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No strategy to deal with child abuse
On Saturday morning last, I received the following e-mail: "Our site is back online! We waiting for you! Hi! You received this e-mail because you sent your address to our maillist or you are/was our member. We created the (name of site) and (another site). In our memberzone we have 1000 exclusive hardcore photos with little, tasty children and over 300 Megabytes of high quality hardcore CP videos. By joining our site, you'll no longer have to search for other cp sites on the net. You will find MORE ABSOLUTELY FRESH content If you was our member. We care about our members. Often updates. Friendly support. All in ONE site! You will be totally fulfilled at our site! We have a lot of extra services inside our memberzone!!!"

I have never accessed a child pornographic website, not even by mistake.

I have never accessed any pornographic website and, as far as I recall, I have not done so even by mistake. This is not because of any moral qualms about pornography; I just have never looked at or sought access to a pornographic web site.

I received an even more explicit child pornography e-mail a year ago and contacted the Garda about it. I retained the e-mail on my computer until they came to inspect it because I thought there might be a way of tracing its origins. The gardaí simply advised me not to respond to such e-mails, for thereby I would be signalling I had received it.

So how did I come to receive such e-mails, unless such e-mails are dispatched indiscriminately, perhaps to millions of people around the world in the certain expectation that a few thousand will respond? If the websites one is encouraged to access by these e-mails involve a payment for entry, then, clearly, these are criminal enterprises, involving the exploitation of children.

So why are service providers not required by law to exclude such e-mails from circulation through their services?

Remember all the hullabaloo about Judge Brian Curtin (whatever happened to that case?) a few months ago and the outrage about the exploitation of children? Why no real action on that front?

The Sexual Abuse and Violence in Ireland (SAVI) report of a few years ago revealed a shocking incidence of child abuse:

One in five women (20.4 per cent) reported experiencing contact sexual abuse in childhood and one in 10 reported non-contact sexual abuse.

More than one in 20 women (5.6 per cent), over 110,000 in all, were raped as children.

One in six men (16.2 per cent) reported experiencing sexual abuse in childhood, with one in 14 reporting non-contact abuse.

2.7 per cent of all men were subjected to penetrative sex (anal or oral sex) in childhood. That is around 12,000 men raped as children.

We have a mega problem with child abuse but no strategy for dealing with it or any sense of urgency about it. Just occasional manifestations of outrage when a high profile case comes along, a bit of scapegoating and then nothing.

For a start, why not a requirement under our criminal law for Internet service providers to filter out commercial child pornography sites? Sure, there would initially be a scatter-gun effect - more sites would get filtered out than commercial child pornography sites - but that would sort itself out in time, especially if other countries could be induced to do the same.

I have confined this proposal to "commercial" child pornography sites because of a sense of unease about censoring pornography (or any other material) that causes no direct harm. I cannot see the legitimacy of criminalising simply the viewing of child pornography, when no payment is made for the material. Acquiring (without payment) such material causes no harm.

I personally think it sick that people would find this interesting (except in an academic sense) or erotic but, where no harm is caused, why should my views be forced on others?

One further point about this. I think the demonising of people who pay for child pornography or even who directly abuse children themselves is unjust and for two reasons.

The first is that it seems to me that such people suffer from an extreme dysfunctionality, bordering on illness. Many of us "normal" people are capable of evil but, I suspect, most of us are not capable of sexually abusing children, simply because we would find that abhorrent. Those who find such abuse erotic, in my view, are ill.

And my second point is that the characterisation of such people simply as paedophiles, as though that is all they are, is unfair.

One of the heroes of the early 20th century was probably a paedophile. His courageous reporting of cruelty and exploitation in Africa caused a change of regime in one of the largest states of that continent. Later he exposed other cruelty and abuse of the native population of the Amazon. He was Roger Casement.

CASEMENT AND PAEDOPHILIA

Madam, - Vincent Browne (Opinion, August 11th) writes that Roger Casement "was probably a paedophile". Where is the evidence to support this allegation?

Roger Casement has been accused of being a homosexual; but a paedophile? This is news to me. - Yours, etc.,

M.M. IRELAND, Priory Avenue, Blackrock

Co Dublin.

18 August 2004.

SECOND ARTICLE BY VINCENT BROWNE - 18 AUGUST 2004 
On Sunday morning a friend and former colleague phoned. She had read a piece in the Sunday Independent criticising my Irish Times column of last week on the issue of child abuse. She had a story of her own to tell, writes 

She had adopted a child abroad in the past 18 months and since then had discovered that the child had been woefully abused and violated while in an orphanage there. So serious is the abuse that the child has already undergone a serious operation and is to undergo a series of such operations over the coming years to reverse the terrible damage done to her. My friend had been away over the last few weeks and had not read my column but wanted to communicate to me her abhorrence of any sympathy towards child abusers or any tolerance of child pornography.

Her message was by far the most powerful response I have had to that column, partly because of my special regard for her, partly because she is a measured, humane, intelligent person and of course because of that terrible story she had to tell. Other responses have been telling as well and, in a spirit of respect to those who have been offended, I wish to reply.

The point of the column was to complain that too little was being done about child abuse. I cited the SAVI (Sexual Abuse and Violence in Ireland) report which revealed that more than one in 20 women (5.6 per cent), over 110,000 in all, were raped as children and 2.7 per cent of all men were subjected to penetrative sex (anal or oral sex) in childhood - that is around 12,000 men raped as children.

I complained we have no strategy for dealing with it or any sense of urgency about it. Just occasional manifestations of outrage when a high-profile case comes along, a bit of scapegoating and then nothing. I inquired why there was not a requirement, for instance, under criminal law for Internet service providers to filter out commercial child pornography sites.

Two subsidiary points I made in the article have caused controversy and I am sorry these have diverted attention from the main point I wished to make.

The first was that there is a distinction between complicity in the abuse of children by paying for access to Internet sites and viewing such sites where no payment is required. (I accept some people think this distinction is trivial but, with respect, I differ.)

Of course in both instances one is viewing photographs of terrible criminal acts and the viewing of such acts for sexual gratification is a deeply disturbing perversity. But where one is paying for access one is going a step further: one is engaging in the business of the sexual abuse of children and, thereby, one becomes complicit in the abuse. If an impeachment process gets under way in respect of Brian Curtin, will those Oireachtas members who view the Internet sites Brian Curtin accessed, and paid for, be themselves causing harm to children? Of course they will be viewing images of terrible child abuse, but will the act of viewing itself cause harm? There is of course the issue of invasion of privacy - but is it suggested that invasions of privacy should be criminalised?

The subsidiary point which has caused controversy concerns my alleged "sympathy" for child abusers. If a child of mine were sexually abused, I think I would kill the abuser if I were able to. Indeed I think if I encountered the abuser of my friend's adopted child I would kill him/her if I were able to. (And, let me acknowledge, I think I would go berserk if, irrespective of payment, images of one of my children being sexually abused were circulated.)

But would I be right? I think child abusers are seriously sick. This does not mean we should not protect our children from them or invoke criminal sanctions and indeed other sanctions against them but it changes the way we view them.

Also, I think it unfair to write off someone because of a perversity, however malign. I cited the case of Roger Casement. Almost certainly he sexually abused young boys. Does the fact that he abused children (or probably did so) obliterate the good he did?

How he exposed a genocide and a campaign of mutilation in the Congo at the turn of the twentieth century by the regime of King Leopold of Belgium and later exposed similar abuses in the Amazon basin?

Why should a recognition of the good he did imply a "sympathy" for his abuse of young boys?

Back to my main point: the scale of child abuse is terrifying. There is an urgent requirement to adopt strategies to deal with the problem: encourage children to report abuse, convince abusers of the awfulness of their acts and how aberrant they are, the criminalisation of the business of abuse in all its respects (as well of course as the abuse itself), treatment programmes for abusers and much much more. Again, I am sorry controversy over what I regard as subsidiary issues has diverted attention from this mega problem.

CASEMENT AND PAEDOPHILIA

Madam, - Roger Casement "has been accused of being a homosexual", writes M.M. Ireland (August 18th); such a status has been widely accepted for years. Anyway, people are no longer so "accused", as was proven by the civic dinner earlier this month in Belfast's City Hall when nearly 400 gays and lesbians were invited to celebrate gay pride week and themselves.

Vincent Browne's assertion that Casement "was probably a paedophile" (Opinion, August 11th) is relatively new. I suspect any evidence to support that allegation comes from my book Roger Casement: The Black Diaries - with a Study of his Background, Sexuality and Irish Political Life, published two years ago.

In the 1911 diary, not previously available, and the biography, readers were enabled to observe several occasions when Casement's behaviour moved into the unacceptable. These involved the importuning and sexualising of two young teenagers, Teddy Biddy in Barbados and José Gonzalez in Peru. Otherwise his self-recorded penchant was for young men who were plainly eager for sexual contact.

If one must categorise a person's sexual mode at a hundred years' distance, Casement was not a paedophile but might best be described as a pederast, the casual French expression that, in its particularity, means both homosexual and someone keen on teenage boys. Paedophile is generally taken to mean someone interested in pre-pubescent children.

The debate over the authenticity of the Casement diaries is also largely concluded. Even such a key proponent of the forgery theory as the former government press officer Eoin Neeson has come out in print in your newspaper as accepting the recent forensic test results.

The danger for those who respect and applaud Casement has been that the remaining forgery theorists, having an idealised view of the man, perhaps accept that he was gay but assert instead that the "forging" diarist was variously "a psychopathic predator" and a "pederastic exploiter" (Angus Mitchell), or someone who "had absolutely no conscience in regard to his own sexual life" (Martin Mansergh). But, as he was the diarist, these descriptions apply to Casement!

It is one thing to argue forgery but another to regard the diarist as a sexual monster; indeed it is quite perilous if that person is proven to be one and the same man whom Dr Mansergh has also stated it was "legitimate to co-opt. . .as a forerunner of Ireland's independent foreign policy". It is probably therefore time for Dr Mansergh to say if he accepts the results of the forensic studies which he was instrumental in setting up.

Vincent Browne, to make the reasonable point that one can still have a good side after downloading child porn, calls Casement in aid. But if you believe in such simple-minded descriptions of the man's sexual character, his whole reputation and most of his life's work starts falling below the acceptable.

Also, not unreasonably for unionists, he becomes more of a bad person if a paedophile, this being a crime that can be added to commissioning the first and second batch of guns for the IRA.

Nothing is easy in the matter of Casement. He crosses so many barriers. - Yours, etc.,

JEFFREY DUDGEON,

Belfast 9.

25 August 2004.

CASEMENT AND PAEDOPHILIA

Madam, - We should be grateful to Vincent Browne (Opinion, August 18th) for making public regarding Roger Casement that "almost certainly he sexually abused young boys". We should be grateful because he does not try to trivialise what the so-called "Black Diaries" are about.

Can we be assured these writings are the work of Roger Casement, the first great 20th century humanitarian and nationalist revolutionary? Supposedly, they were finally authenticated as his by a forensic examination two years ago. The results were accepted on behalf of the Irish people by Taoiseach Bertie Ahern on prime-time TV. News was duly relayed around the world.

If those who commissioned this examination have full confidence in its findings why is there a reluctance to publish the final report? Over two years is a bizarrely long time to keep us waiting - and still no sign of the hoped-for document. Singularly strange. - Yours, etc.,

TIM O'SULLIVAN,
Secretary,

Roger Casement Foundation,
Dublin 9
27 August 2004.

CASEMENT AND THE ‘BLACK DIARIES’

Madam, - Recent discussion of the so-called "black" diaries in your columns briefly gave hope that the matter was now taken seriously.

However, on 26th August one finds the Roger Casement Foundation sowing confusion again, this time above the name of Tim O'Sullivan who claims that the forensic report of 2002 still awaits publication.

The facts can be verified in the archives of this very Letters column, where photocopies of Dr Audrey Giles's handwriting report were offered to readers in Spring 2002.

Numerous readers took up the option, including a book-dealer who bought several. The original report, complete with colour illustrations of pages from the Diaries, was lodged in several libraries in Britain and Ireland, including the Royal Irish Academy and the National Library in Kildare Street.

It seems odd that the foundation's secretary is unaware of these very public opportunities to read the report in full, especially as I corresponded with his predecessor on this question last year.

However, the Giles Report will be again made available in a collection of papers shortly to be published by the Royal Irish Academy. This includes contributions to the symposium of May 2000, together with a report on the physical materials of the diaries prepared for me in 2002 by the eminent paper-historian, Peter Bower. The contents of Mr Bower's analysis - which found there to be no grounds for suspicion of forgery or fabrication - have been discussed on several occasions at which members of the foundation were present.

The volume is edited by that very distinguished Irish historian, Prof Mary E. Daly of University College, whose assistance in seeing Mr Angus Mitchell's work into print has been lavishly praised by Mr O'Sullivan's predecessor in the office of foundation secretary.

As Mr O'Sullivan observes, the Taoiseach accepted the findings of the inquiry in which I was assisted by a steering group consisting of:

1. Prof Daly (already mentioned);

2. Dr Helen Forde (sometime head of preservation at the Public Record Office, Kew, and a member of the board of the Department of Archives, University College Dublin);

3. Dr Siobhan Kilfeather (a Belfast-born graduate of Princeton University who teaches Irish and English literature in the University of Sussex);

4. Mr John MacIntyre (now retired head of the preservation division at the National Library of Scotland, with global experience as an adviser on centres of excellence of which the Chester Beatty Gallery is just one);

5. Dr Niamh Nic Daeid (a graduate of the Dublin Institute of Technology and the Royal College of Surgeons of Ireland, and a senior lecturer in the department of forensic sciences, University of Strathclyde, and a participant in the European Network of Forensic Institutes).

In addition to the persons already mentioned, Dr Nigel Watson (Strathclyde) and Dr Patricia Wiltshire (University of London) further advised the Steering Group on issues of DNA and pollen testing respectively.

Amnesia about the Giles Report demonstrates a compulsion-repetition mechanism set up for forgery theorists when they were initially taken in by W.J. Maloney's 1936 baloney. Dr Maloney's activities are discussed at length in my Roger Casement in Death (UCD Press, 2003) of which Mr O'Sullivan also seems unaware. - Yours etc.

W.J. Mc CORMACK, C/o University College Dublin Press, Newman House, Dublin 2.

2 September 2004.

Madam, - While the balance of recently published evidence lies undoubtedly in the direction of those who believe in the authenticity of the "black" Casement diaries, the case is by no means as closed as W.J. McCormack claims (September 2nd).

Dr Audrey Giles's 2002 report on the diaries had a limited distribution in photocopy form, but this is not the same as proper publication. With due respect to Dr Giles's undoubted abilities as a handwriting expert, her report did not include paper, ink or word-frequency analysis. Nor have I seen any adequate reply to the criticism that, due to misunderstanding of the complex Casement manuscripts in the National Library, she apparently did not examine an important "white" diary entry dated October 12th, 1910.

This entry indicates that Casement's eye problem was causing him to write in a large pencilled scrawl at variance with the deliberate ink hand of the corresponding black diary entry.

I have read Dr McCormack's book, Roger Casement in Death and note that its references to Dr Giles's supposedly conclusive report are not accompanied even by an adequate summary of its findings. Furthermore, I resent, as no doubt other diaries sceptics do also, being beaten about the head by the author as a "Casement vindicator" with tendencies comparable to those of perpetrators of "clerical child abuse, prime-ministerial corruption, and paramilitary terror", not to mention "Holocaust Denial" (page 209).

More light and less heat is required if this controversy is to be laid to rest. - Yours, etc.,

SEAN MURPHY, 

Bray, 

Co Wicklow. 







10 September 2004.

TECHNICAL EXAMINATION OF THE CASEMENT 'BLACK' DIARIES

Madam, - W.J. (Bill) McCormack (September 2nd) seems utterly to misunderstand what I mean by "publication of the final report" (August 26th) of the investigation he led into the "black diaries". I refer to its publication as a thoroughly documented, fully fledged, serious scientific report. Vital to this is the process of "peer review", whereby a number of appropriately qualified persons scrutinise the approach and methodology used. The final publication may include commentary by these persons. Peer review acts as a quality control mechanism in the world of science.

I would be satisfied if the report appeared, in some form, in an appropriate academic journal such as The Journal of Forensic Sciences or The International Journal of Forensic Document Examiners, as peer review is here a requirement for publication.

Of course, nothing like this will ever happen.

Had there been any conviction in forensic science circles that the "black diaries" had, sensationally, been authenticated, it would have triggered comment on the techniques used in the specialist periodicals. Such commentary is marked by its absence.

Dr McCormack takes pains to display the qualifications of the members of his steering group, all of them distinctions irrelevant to scientific document validation. Ironically, he ignores the name of the man connected with the examination most eminently qualified to assess it. This is Prof Horan of John Jay College of Criminal Justice, New York, a forensic scientist. Horan gave his evaluation at length on April 21st, 2002 at the third Roger Casement Colloquium at Goldsmith's College, London and more briefly in the pages of the newsletter of the British Association for Irish Studies of July 2002. He states in the newsletter that he "would not recommend publication" because the report does not include back-up material to indicate how its conclusions were reached. Further, for similar reasons, he stated, it would not be acceptable to the courts of the United States.

I did read Bill's recent Roger Casement in Death directly after reading Maloney's 1936 The Forged Casement Diaries. Bill's book is meant to be a refutation of Maloney. I enjoyed the verbal extravagance but realised it did not actually engage with Maloney's elegant arguments. The book consists of a series of irrelevant digressions.

Bertie Ahern has done more than any other politician to further the study and appreciation of Casement and his life's work. This has been a matter of deeds as well as words. His acceptance of the findings on a TV documentary went no further than a polite acknowledgement. They were not accepted as final and definitive. However, his presence on the programme created a widespread, indeed international, misunderstanding that the results received full official endorsement.

Jeff Dudgeon (August 25th) suggests it would have been better had Vincent Browne (Opinion, August 11th) considered the "black diaries" to portray a "pederast" rather than a "paedophile". This distinction belongs to the medical world with its specialised terminology. As Browne, is not a writer on medical matters but a current affairs journalist he was correct to use the popular general term.

Despite what Jeff may imagine, all the active forgery theorists agree there is no reason to consider Roger Casement to have been homosexual.

The McCormack caper represented the first awkward, blundering baby steps in the technical examination of the "black diaries". A real examination will require state-of-the-art technologies including Raman spectroscopy, and linguistic fingerprinting, among others. If in 12 years' time, the centenary of 1916, this matter has not been professionally fully clarified it will be a very sad reflection on this society's scientific acumen. - Yours, etc.,

TIM O'SULLIVAN, Secretary, Roger Casement Foundation, Drumcondra, Dublin 9.

14 September 2004. 

Madam, - Holocaust denial is too grave a topic to serve as a distraction in squabbles about forensic tests. Seán Murphy (September 10th) objects to being classified as a Casement vindicator with tendencies comparable to clerical child abuse, prime ministerial corruption and paramilitary terror not to mention "Holocaust denial".

I never stigmatised him in this way, using the Casement Vindicator simply for the authors of The Vindication of Roger Casement (1995), a particularly inaccurate pamphlet. I did place the extended palaver of those who bare-facedly deny Casement's authorship of the diaries in the context of other national acts of self-deception. Mr Murphy describes himself as a sceptic, a more cautious position.

Holocaust Denial arises because W.J. Maloney (author of The Forged Casement Diaries, 1936) expected the Italian consul in Dublin to organise publication of a French edition in Paris and a German edition in Vienna. The propagandist motive is starkly indicated by the search for a readership in countries as yet unabsorbed by the expanding fascist realm. Indeed, the appearance of Maloney's book in Dublin rather than London or New York underlines the same motive.

Some of Maloney's backers and enforcers - notably Seán Russell and Joseph McGarrity - were enthusiastic admirers of the Third Reich. Anti-Semitism featured prominently in the views of Maud Gonne, another patron of Maloney's baloney. Casement was extensively exploited in Berlin during the Nazi years through at least four books. Silent denial of these associations by latter-day deniers or sceptics on the forensic issue does little to persuade us of their good faith.

Mr Murphy's complaint that the Giles report on the Diaries did not involve examination of papers as such blatantly ignores the fact (stated in the letter to which he replied) that exactly such an examination was carried out by Peter Bower. - Yours, etc.,

W.J. McCORMACK, 
Dublin 2.
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