Letter to GCN - published in July 2001 issue in response to Kevin Mannerings article.

56 Mount Prospect Park

Belfast 

Tel Belfast 90664111/90520083

Dear GCN Editor,

Rachel Armstrong makes the point in May’s Gay Community News (HomoFile) that those who dispute any finding that Pearse or Casement were gay are essentially saying homosexuals cannot be heroes. This is exactly my problem with the April article you carried by Kevin Mannerings in response to mine on Roger Casement. 

I believe his diaries are genuine because they are so true to what every gay man knows is his experience. If such human documents were forged it led to the creation of what would have to be described as a genuine work of art, which is unlikely, especially if commissioned by a government in the middle of a war. Mannerings is so desperate to prove the British guilty that he prefers authentic and meaningful gay history to be discredited and the life of a hugely significant Irish gay individual to be unwritten. 

The operation then requires further distortion and re-arrangement of fact. Not only is Casement not gay, but those liberal authors like Brian Inglis and Montgomery Hyde who wrote about him, believing he was, have now to be seen as homophobes. While those who over the years cruelly and stridently talked about perverts and degenerates now falteringly adopt the accusation of homophobia as a new stick with which to beat the British and get praised. 

Brian Inglis, once an Irish Times journalist, writing his biography in the early 1970's, at a time 25 years before homosexuality was decriminalised in the Irish Republic, was a remarkably liberal heterosexual individual who treated Casement seriously and with respect. Just because he quoted from Kraft Ebbing does not mean that his overall assessment of Casement was not benign and easy-going, and for the time, remarkably progressive. It is quite reprehensible to blacken liberals of the 1950s and 1960s for failing to meet the standards of gay activists today. Homophobia had not even been invented as a word and was probably then inconceivable. I know, from that period, people such as Inglis and the Ulster MP Montgomery Hyde, who lost his Westminster seat due to his efforts to reform the homosexual laws, were our lifeline, at a time when the views of many gay people about themselves were much closer to Rev Ian Paisley's than Peter Tatchell's! 

Some corrections of factual errors need also be made to Kevin Mannerings’ article: No evidence has ever been found to back up Casement’s cousin Gertrude's remark that the diaries were seized in 1914 - giving them the necessary time to be forged - as opposed to the April 1916 date confirmed in a number of documents. Secondly Casement did not “consistently insist” the diaries were forgeries. He is known only to have alluded to their personal or sexual aspect a couple of times, making somewhat obscure or ambiguous remarks about them. He was also betrayed by Adler Christensen not once in Norway in 1914 but also a second time at the British consulate Philadelphia in 1916. Key Irish-Americans believed Adler traitorous. Dr Curry was not Casement’s solicitor but a friend in Germany who was left some of his papers when he departed on a submarine for Ireland.

Nor did Edward Carson prosecute Oscar Wilde. He defended the Marquess of Queensbury from a charge of criminal libel, laid by Wilde, which would have meant jail for the Marquess had it succeeded. It was in fact Wilde who was perjuring himself to send Queensbury down. In that context Carson was defending an innocent man. 

Mannerings remark that “pederasts are known now as paedophiles” is not the case. A pederast in the 1960s, when Montgomery Hyde was so describing Casement, was a man whose sexual interest was centred on teenage boys. It still retains that meaning, although in France it is the somewhat pejorative term for homosexual. The word paedophile was coined more recently and describes someone fixated on boys of prepubescent age. A clear difference exists between the two categories. Anyway Casement was not simply interested in teenagers, although he did tend toward the younger man. It is true that he eyed males of an ominously young age on occasion. Perhaps he crossed that line which exists today as the age of consent but that line did not exist then. In his time all homosexual acts were criminal.

I also know the diaries are authentic because there is such an accumulation of circumstantial evidence available in Dublin especially confirming that fact (and the fact of Casement’s homosexuality) and none to suggest another author. What is however remarkable in all the writing about the diaries is that no one has produced a shred of evidence suggesting forgery. None ever surfaces and Kevin Mannerings’ assertions about yet another forger certainly do not qualify, no matter how many doubts may be engendered. 

Best wishes

Jeff Dudgeon

13 May 2001

email 21 May 2001 from Kevin Mannerings

Jeff,
Many thanks for that. Will look at it carefully and reply to you privately, whatever about the public debate. How is your book coming along? 
Best

Regards,
Kevin.

