Accused-mum also at times claimed that far from deliberately encouraging Accused-dad’s attitudes she felt that she was ignored as a person and that Accused-dad regarded her as a mother and not as a wife.   Accused-dad also instructed the Accused several times when he was three or four years old “Never have anything to do with a woman.  If you have anything to do with a woman you can never again in your life get rid of her!”.   This made the Accused suspect that his father had been forced into marriage and his mother would also in later years hint this by relating how her marriage had been delayed until it was a necessity to adopt British citizenship.   Accused-mum and Accused-dad seemed to be dependent on one another and complementary personalities - the man who needed supervision by a Mother and the woman who was by nature the tyrant..   He wondered however whether how his parents had come to marry - whether it was a love match or whether they had outmanipulated oneanother and fallen into a trap.

“Girls mature more rapidly than boys” was a favourite bitchtoadying aphorism of  Accused-dad - though he did not explain what it meant.  The reader may link this aphorism with the Lotita Syndrome, a mechanism in which the Upper Class male is brainwashed into delinquency in childhood and this compulsory delinquency comes into fruition in middle age in such a manner that the babyman becomes guilty, exposed to Accusation by Woman and the First Law of  Heterosexualism is perpetuated.  As a small child the Accused might have been astonished to learn to what extent this theory is translated into practice!  However, in those early years he had more often heard, and noticed, that animals that were considered by adultoids as more advanced or sophisticated had longer periods of ‘maturation’, maturation being here not suitability for a Lolita Syndrome but adoption of  the eventual adult habit, if any existed.  The Accused did not suppose that one species was superior to another, but there were differences between the degree to which an animal depended on learning, or adaptation to the circumstances it encountered, than on ‘instinct’ or differences in the size of the territories with which different species were familiar.   The elephant was considered particularly clever and this was associated with its allegedly retaining memories and discovering skills over a long life - including the period when it was fully grown.  Similarly, amongst adultoids themselves the adoption of  eventual adult role took place in classes of society alleged to be less sophisticated and what were considered more sophisticated occupations required long periods of  education or training.   The claim that ‘girls mature more rapidly’ was therefore stood out like a sore thumb as being inconsistent with the bitch-toadying that it implied.

Did the Accused take the maturation bolognism at all seriously?   He took adultification to be a socially induced degenerative process which was imposed upon children by adultoids and also that adultification and ease of adultification was synonymous with stupidity.   But such stupidity could also be induced by the violent and oppressive behaviour of some adultoids, behaviour which he himself had not encountered in his early years despite the recitations of societal ideology.   It takes at least two to participate in an adultified relationship and, indeed, amongst children more than two:  it was group or crowd behaviour.  Prejudices and generalisations, such as those about girls or about genders, do not apply to anyone you know - though they are used to keep people apart and to consolidate groups or social classes.   Girls and boys were, in the wider social setting, kept apart sufficiently in those days for boys or girls to concoct group generalisations or prejudices about each other or for them to act en masse in the induced adultified manner.   There were respects in which girls’ physical capacities differed, without adultification, from boys - such as in the greater pliability in movements which Accused-dad attributed to differing anatomical construction.   The male incapacity in this respect may in later years be the basis of greater strength, but strength was hardly superiority.   Humans compared to steam engines or elephants were always weak.  Girls often rapidly assumed the characteristics of  their mothers.   This included the rapid assimilation of women’s vocabulary, particularly that relating to food and to colours.   Sisters,  if older than their brothers by several years, behaved like mothers and bullied them.   Girls demonstrated their superiority to the other gender by turning up their noses and sneering ‘boys!’ whenever they came in sight.  This facility for becoming like mothers appeared to the Accused at least in part to be adultification and undesirable.   It was also not unequivocal that girls were more clever and more attractive looking than boys.   There was a collection of  girls who gave the impression of having expressionless oval faces and of not being fully aware of  their surroundings.   

In so much as the Accused during his first four years encountered sexual taboos or body-phobia this was very obviously the jealousy of  the married woman directed against the unmarried or attractive young woman.    The married woman, or at any rate, the woman who had given birth to a child, lost her attractiveness, for which The Child was blamed.   In those days fecund women abounded of unseemly girth and whining about varicose veins who appeared to cultivate unattractiveness and exuded their resentment in violence and cruelty towards their (or other peoples’) children and malicious gossip and agitation against younger or supposedly more popular women.   It was a woman it was a sin to be attractive or not to conceal attractiveness and a sin to be popular, whether with women or with men (though a woman was unlikely to be both).   ‘Love’ as in ‘in love’ was a word uttered with scorn and condemnation and respectable only when the word meant unwelcome duty.   Accused dad considered that Michaelin Women ate a great many caloriforous snacks - as a substitute for the love that was denied (a scientific discovery he attributed to Freud.  There were also various other such substitutes for love.  In the modern era compulsive shopping of  expensive goods might be included).   There was thus an ambiguous attitude towards the bodies of women who were in the physically attractive stage of  development (around l8 to 30 years old).   The Accused considered that there might be some justification in respecting this morality based on jealousy in so far that it would cruel to bring the deficiences in their lives to the notice of  those who might be hurt, resentful or jealous in response to these deficiencies.   The Accused supposed, however, that jealousy was a socially acquired emotion (or something similar) that was confined to women.

Heterosexualist propaganda was directed in part, perhaps mainly, towards conditioning children to the eventual necessity of  marriage, which was depicted as unwelcome but a necessity for survival within society.   Marriage was a highly popular and succesful institution amongst animal species which have no rule books and are permitted to make free choices.   The practical evidence, however, was that marriage amongst humans, at any rate, to a considerable extent, was a  Neobowlbyite Law of  Society rather than a Neodarwinist Law of  Nature.  Nothing was ever reported in favour of  marriage.  Where nothing at all was reported about a marriage, perhaps it was satisfactory - but no evidence was being provided.  When there were reports it was always of  violent and thieving husbands or of tyrannical superbitch wives.   Whereas amongst animals, if marriage was for life, it was for life, without any contract being signed and without any danger to the alliance should either partner occasionally stray after someone else,  amongst humans inducements, threats and regulations were imposed by an organised social structure and all depended ultimately on economics or money.   Modern feminists claim that marriage amongst humans is an institution invented by men, who have to have someone they are free to bully and exploit.  They see their choices not as entirely voluntary but imposed upon them by the internal politics of males amongst whom a an order of  preference is decided on the basis of  their nature as yobbo apes with a hierarchy of dominance dependent on their violent nature and an economic and monetary power that it also based on that yobbo hierarchy.   Women, before this doctrine was published in many books written by women, did regularly claim in private that the choices they made were not those they would have made entirely voluntarily.  The Neodarwinist doctrines to not have the underlying assumption, which it is taboo openly to mention, that there exists a conflict between the choice imposed by regulations and the choice of free will, but suppose that the yobbo hierarchy is operative throughout species and is assumed (somewhat absurdly) to ensure propagation of  the ‘best’ characteristics.  Modern Neodarwinists also tell us that far from the female, as formerly was claimed, just accepting what the rivalry between males decided, she actively chooses the winner in the war between males fantasised by all Neodarwinists [though some claim that in fact the winners of  the battles are chosen as the best protectors or coworkers in bringing up the young while the delinquents with whom they copulate on the side produce the best genes.  There is always some teleological explanation for anything that occurs or supposedly occurs].   It seems to the author that the claim that woman has no free choice is not entirely correct and that indeed it is women who encourage the male yobbo hierarchy and actively make choices on its basis.   Practical considerations of survival within society outweigh others.  The position in hierarchy is  recognised by woman as the magnitude of money-flow in her direction and that is operative irrespective of  the means by which the money is obtained - the robber being preferred to the labourer.  1940s males, however, were more given the impression that marriage was invented by women for their benefit and that whatever sacrifices were involved were not really sacrifices but consistent with their establishing, en groupe, a means of  survival and of  enslaving the male.   Males supposed that women enticed them and tricked them, with no objective in mind other than mariage, which they brought about by whatever means available and irrespective of  morality.   The male supposed himself to be in control but suddenly found himself married.   The propaganda did not portray the future relationship between genders as welcome to either but as a necessity imposed by rules of  society or  discrimination against the unmarried.

Although in the private club of women all is blamed on men and in the private club of men all is blamed on women, it may be a misunderstanding of  psychological and sociological processes to blame either.  Soceity becomes a machine apart from individual human will.   There is an aspect of human behaviour, the learned societal behaviour which determines the means of survival within society, which is insentient or unconscious.   Thus as well as there being Jack and Jill, the persons as they see themselves, there is Jacko and Jillie,  the societal behaviour over which the individual has no control and no awareness when it occures in themselves.   Jack sees Jillie and Jill sees Jacko and they do not realise they are distinct entities from Jack and Jill.  In recent years the medic Dawkins, who is classed as a zoologist,  has been claiming that there exist thought-genes or some manner of inheritance of  imitative behaviour.   It does seem to the author that Dawkins is a classical medic Neodarwinist or Neofascist, twisting theory or reality to justify the ideology.   The Neofascists have since l960 had it within their religion to be obsessed by genes - in order to rubbish any notion of  free choice or of alternative behaviour.  Dawkins’ ‘memes’ seem thus to be the imaginary Neofascist genes in disguise which supposedly determine everything and impose an order on people irrespective of  their own choices but they could also possibly be a symbolism for the learned social behaviour which constructs Jacko and Jillo, though the medic would be very reluctant to believe that Jacko and Jillo are undesirable rather than perfect personalities and very reluctant to consider the possibility of  the Society of  whichi they are a part being an aberration rather than evolutionary perfection.

The heterosexual St George’s reaction is also part of  Muttism or Neobowlbyism.  This includes such assaults on children such as circumcision and tonsillectomy.    The Accused’s parents might have been expectected to cooperate with such inanities.   This might be expected to be even more so because Accused-dad was a doctor.  However, they did not.   The Acccused discovered only in the l980s that public ignorance and medical assaults on children were encouraged by organised Public Health schemes.   In Hertfordshire where the Accused later lived ninety eight percent of  boys were afflicted with circumcision on non-religious grounds.   Similarly, there was mass tonsillectomy.   Parents and children would everywhere be reciting speils justifying tonsillectomy and broadcasting other medical superstitions.   Anyone who did not cooperate with superstition was in danger of  being branded irresponsible or persecuted.   The Accused was given vaccination against smallpox and tuberculosis, which then was usual, and which procedures did not appear to produce any ill effects.   Accused-dad would tell the tale of  Jenner risking victimisation by immunising his own son.   However, Accused-dad openly stated that there existed no justification for tonsillectomy.   He took it as legitimate to accept what was obvious in the face of  propaganda and organised ignorance.   Also, the Accused’s parents did not show any objection to his consistent refusal of any form of  medicine such as sleeping tablets, headache tablets or  travel sickness tablets nor to argued with his justification of such refusal nor with his own remedies, such as eating a great deal of food before going on a journey instead of  eating nothing and taking travel sickness tablets (though they did not behave thus themselves).

The Accused tells a tale of  travelling across the channel in the Ferry Invicta, which later, under another name, had a nasty accident in Russia, when, supposedly, the doors of  the hold were left open.   The ferry was very crowded and had there was an unusually rough sea.  Contrary to his parents’ advice he had previously insisted on eating an enormous meal.   The adultoids, fearing the storm, all crowded in a smoky bar or lounge in the basement of  the ship.   The Accused was told on no account to go onto the deck.  The Accused thought this was not very good advice.  One of  the problems in this smoky lounge, in which adultoids were dropping like ninepins all appeared to be ill and were swallowing tablets, was that it was not possible to assess the movement of  the ship by reference to any fixed object.   The movements of  the ship affected the adultoids but they had no way of telling in advance or when they happened what the movements actually were.   He studied this for a while and then went onto the deck of  the ship and stood in the rain and the gale looking over the sides of  the ship.   That way his inbuilt processes recognised what the movements of  the ship were in relation to relatively fixed objects or surfaces and there was no danger of any vertigo.   He was astonished that there was not a single other person on the deck of  the ship.  Later he returned to join his parents in the lounge and his absence had not been noticed!   In this case, clearly it was the adultoids who were misguided, but usually the adultoids force their misguided notions on the child and the parent, even if it disagrees, does not dare other than cooperate.   The Accused also, incidentally, thought that it was safer to be on the deck.  If  the boat went under, even though as far as the author is aware, the Accused could not at that age swim,  he could jump into the water - and then he would just have to float or swim.   His father had in fact taught him that it was possible to float in sea water.  The Accused also had the idea that it was relatively easy to swim twenty miles.

The Second Law of  Heterosexualism is written here as “Treatment passes from Woman to Man” so as to maintain terminology appropriate to the nurse-patient relationship.   The Accused, when first directing himself to his law framed it as ‘Persecution passes from woman to man’.   It was not framed in his early childhood as any specifically defined law but rather, its various components were described or implied separately.  The Second Law of  Heterosexualism refers to all processes, whether benign or malignant, in which some entity passes unchanged down hierarchy.  This includes Bologny - which consists of  Bolognisms, verbal recitations with emotional impact, such as the Laws of  Neobowlby themselves, which pass, repeatedly, down hierarchy in a stereotyped word-for-word repeated form.

The term ‘First Law of  Fascism’ is used where there is an edict that some process within society is inevitable and proceeds without any intellectual or human intervention and this is, as is always the case when such a Law is pronounced,  accompanied openly or by implication  by a Second Law of  Fascism.   The Second Law of  Fascism contradicts the first by claiming that the decision of Biggodot, Evolution, Biggodot or whatever can be anticipated consciously or by some process within the individual, though he is indoctrinated with what conclusions he must adopt, and it is the individual’s duty to help Biggodot, Evolution or  Society on its way.   This is called the Fascist Paradox.   From the time he was told he wanted to be a doctor, the Accused’s attempts to re-educate his mother largely centred on this paradox.  His mother would see herself as in the grips of some infallible decision or opinion which was her own but which she attributed to some external agency such as Society or some person who was supposedly the personification of society or  recognised authority.   The Accused would try to show that she had renounced personal responsibility by supposedly denying the validity of objective observation and logic whereas in fact these processes were still used in recognising the authority figure or edict of society and, indeed, the examination of whether an edict or opinion was reasonable or consistent with logic or the real world as observed  was part of  that alleged recognition.

The Accused might say “Suppose Society or the Recognised Authority said such and such”, making some statement which at the time would have been considered ridiculous, irrespective of whether in some later era Experts said just that and were universally believed.   The Mother or the reader might, perhaps, answer that Society or the Recognised Expert would never say such a thing.  But then maybe the reader might be fully convinced that Recognised Authority had told him that his next door neighbour was a vampire or that that earthworms were spontaneously generated within dungheaps.  What then?  The fact that recognised authority would never say this (which, as a matter of fact, it has) is then an intellectual observation.   This is only the start.  The Accused claims that it is always necessary to respect fact and logic as it is known to the recipient of  the expert information.

The Accused, who knows nothing about geography, informs the author that he was recently informed that the Himalayan Mountain Range exists because India came up from the South and pushed the edge of  the then Northern landmass skywards.    At this time, however,  President Bush was chasing Osama Bin Ladin and the British population were acquiring some knowledge of  the geography of  Afghanistan - and the Accused had also been reading about the Russian armies invading Rumania and Czechoslovakia at the end of  World War ll.   He claims he ‘knew’ immediately that this could not be true.   References to maps revealed that indeed there were mountains in a strip from the Himalayas across Southern Europe right up to the Spain and, indeed, the Himalayas are too great a mass to have been bunched up the relatively small India alone.   He claimed that an alternative explanation was suggested by the fact that there are mountains along the Western side of  America, which, by its shape, appears to have separated away from Europe and Africa.  In other words, the mountains where at the edge which is in the direction of  the movement.   He pointed this out to his informant who, nevertheless, could not see that his original theory was not satisfactory and declared that the experts had made direct observations to confirm their theory.   So the Accused suggested, just as postulate, that the gravitational attraction of  the sun had drawn not only a Southern mass upwards towards the equator (which for practical purposes is North of  the actual equator) but had stretched the northern mass downwards, so that there was a gravitational attraction pulling up the mountain ranges at the edge that was in the direction of  the motion as well as an eventual collision and amalgamation.   Still, the informant insisted, direct observations had shown that the Southern mass had collided with the Northern and not the Northern with the Southern.   The Accused remarked that A bumping into B is the same as B bumping into A and that the alternative of  B bumping into A, because of prior prejudice, may not have occurred to anyone.

Now, this particular explanation of  mountain ranges may, in fact, be complete nonsense.   The point is that the Scientist, the person who does not have absolute faith in Society, must be able to hold more than one opinion simultaneously.   Quite possibly, if he is a theoretical physicist, the opinions of Professors of  Geography on landmasses are likely to be right and his own wrong.  But he must recognise honestly how the facts appear in the light of  his own limited knowledge and experience.   The fact that a Professor of  Geography could demonstrate that his theories are those of a complete idiot is irrelevent.   Moreover, were it necessary for the theoretical physicist to come to some important decision to which theories concerning land masses were relevent, he would have to ask the Professor of  Geography convincingly to dispel his own doubts.

Although a Muttic version of  the Law of  Damnation is not separately quoted - the transgressor - whose crime is that he does not recognise the authority of  woman (or does not generate money that is transferred to woman)  is ostracised from society.   This matters because the ostracism is economic - the transgressor becomes guilt of unemployment and all the other features by which the degenerate can be recognised in society and such people end up in the Mental Hospital, gaschamber or whatever is fashionable.  In fact, degeneracy and being ostracised are the same thing but the process is represented as the punishment of  the degenerate, the person who fails to be controlled by Woman - an example of  the Fascist Paradox.   The present author claims that the child is born without any right to survive or club membership within social class and that Woman’s efforts to rectify this situation are bound to be unsuccesful.

The author has shown that in the cryptic language of  Sigmund Freud and his contemporaries transgression of  the First Law of  Heterosexualism is identified with homosexuality and with syphilis.  This homosexuality then presumably is sodomitic and in the case of  the so-called Ratman is evidently so.   Further the delusions formerly associated with siphilis are the delusions now associated with AIDS, also identified, even though perhaps incorrectly, with homosexuality and sodomy - and the first law of  heterosexualism.   In the case of  ‘a case of hyseria in a male’ the victim recognises himself as having transgressed the First Law.  He is ‘accused of  having stolen money from a woman’.   In the case of  the Wimslow Boy General Paralysis of  the Insane is avoided by the production of a superior Superbitch, the boy’s mother, whom the lesser woman is said to have defrauded.  In the case of  Freud’s patient, the man developes symptoms of  taboparesis, a form of  siphilis,  but Ziggy tells us that this is hysterical.   The punishment or damnation is a psychological rather than physical process.   In the letters to Fleiss, the punishment for transgression of  the First Law also turns out to be psychological - neurasthenia or an anxiety state (and the hysteria of  the woman).   These Freudian formulations, within Austrian culture, appear to be inconsistent with Accused-mum’s concept of  the womanhater,  the Schwinehund who does not hand over the money - the punishment for whom is condemnation by Society and ostracism.   The fact is that Accused Mum and Freud give different versions of the Austrian transgressor of  the First Law and different versions of the Muttic Law of  Damnation.   In the present state of  investigation, any explanation of this is merely a postulate.   It may be that Freud’s views are more those of an intellectual than those of  the everyday Austrian - or it may that as in Britain the more public school version of  the transgressor belonged to a particular section of society - just as in Britain before l965 nobody outside Public School Society was hot and bothered about homosexuality.   The psychosis of a particularly dominant and influential club,  the Military Officer Class and its medics, was by modern propaganda methods inculcated into the whole of  society.

In the Neobowlbyite formulation, again, the transgressor is ‘the man who does not love his mother’ or the ‘homosexual’ and is condemned to the mental hospital.   Really, he is transferred to the mental hospital because his family do not have the money available to prevent this - but his transgression of  the First Law gets the blame.   In British ideology the identification or open identification of  the degenerate or victim with the homosexual is new.   The term ‘schizophrenic’ for the Found Out or cured ‘homosexual’ was a later addition in the evolution.   This being so it is evident that it is possible for the potential victim to avoid cure or  schizophrenia by adopting the job of  homosexual, if  this, within his class structure, is available.   The schizophrenic is created by The Mother denouncing the victim to the psychiatrist - by a heterosexual St George’s reaction in which the Lackey is manipulated by the Superbitch.   Accused-mum would use this as a threat.  However, when he was twenty two years old, this was in danger of  becoming a reality.

Why should The Mother denounce the child or cooperate with the psychiatrist?   Is this just the principle that the deterrent ceases to be a deterrent if it is never used?   These are psychological or sociological processes.   There is no need to find a reason for The Mother’s behaviour or to discover what are her alleged thoughts or intentions or what she thinks she is doing.   However,  there will always be monetary motivation.   The great majority of  mothers of  St George’s victims claim that they were duped or oerced by doctors or  their acolytes.  Accused-mum behaved not as a free agent but as motivated by compulsions (or delusions) that were out of  her control.   However,  according to Accused-mum’s formulation of  the ideology,  if  the mother did not denounce the degenerate child to the psychiatrist, she would herself be guilty of  transgression of  Laws of  Society and would herself be arrested and psychiatrised.  This would mean that the child was in any case psychiatrised, because a hierarchy was like a tree and if  a branch was cut all that was distal to the cut was discarded.

There exist also various subsidiary Laws of  Neobowlby.  The reader has already encountered the Law of  Tyranny:

“Bringing up a child is a war.   If you lose one battle you lose the war.  If you give in once, you will have to give in on every subsequent occasion”

and the Law of  Monetary Deprivation:

“A child must not be given pocket money.   The parents must provide it with everything it needs”.

The Accused claims that his mother never openly stated or repeated either of  these Laws in the language with they were presented to Accused-mum by Accused-dad, as overhead by the Accused when four years old.   Accused-mum admitted towards the end of  her life that this indoctrination had taken place and that these laws had become a compulsion or insightless obsession.  Accused-dad, was The Expert, she declared,  indeed The Expert of the whole nation.  There was nobody else to whom she could turn.  The Accused’s view was that mothers are capable of  coming to the right conclusions without the need for experts or  the need to manufacture obsessions that are attributed to experts.  It was however Accused-mum who had represented herself as an expert, trained in youth formally in all matters domestic, and she would yell that she was an expert if  any attempt was made to amend her views.    The Accused felt that it was not necessary to give any regard to self-esteem or the protect the esteem by which held by others - not in her case - and that she was unnecessarily conscious of a social inferiority that had to be rescued by being an expert.  Accused-mum was so expert that she refused to consider anything belonging to the modern world as other than unacceptable and evil.

According to the Accused his father, when he was three and four years old, recited to him the Laws of  Tyranny and Monetary Deprivation in the above language or very similar.  However, they were not delivered as indoctrination or part of  religion, as they were to Accused-mum.   They were just part of  the history of  human thought, much as the ideas of  Plato or  Socrates.   It is unlikely that Accused-dad, during this period, would have taken the Law of  Tyranny, in the language quoted, seriously.   One of  his favourite themes was the ‘pyrrhic victory’, the victory that is really a defeat.  Even in military matters there might be ultimate defeat despite apparant victories.   In more ‘normal’ human relationships the objective was to reach an agreement or compromise which all were willing voluntarily to abide by.   If  some party chose to inflict en route humiliating defeats on the alleged opponent he would make enemies and if  he set himself up as overlord on the basis of  his victories he would set himself up to be knocked down.   War resulted from the evolution of an intractable and pathological situation.   The Accused suspected that in World War ll it had been the scarcety or maldistribution of  food or essential resources relative to population (i.e. overpopulation).

The Accused’s parents opened a post office savings account in the Accused’s name in which they deposited one pound on his first birthday and then on subsequent birthdays until his nineteenth birthday and then on some birthdays and not others the number of years in pounds.  This was intended to be for the Accused’s ‘studies’ or ‘career’ but as matters turned out a pound when the Accused was twenty was as effective as a a fourtieth of  a pound in l944.  Also, on account of  the Law of  Deprivation, the Accused found himself forced to spend money on other matters.  The Accused during these early years was also given when they turned up coins with the head of  Queen Victoria and by the time he was eight years old he had perhaps even sixty of  these but he was also forced to spend these or they were subequently stolen.   Money was a taboo subject regarded with the same emotions or attitudes as sexuality when viewed as a forbidden concept.

The Accused’s interpreted the Law of  Tyranny to the degree that the Accused was not permitted to ask for anything.   The Accused was led to understand that were he to ask for anything this would be considered an unpardonable offence or evil.   In later years the Accused was forced occasionally to ask, but the result, as anticipated, was for the Law of  Tyranny (or Law of  Pigheadedness) to be appied to the degree that his mother would ensure that the Accused could never receive what was requested by his own efforts or by any other route.   The Accused was never permitted to know what birthday presents or Christmas presents were to be in advance nor expected to ask for particular items.   Everything was arranged for him in a manner that he had no knowledge or  part in what was arranged on his behalf.  In the modern era children are encouraged on television to pester their parents for expensive and useless toys or devices and parent suppose that they have some social obligation to spend large quantities of money they do not have on expensive currently fashionable baubles for their children.   Children are said to have ‘pester power’ which commercial organisations encourage and exploit.  1940s parents were not cruel or violent by modern standards but the mildest parent could have been expected to batter any child that pestered for money or  expensive goods.  But that didn’t happen.   It would also have been considered very poor upbringing for children to accustom them to the economically realistic to train them that there was some shame in parental poverty or to hide from them realistic ecconomics.   

Another law is the Law of Pigheadedness:-

“You must never give in.   The parent is older and more experienced and knows better.   If you give in the Child in later years will not thank you.  It is necessary to be cruel to be kind.   It is very easy to be seduced by the appealing eyes or the sufferings of  the child.   But the parent must never give in”.

                                                                     Although Accused-mum did not recite the Law of  Tyranny she often recited the Law of  Pigheadedness.   This Law, although attributed by Accused-mum, appears in the Woman’s Book, published in l907.   Bowlbyites claim that it is the first two yers that are critical.  Mrs Woman, a prominent trainer of Nannies, however, points out that The Nanny or Mother has control over the child for its first seven years and that during this period she can mould them irrevocably to her will.   This edict is usually attributed to Augustine of  Hippo.   So the Public School Boy is moulded into bitchtoadying.

‘Cruel to be kind’ means ‘cruel to be cruel’.   It is a phrase used to justify mindless sadism.   Delinquent parents regularly justify their assaults or cruelty as righteousness or in the interests of  the child or to be performed out of  ‘love’.   This mode of thinking and behaviour is then adopted, when they grow older, by their children.   The Accused would try to explain his mother that the Law of  Pigheadedness was incorrect.   Children, whatever happened, would not thank their parents.  However, they would thank them even less if not allowed to make mistakes by their own efforts!   The claim that parents were more experiened or knew better also was untrue.  Children learnt from parents but they also had to discover for themselves the mistakes of parents and how to remedy them and how to survive within their own world rather than that of  the past.   Accused-mum however would not listen and, instead, would yell the Accused down with threats of  psychiatry (“if people heard you...”).  Muttism has an inherent faith that the child is always wrong and must be corrected by the mother.  Only when she was approaching death did she listen to the Accused’s version of  the story and observe that she had been mistaken.

Bowlby is also attributed with the notion that children should be educated not by violence but ‘withdrawal of love’.    The Accused’s parents educated in his earlier years as a rational being on the basis that behaviour should consider the interests and feelings of  others.   The claim that the alternative to irrationality or violence is ‘withdrawal of love’ is iniquitous.  If the parent does in fact ‘love’ the child, it either does so or doesn’t.   If ‘love’ can be withdrawn at the parents’ whim or for their own manipulative purposes it is not love at all but non-existent, a pretence or  hysteria.

When Bowlbyites are asked what exactly  is meant by ‘withdrawal of love’ the reply is that it means ‘withdrawal of  privileges’.    What privileges are these?   We are then told that the child may be docked pocket money and  that it may be banished to its room.   According to the Law of  Monetary Deprivation the child does not have pocket money and the Neobowlbyite or Muttic child does not have ‘privileges’.  If indeed the child does have a room of  its own, it would be highly delighted to be banished to this room away from boring adultoids!   Superficially, the notion of  withdrawal of non-existent privileges is an absurdity.  However,  the mother-child relationship or heterosexualist hierarchical buggeration is a process of continuous guilt of the inferior hierarch, continuous punishment or treatment and continuous deprivation of  privileges.   Although it is not possible to deprive The Child of non-existent privileges temporarally, they can be deprived permanently - and if they are deprived permanently there is no need to define what they are!

Accused-mum regularly repeated the aphorism ‘look after the pennies and the pounds will look after themselves”  - a version of the Law of  Monetary Deprivation.   Accused-mum had various obsessional Bolognisms stored up which she seemed to the Accused to have acquired from snobbish employers when she was a domestic servant.   Strictly speaking,  it makes no difference whether the individual looks after the ‘pennies’ or the ‘pounds’ - it all the same.   Nevertheless, it seemd to the Accused that this Bolognism was a snobbery intended for the servant who was allegedly too stupid to account sums greater than a few pennies or would supposedly never have the responsibility of  doing so (though in fact the snobs depended on servants for everything).   An obsession with pennies rather than a vision of  acounts as a whole could have a counterproductive effect with the obsession with pennies losing the pounds.  In later years Accused-mum would travel great distances by bus in order to recoup half a penny alleged overpayment on a bill!

The Accused thus reports that he encountered in early years the principles of  one form of  matriarchy, Muttism, and then, later, those of  another, Neobowlbyism,  though these two are identical except for the there being diffences between the compulsory delinquency of bitchtoadying and the compulsory delinquency of -osexuality.   The Muttic male runds after young girls and the Neobowlbyite male runs after young men or Miss Whipcane.  These matriarchies are not so much built on considerations of  sexual attraction, as has been generally supposed, but on the First Law of  Heterosexualism: money passes from man to woman (or up hierarchy) and the Second Law of  heterosexualism, the exclusive right of a social class or subclass to justify the acquisition of  money by adopting a particular role.   The Accused was under the impression that Muttism belonged to Central Europe and that Neobowlbyism belonged to the British Military Officer Class.   The works of  Sigmund Freud have been used to unearth independent evidence that the underlying principle of Austrian social psychology was the First Law of  Heterosexualism.   However, there are some inconsistencies in the Accused’s attempt to emphasise the Central European nature of  Muttism and the British nature of  Neobowlbyism.   The author feels that differences in versions of  matriarchal (or patriarchal) authoritarianism are more dictated by social class or the functions adopted by the family in the past than by the country in which the participants are situated or  their country of origin.   Accused-mum of country origin but in the urban setting had been a servant.   She had the relationship of a servant to the British Military Officer Class but felt that as the wife of an army officer or doctor she was obliged to conform with the principles of  that class - a view that may have been misguided.

There has been a tradition that servants or slaves must not be educated or must not be able to reaad and write.   In the nineteenth century to teach a slave or serf was a serious offence to teach a slave to read or write.   It might even carry the death penalty.   Mutti Bibles cited ‘intellectual overstimulation’, failure to suppress the intellect of  the child or decelerate it education, as one of  the causes or definitions of degeneracy or whatever symptom complex was the equivalent of  degeneracy - or even as the most prominent cause or definition of  degeneracy.   The Military Officer Class Prep School and Public School education is akin to breaking in a horse.   The individual is first destroyed before being given an indoctinative education.   English psychiatrists were employed to weed out the more intelligent in the non-military classes.   The adultification of children was the induction of superstition and ignorance and norms were created that were essential to class membership and survival.   From the point of  view of  the regulations applying historically to slaves or servants, there had been serious negligence in his being overeducated or insufficiently intellectually suppressed.   So  Accused-mum could be expected to be hit by fear and panic when it came to the Accused going to school and being noticed in the outside world.   This led to a hysterical disavowal of  these forbidden aptitudes or propensities.

The Accused’s acknowledged having some historical connection with these Freuds, whom they saw as progressive rather than reactionary.   Bowlby was described as a disciple of  this Freud.   Although the reader may opine that the Accused was given a potted layman’s version of  this Freud’s notions that was designed for little children, it does appear that in several respects the Accused was told that it was well known that particular statements or interpretations were to be found in the works of  Freud when, although those statements or interpretations would be correct,  they are not actually to be found or are deeply buried within alternative declarations.   Freud was supposed to have discovered  or declared that the term ‘sexuality’ (the devotion of men to women or of people to each other or the fetishes observable in adultoid behaviour) could be attributed to a much wider range of  behaviour than previously admitted in polite conversation.   This seemed to the Accused obvious but he felt that the outcome was not ‘progressive’ but just extended the range of the taboos, anxieties, phobias and irrationalities within adultoid behaviour.  If the previously trivial became ‘sexuality’, this did not trivialise or reduce the irrationality surrounding ‘sexuality’ but instead transferred the phobias to the previously trivial.  It meant that everything on earth was taboo.  Adultoids had been better off with their previous terminology.   The ‘infantile sexuality’ discovery was built round the story of  Little Hans, the ‘sexuality’ being the devotion to the mother and resentment or jealousy of  the father.  The Accused felt the story was fabrication and his parents also seemed to regard it as fabrication but it was required to obey the official story because it was consistent with the social regulations.

Freud was also alleged to have a theory relating to this ‘homosexuality’.   It is not clear or easy to determine or explain what was meant by this concept.   It was considered, at least according to some parental speeches,  permissible or even compulsory amongst some classes of  society, such as the Upper Classes or Aristocracy, or amongst Artists or the exceptionally attractive in appearance - though it was assumed that the Accused’s belonged to none of  these.  When she came to attend her sociology classes in l950 Accused-mum came to condemn hysterically all sections of society other than doctors as ‘homosexuals’.  The ‘homosexual’ or ‘man who does not love his mother’ was also the person whose affections were not confined to The Mother or who did not unequivocably serve and obey the mother.   That the mother-child relationship must not be broken was a Law attributed to Bowlby.   At the same time, the dogma was also that no homosexuals existed.   The whole of society was policed by Woman, or by the Trade Union of  Women to which all women were obliged to belong, and there existed no heretics who denied the authority of  Woman and therefore, were there one heretic, he would rapidly be discovered and destroyed.   However, the homosexuality doctrine also recognised a hierarchy in which the Mother remained the Superbitch but the delinquent male became eventually attached to a subsidiary Superbitch through a similar ‘mother child relationship’  who was the servant and agent of  the original Superbitch,  Within families there was a ruling hierarchy of women all obeying in the manner of  the  domestic servants, the authority of  the Housekeeper.   The Freudian notion was that the child was inferior and it was only through ‘stages of development’ that the delinquent became voluntarily the bitchtoady towards the substitute Matriarch.  The Accused felt that far from this being a ‘progressive’ point of  view,  it was propaganda of evil.   Human affections could not be imposed by some dictator or theory but arose as they arose.   Whatever relationship was established should be one of  permanent trust and not subject to some regulation that imposed ‘stages of development’.  Adultoids were here again glorifying their own their own degeneracy,  representing decadence as upward evolution.

The adultoid could not liberate itself.  What it thought to be progressive was always the reactionary in disguise.   In both the Muttic society and in the Neobowlbyite society, as it actually was, it was compulsory for the individual to be guilty and continuously punished.   There existed the sociocrime, the supposed delinquency, for which there was fixed punishment, but which in fact was obligatory.    It was supposed to be progressive to label behaviour as ‘illness not crime’ instead of merely accepting it.  But this created even greater punishment - The Treatment that did not cease until the degeneracy was expunged completely.   This is psychocrime.  Psychocrime is  intelligence, perception of  truth, altruistic morality or emotion that is spontaneous rather than artificially learnt or some other ideological crime.  The Accused was to find himself being persecuted for nothing.  His colleagues suggested that he could remedy this by ‘giving them what they want’, by indulging in sociocrime, but his parents were and felt so vulnerable that he did not dare attempt such an experiment!          
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