Kevin

You wrote, "In my view the statement "pretending to do it to small boy with huge thrusts" is problematic. My evaluation of it would not be any different if it read, "pretending to do it to a small girl with huge thrusts". Opposite this on the blotter, a large dollop of PVA has destroyed forensic evidence, in a place where there are grounds for suspicion of forgery by interpolation.

The implication is that RC, a middle-aged man, was indulging a fantasy of penetrative sex with a child. That would be a paedophile rape fantasy. The gender and orientation of those involved is irrelevant.  [It wasn’t a fantasy but a pretend act between a bigger and smaller boy, something Casement saw and noted. You are veering into charging him with thought crime.]

I can quite understand why Herbert O'Mackey would have found this offensive. Back in the 1970s many people were well aware of what was going on in places like the Daingean Reformatory School before it was closed. Given his leading position in a Dublin hospital, it would be unlikely he did not know about the failure to deal with such abuse. There is nothing liberating about it, in my view.
[Not too sure of that assumption. If he saw or was aware of abuse himself and did nothing he is an accessory. But Mackey I think was an eye surgeon.] 

The bit you left out of the diaries is the bit where Casement says no 'girls' for Bishop. 
[‘Warned Bishop and B.'s to sleep together & no girls!’]You are right, Bishop was employed by the Commission, not a member, but that is not the point, for me. The point is that Casement was objecting strongly to Bishop engaging in what some would call 'predatory sex'. Will get you the reference again, but I think you found it. 
[Casement’s expressed concern that the women of the Putumayo were not exploited sexually or indeed raped by the British Barbadians was quite proper. He was not being hypocritical in that he did not record himself exploiting those same (male) Indians. His cruising in Iquitos and other towns was a different matter where consent seems to have been mutual except his grooming of the reluctant, urbanised boy, Jose Gonzalez.]

I was surprised and disappointed by the omission. Have studied that entry in detail and don't doubt it is genuine Casement. From the Manchester Guardian articles of the time, we know that Casement was campaigning against the use of rape to subjugate the native Indians of the Putumayo. It is extraordinary to me that some feminists and commentators on sexual politics ignore this. Obviously, if he himself was engaging in "predatory sex" (Prof Andrew) his campaign is discredited. [But I did quote Casement’s related remarks the day after the 7th October 1910 and don't see that omission in an edited version of the diary as culpable or implying anything:
8 October: "… Please God I’ll shake this ship of state to its bilge. We are going to have a demonstration of the “cepo” [stocks] today. The black hole, too, with its trapdoor. The vile, squalid place is filled with women and concubines of all ages and is a den of vice and degradation. Eighteen women making steps to privy under direction of a "whiteman".]

See you soon.

Jeff.
Re: Foundation meeting follow-up‏

From: 
Kevin Mannerings (kevin.mannerings@vr-web.de)

Sent: 
23 October 2009 16:12:48
To: 
jeffreydudgeon@hotmail.com

Cc: 
kevin.mannerings@haufe.de

Hi, 

Thanks for reminding me Jeff. I will look it up again. 

In my view the statement "pretending to do it to small boy with huge thrusts" is problematic. My evaluation of it would not be any different if it read, "pretending to do it to a small girl with huge thrusts". Opposite this on the blotter, a large dollop of PVA has destroyed forensic evidence, in a place where there are grounds for suspicion of forgery by interpolation.

The implication is that RC, a middle-aged man, was indulging a fantasy of penetrative sex with a child. That would be a paedophile rape fantasy. The gender and orientation of those involved is irrelevant.  
I can quite understand why Herbert O'Mackey would have found this offensive. Back in the 1970s many people were well aware of what was going on in places like the Daingean Reformatory School before it was closed. Given his leading position in a Dublin hospital, it would be unlikely he did not know about the failure to deal with such abuse. There is nothing liberating about it, in my view. 

The bit you left out of the diaries is the bit where Casement says no 'girls' for Bishop.

You are right, Bishop was employed by the Commission, not a member, but that is not the point, for me. The point is that Casement was objecting strongly to Bishop engaging in what some would call 'predatory sex'. Will get you the reference again, but I think you found it.
I was surprised and disappointed by the omission. Have studied that entry in detail and don't doubt it is genuine Casement. From the Manchester Guardian articles of the time, we know that Casement was campaigning against the use of rape to subjugate the native Indians of the Putumayo. It is extraordinary to me that some feminists and commentators on sexual politics ignore this. Obviously, if he himself was engaging in "predatory sex" (Prof Andrew) his campaign is discredited. 
Think that answers your questions. Sorry for the delay, had a hectic year dealing with a crook you tried to rip me off big time. 

Regards and all the best

Kevin
From: jeffreydudgeon@hotmail.com

To: kevin.mannerings@vr-web.de

Subject: Foundation meeting follow-up

Date: Fri, 23 Oct 2009 14:09:39 +0000
Kevin

As we shall soon meet again I wonder if you were able to clarify matters from the last meeting as below?

Jeff

Bishop‏

From: 
Jeff Dudgeon

Sent: 
09 November 2008 20:12:55To: 
Kevin Mannerings (kevin.mannerings@telekom.de) [dead]; 
Kevin

I don't suppose you are back home yet, but I am.

Good to see you in Dublin and discuss matters German.

However I was looking to see what is was you said I failed to replicate in my book and to check the facts on those from the Commission you said were misbehaving with the native women, and worse.

I don't have Angus's 1910 book to hand so I quote from Roger Sawyer's abridged edition of both diaries.

On 7 October 1910 (a day's entry I did not replicate, as you said) Casement wrote in his Black Diary "Warned Bishop & B's to sleep together and no girls!"

But Bishop, like the Barbadians (B's), was a company employee not one of the investigating Commission, as Gielgud. I can also see no mention of rapes etc from the day before's entry.

As to the ‘vaseline’ mention and what happened or was thought by you to be of a paedophile nature, I think you said on the day before, I am baffled. 

The only 1910 use of the word (in October) is:

…28, Friday    Left Puerto Peruana at 7.18. Before going the beautiful muchacho showed it, a big stiff one and another muchacho grasped it like a truncheon. Black and thick and stiff as poker. On boat Lincoln and Occidente muchacho doing same…arrived Chorrera…

29, Saturday    Boy of Launch also stiff, y’day and again this morning, pretending to do it with small boy with huge thrust. Swam in river…after dinner talked two Risigaros – muchachos – one a fine chap. He pulled stiff and fingered it laughing. Would have gone on and other too (keys on chain in left pocket) looking for cigarettes. Awfully exciting and stiff stiff work too. Thought of João and Flores. [on blotter:] This day last year “Vaseline” at dear old Icarahy – To think of it!

And the day before there is nothing untoward.

So am I right or am I mixing up what you said or the dates?

Jeff
