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This article is prompted by a letter from Jeffrey Dudgeon to the Irish Political Review, which appeared in the January 2011 issue under the heading Forgery or Fact. 

This in turn referred to an earlier article of December 2010 from this writer, which expressed reservations about the more or less official British view of the Casement story. 

Dudgeon’s arguments tended to rely on archival evidence. But should the content of archives be accepted without question? Archives receive the fruits of human activities and humans, as a species, have achieved notoriety for deceit and double dealing. One would be well advised to tread carefully. 

Messages to the Foreign Office from Mr. Findlay, the British Minister in Christiania, the then capital of Norway, referring to “improper and unnatural” relations between Casement and his Norwegian man-servant Adler Christensen, began on 29th October 1914. The two were travelling incognito from the United States to Germany via Norway during the first months of the First World War. 

According to “Diaries of Sir Roger Casement - His Mission to Germany and the Findlay Affair” (1922) edited by Dr Charles E Curry, an American friend and supporter, Casement wrote of (page 41) “very peculiar incidents that followed my arrival at Christiania on 28-29 October..”.    

In Casement’s view the centrepiece of these incidents was an offer from Findlay, British Minister in Christiania, then capital of Norway, to Christensen of £5,000, then a substantial sum, in return for Christensen becoming a British agent. The plan was to have Casement captured or killed with the assistance of the young Norwegian. Christensen pretended to comply and then reported what happened back to Casement. It was Casement’s expressed wish that this happening be made known to the world. 

The British archives present a different story whereby Christensen, on his own initiative, presents himself to Findlay and offers to betray Casement. There is an absolute contradiction between the version of events that the archives present and the version which Casement wished to present. Both can not be true. 

It could be argued Casement was mistaken and was taken in by Christensen who was a nastier character than he realised. 
On the other hand, maybe the reports in the archives of a sexual relationship between the two men are part of an elaborate cover story developed to discredit Christensen and Casement after the plot fell through. 

There are two ways to picture the events. One way takes the archival material at face value. The other way discounts it. 

Dudgeon also mentioned that Christensen, according to the archives, arriving at the British consulate in Philadelphia in 1916 with an offer to testify against  Casement shortly before he was due to go on trial in London. Then Jeffrey tells us “before his proposal was considered he bolted.” 

The question arises as to how credible this piece of information is. There is no corroborating data. Christensen appears and then as suddenly disappears. The report could just as easily have been invented and written down and then mailed to London.

Séamas O Síocháin in Roger Casement, Imperialist, Rebel, Revolutionary (2008) refers to a number of statements made by Norwegians who could have claimed to have encountered Casement and Christensen in Christiania, which lie in British archives. Unfortunately he does not quote from the statements. One hotel worker claimed to have seen the two men in a hotel room, together on a bed in an obviously sexual position. The door apparently had been left unlocked. When one considers that the two men were meant to be travelling as quietly and secretly as possible during wartime, the scenario takes on the look of a shabbily written comedy sketch. The testimonies of the Norwegians regarding the alleged sexual antics of the two sound stilted and contrived. 

The archives claim the famed Diaries first came into the hands of the authorities on the 25th April 1916, when the landlord of Casement’s apartment in Ebury St, London, handed them in. But this, too, is a strange story. As Dr Christopher Andrew, the MI5 historian, wrote in his monumental history of that organisation, The Defence of the Realm (page 53) “War with Germany raised British spy mania to unprecedented heights”. The Defence of the Realm Act (DORA) was brought in to deal with enemy spying and sabotage by giving many new powers to the authorities. Given that they knew of Casement’s mission to Germany it is very odd that they did not use the new powers the Act gave them to search his apartment and belongings and so to discover his diaries. It should be mentioned that Gertrude Banister, his cousin, believed the diaries had been found in 1914.  

After Casement arrived in Germany he provoked an anxiety there that he was actually spying for the British. As a result German intelligence agents discretely followed him and observed his movements and behaviour. There is no reference in the German archives to any clandestine homosexual lifestyle. Prelude to the Easter Rising - Sir Roger Casement in Imperial Germany (2000) by Reinhard Doerries tells the story.

Apparently it is only in material that has passed through the hands of British intelligence where the gay Casement emerges. 

“That the Bible carries almost all the evidence for Jesus has not made it difficult for historians to accept his existence.” wrote Jeffrey by way of analogy with the Black Diaries being the “core proof of Casement’s (gay) sexual orientation”.  

The above statement about the Bible earnest research will reveal to be untrue. The historicity of Jesus is a matter about which there is no consensus among historians of the ancient world.

That the British establishment would not press a charge of sodomy on “grounds of taste and fairness” is hard to accept. Casement was a traitor in their eyes, after all. Why did they not at least confront Casement with the self-incriminating diaries? Why did they not interview Millar Gordon? 

In the case of the man variously known as Bailey or Beverley who travelled with Casement and Monteith on the U-boat and who gave himself up in County Kerry and who was, it seems, allowed to return to the British Army, his experience may reveal more than the lack of vindictiveness of the authorities. There is a serious suspicion that he was a spy. This explains why he was so ready to give himself up and why he got off so lightly. 

It is true as Jeffrey has argued that, if the diaries were forged and Millar was interviewed and convincingly denied any sexual aspect to his relationship with Casement, the conspiracy could come to grief. But Millar was not interviewed. It could be that this reflects the real intent of powerful figures such as Basil Thomson head of Special Branch and Reginald Hall Director of Naval Intelligence. It could be they did not wish to have him interviewed while pretending that they did. By pretending to seek the opposite of their real intentions, professional deceivers can cover up their actual aims and plans.

In summary; the archival material on the gay Casement contains much that appears questionable.  In addition, it is not convincingly corroborated by outside sources. 
