


Unkindness to  Ravens





The enlightened will be delighted to learn that they may now peruse Volume five and seven chapters of volume six of the Mad Monk’s Memoirs ‘Pictures in the Attic’, the definitive history of the twentieth century, on  http://www.geocities.com/minnie_miniskirt/anita..html  [now, all chapters].  Volumes 7-10 are to be found via  http://www.geocities.com/intercruck/html.  Press circulars which summarise some aspects of some chapters are to be found via  http://www.geocities.com/onkl_boris/index.http and access to Ms. Lila po Lune’s collection of Ms.Miniskirt’s reports from the Isle de Belsize and some other circulars can be obtained via http://www.geocities.com/lila_po_lune/index.html





Nikodemos Nikodemopoulos, the world famous media magnate, regrets the tardiness of  progress the chapters now being over two years old when revised and published.  Mr Nikodemopoulos feels that the content is satisfactory but that the presentation needs half a dozen revisions, not merely one and that at the current rate the hundred or so chapters already written may even be fully presentable within less than one hundred and fifty years.  Some improvements in this presentation have been introduced recently in two or three chapters.





The currently published chapters cover The Accused’s studies at Cambridge University and the London Hospital Medical College during which The Accused was to be permanently handicapped by the victimisation of  the Parental Means Test on Students Grants, a multifold transgression of the European Convention on Human Rights.  The tardy productivity enforced upon the International Joan of Arc Office has also restrained the issue of explanatory Press Circulars.  Sir Sagittarius Fantasticus, Ace Raconteur and Director of the Institute of Pommie Studies at the Delmonte University at Montmandie on the Isle de Belsize however has drawn attention to a previous commentry on this l960s atrocity, the Parental Means Test, by his friend and colleague, Ms Ruth Rendall - a novel entitled ‘An Unkindness of Ravens’.





‘Unkindness’, Dr. Charles Darwin, Professor of  Etymology, or it may be Entomology, at the Institute of  Pommie Studies on Montmandie, tells us is an Old English, i.e. German, word meaning ‘not kindred, not one of us, a flock of  illegal  immigrants or Vikings’.  When Norwegian Admiral Jim Kro, after whom Kroden near London is named, sailed up the Thames to the Tower of London, to hand in his ornithological donation to New Labour, the previous illegal immigrants, brought in by King Harold Macannife of  Toryland, then known as Wessex, were intimidated by the portraits of  great ferocious black birds which adorned the sails of  the invading fleet.  From that day onwards the Raven has been regarded as Bad News, particularly by used illegal immigrants.





Nevertheless, historians researching the authenticity of this vocabulary, tell us that the Countess Godeva, proprietor of  Merciavostok, allied in marriage to Count Godadam of  Merciazapad  Mercia, spoke of an Unkindness of  Doctors, or an Unkindness of  Norman attendants of  political prison camps moonlighting for internet porn sites or even an unkindness of  magpies... but never of an unkindness of  Ravens.  Nor has anyone in England done so before or since.  They have had no occasion to do so.  ‘Raven,’ in England, apart from in the grounds of the Tower of  London, is not a name for a gregarious crow or rook but for wardens of  All Souls’ College and for a large, black, peaceloving birds always seen in pairs consumed by reciprocated kindness.  But you have to remember the Unkindness of  Ravens for the Quiz Show.





Ms Rendell uses the title because her heroine belongs to a gang of teenage, female, women’s-libbing Vikings who go round assassinating would-be uncles.  The author is described by the Nursing Times as the New Queen of Crime, though at the time of  the original copyright the Old Queen was still rampant.  There are in the published version, Professor Sagitarius Fantasticus tells us, some anachronisms and, in accordance with custom, the portrayal of  l960s youth comes from newspapers rather than reality .. and, in the style of the Old Queen, the text all along is yelling out that the heroine is the victim of  the Parental Means Test, though the auctorix pretends not to notice until the final denouement by Inspector Poirot.





The heroine’s circumstances are not exactly the same as those faced by The Accused .. but there are similarities!!  Whereas all those born to some means of survival within their parents’ social class are the same, the victims who are born into no social class all differ.  The heroine’s father is a bigamist and philanderer who risks being Found Out if  he manufactures, as is required if the heroine is to obtain a grant,  a declaration of  his income, which turns out to be ten times as much as Accused-dad’s in l961 - and he is on an expense account and doesn’t pay income tax.  So, since she is resolved to become a medic within the R.U.’s National Heath Service, she decides to euthanase the father, who is the obstacle to her obtaining a grant,  producing the excuse that he is or was a would-be uncle.  But Inspector Poirot arrests the heroine because he does not believe in the Lolita Syndrome, upon which the easier passage of  girls compared with boys depends and which syndrome has been inaccurately portrayed by Uncle Ziggy - about whom Inspector Poirot, or it may be Hercules Wexford, turns out to be remarkably well informed.





All victims of 1960s persecution had it in common that they belonged to no social class or were denied survival within their parents’ social class, or denied financial and other necessary promotion by their parents, and were forced into inordinate and ineffective efforts to counter this discrimination.  In the heroine’s case it is necessary for the parents to keep her from entering the outside community by becoming a rich typist or nurse because this would result in her Finding Out, or somebody Finding Out, and the whistle being blown.





The author suggests that, because supposedly the Lolita Syndrome is an fantasy, it is the heroine who will be arrested and locked up for the rest of  her life in Holloway - because she is a chronic liar.  She would however, had she been dragged into such a direction,.  have been buggerated by psychiatrists.  If she intended to be a doctor, then perhaps she was in any case destined to be buggerated by doctors.  But, apart from that, doctors preferred to buggerate boys, recruiting the mother, to make it respectable, as an ally.  Those who were born without a future in parental social class were psychiatrised away - turned into schizophrenics - and so too therefore were psychiatrised the victims of the parental means test (who fall in this category)  - either, as in this case, during the approach to their GCE ‘A’ Levels or during their first undergraduate or postgraduate years, when the economic handicaps impinged themselves suddenly and severely.  The psychiatric fiction, the ‘schizophrenia’ caused by the treatment meted out to these unfortunates, provided the cover-up for the realities of social system.  The Mad Monk discussesin his memoirs the Psychiatric Cock and Bull Story, the psychiatric history invented retrospectively and then universally believed.. and Ms. Rendell is, in fact, reciting her heroine’s Cock and Bull Story.





Ms. Rendell is however aware that she is describing what in the l960s was the fate of boys rather than girls.  How does she get round this?  She claims that in the heroine’s family there was gender -role reversal and that instead of  the girl getting the money and exploiting the Lolita Syndrome upon which the prosperity of girls relative to boys depended, the mother preferred the elder brother and the father followed suit, sending the son off to Keele University for a Business Studies Degree.  The boy, presumably, has entered into a conspiracy not to blow the whistle, though mother knows anyway and is cashing in.  It was the girl who was the studious Cinderella - and constitutionally averse to the Lolita Syndrome.   This gender-role reversal is known to medics as ‘anorexia nervosa’.  





This doesn’t sound right.  The mothers (of  the girl and the mother, enamoured by the dad, of the friend)  are the most powerful party and would have entered a conspiracy to exploit the threat, each threatening to expose him to the other.  This girl is ruthless enough to become a medic.  How could she have contrived to have murdered the wrong parent?  The dad had enough money to keep a harem of  Lolitas.  With the maternal rival, whom she supposedly detests as much as the mother detests her, out of the way  - she could have cashed in (taking over her mother’s role in the conspiracy).  Even without that, she would have been ruthless enough to Lolita herself through medical school.  There are plenty mommas and uncles.





The heroine, and her half-sister, confess.  The heroine is pronounced guilty and universally held to be so.  The Mad Monk’s students will know that this means that she could  not possibly be guilty.  The most powerful party is guilty and the least powerful takes the blame.  In this case, the author seems to think that the father is the most powerful party.  The evidence and argument produced by the author and Inspector Poirot has been manufactured retrospectively to justify the diagnosis. In fact, dad took an overdose of the tranquilliser and Martini he would administer to Lolitas who were afraid of  their mothers finding out and then succumbed to a car accident (and was not murdered nor committed suicide).  The daughter did not wish her mother to be beset with shame and loss of  pension and therefore burried her father by the roadside, in the hope that the torrential rains would leach out the chemicals, made up the story that she was a homicidal raven, rigged up a few bogus attacks on unlikely uncles to produce evidence after the event that she was in the habit of such behaviour and arranged for the car not to be discovered before it could be purported to have been canniibalised rather than damaged in a crash.


