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CHAPTER 1


INTRODUCTION





‘How much filth is there in the Church, even among those who, in the priesthood, should belong entirely to God.’ Pope Benedict’s lament at a Good Friday Mass in 2005 came twenty years after the first big Catholic abuse scandal erupted, in the United States. Two decades on, the crisis showed no signs of abating – in fact, it was soon to deepen with revelations from Germany implicating Pope Benedict himself. In 1983, Gilbert Gauthe, a priest in Lafayette, Louisiana, was exposed as a paedophile. The case set in motion events which have devastated the Catholic Church across the world. In 1985, Gauthe’s defence attorney, Ray Mouton, and a Vatican official, Tom Doyle, wrote a 92-page report in which they pleaded with the US Church to confront the issue of sexual abuse. If left to fester, the report predicted, the scandal would involve up to 1,000 predatory priests and cost the US Church $1 billion in legal settlements.1 It warned that child abusers presented a particular danger because ‘recidivism is so high’. It urged the Church to deal with the media: ‘Silence implies cover-up.’ The problem had been brewing for decades; Mouton and Doyle begged the Church to face it head on.


The report went to senior Catholic leaders, including Cardinal Bernard Law of Boston. It was ignored, then buried. The scandal which has since unfolded in the USA and internationally has been much vaster, its impact on the Church and its congregations far more profound, than Mouton and Doyle predicted. Across the Catholic world, victims have been traumatised, parishes left broken and respect for the priesthood has been shattered. The scandal is still unfolding and is likely to continue for many years hence.


In accounts of this tragedy, events in England have received little attention. In the USA, damages awards have driven many Catholic dioceses to the brink of bankruptcy. In theocratic Ireland, the Church was so enmeshed with the state that the collapse of one has forever transformed the other. In England, the societal impact of the scandal has been less profound, leading some to play down its seriousness; in his anti-papal polemic The Case of the Pope, Geoffrey Robertson QC suggests that ‘insofar as the church has had a success story in dealing with paedophile priests, this is in the UK’.2 Robertson is no apologist for the Church, but his view reflects a common assumption, fostered by Catholic leaders, that there were relatively few cases in England and that such problems as existed have been eliminated by the Nolan reforms, a raft of changes to child protection in the Catholic Church in England and Wales which were introduced in 2001.


The statistics and historical records, however, indicate otherwise. Of course, the vast majority of Catholic priests are not involved in any form of sex offending; many do outstanding and selfless work, usually unheralded, for their congregations and wider communities. But the number who have been convicted of sexual crimes is not insignificant. In writing this book I have established that at least sixty-one Catholic priests have been convicted of sexual offences in the criminal courts in England and Wales since 1990. But that is a minimum number; there may be more. One of the many criticisms of Church safeguarding procedures is the lack of centralised and publicly available information about convicted priests. One would imagine that after the devastation caused by the abuse crisis, the Catholic Church in England and Wales would have compiled a single centralised record of known offenders, and would confirm publicly that those convicted of offences resulting in imprisonment of twelve months or more had been removed from the priesthood, or at the very least that a process to remove them had been initiated, as proposed by Nolan.3 Not so. For those involved in child protection, the absence of this minimum level of centralised data recording remains surprising but perhaps very telling. It speaks to a reluctance to acknowledge, openly, the scale of the problem.


The priests and religious (i.e. members of monastic orders) convicted of sex offences in criminal trials in England and Wales, however, are likely to be the tip of an iceberg. Abusers often abuse multiple times. Out of every 100 reported cases of child sexual abuse, on average ninety-seven victims reporting abuse are deemed to be telling the truth but only four of the cases will result in the conviction of the offender. This leaves over ninety sex offenders per hundred without a criminal conviction. The true number of clerical sex offenders in England and Wales will likely number in the many hundreds or even thousands.


But absolute numbers are only one element of the story. Many institutions have had a problem of child abuse; the critical issue is how that problem is handled. And here, too, the Catholic Church in England and Wales has failed both victims and its wider congregation. Contrary to the claims of some Church leaders, the patterns of abuse, denial, institutional complicity and cover-up which have characterised the Catholic abuse scandal in other countries have also been present here: they are remarkably consistent throughout the Catholic Church in every part of the world. For the past twenty years the leaders of the Catholic Church in England and Wales have repeatedly stated that they are responding appropriately to reports of child sexual abuse, and that effective safeguarding protection procedures have been put in place. However, cases have repeatedly revealed that Church authorities covered up past reports of child abuse and allowed clergy and religious to remain in post despite allegations of – and in some cases, past convictions for – child sexual offences. In many instances further abuse then took place. In this book, which is intended to be both a history of the Catholic abuse scandal in England and Wales over the last thirty years and an analysis of Catholic safeguarding as it now operates, I examine the detail of some of these cases. Many, if not most, are ‘historic’4 but some, like the recent scandals at Benedictine schools, are contemporary and post-date the Nolan reforms. They illustrate that whilst Nolan has undoubtedly improved child protection in the English Church, that task is ‘very far from accomplished’.5




• • •





I begin this book with an overview of the debates on clerical sex offending in the Catholic Church worldwide. The remainder of the book is devoted to the detail of events in England and Wales. That detail is necessarily selective: I cannot examine every one of the sixty-one cases in which priests have been convicted. My selection is designed to illustrate recurring themes. In Chapter 4 I look at cases involving complaints of abuse from the 1960s to the 1990s, an era characterised by institutional denial and suppression of allegations. Cases were routinely covered up, priests moved to different parishes and parents of victims actively discouraged from going to the police.


In England and Wales, it was only in the early 1990s that this culture of cover-up was publicly exposed, in a series of dramatic cases starting with Father Samuel Penney in Birmingham. The impact of the Penney case was devastating for the English Church: now it was plain that priests, even apparently very devoted and selfless ones like Penney, could be child rapists, a fact which many committed Catholics had struggled to accept. But the Penney case also laid bare the culture of denial which had been operating in the English Church for decades. In the mid-1990s the Church introduced a raft of new guidelines on child abuse, but these had no meaningful enforcement machinery and were more honoured in the breach than in the observance. Throughout the 1990s, exposés of denial and cover-up continued, but Cardinal Hume, the leader of the English Catholic Church during this period, seemed to escape responsibility for the crisis: he died in 1999, and the heat was taken by his successor, Archbishop (now Cardinal) Cormac Murphy-O’Connor. The conviction in 1998 of Father Michael Hill of the Diocese of Arundel and Brighton triggered investigations into earlier decisions by Murphy-O’Connor, who many felt had turned a blind eye to Hill’s behaviour throughout the 1980s. Litigation in this case, combined with Murphy-O’Connor’s appointment in 2000 as Archbishop of Westminster, created a media firestorm. After an initially defensive reaction, Murphy-O’Connor set up the Nolan Commission, which drove through a series of unprecedented changes to child protection in the Church, events examined in Chapters 8 and 9.


The effectiveness of the Nolan reforms over the past decade is a matter of fierce debate. A 2007 review concluded that grave problems remained and that the implementation of Nolan had been flawed. ‘The task is far from accomplished,’ the Cumberlege Report concluded. ‘If the tensions that have come to the fore in this review are left unaddressed by those in the Church with the authority to deliver, we believe they risk a serious reversal of some of the important gains made to date.’ This was strong language, although some survivor groups believed that even these stark conclusions had been watered down before publication. The tensions identified by Cumberlege included a continuing resistance to change amongst bishops, a lack of funding, and an overreliance on volunteers for child protection. And, critically, as I discuss in Chapter 9, canon law, with its cumbersome procedures for handling accusations against priests, was at odds with the secular model of child protection, which holds that the interests of the child must come first.


Baroness Cumberlege tried to address this issue, but she seems to have failed: as at the time of writing the Vatican has not yet granted formal recognition to those parts of Nolan which conflict with canon law. Controversially, and reversing a key Nolan reform, Cumberlege put the bishops back in charge of child protection, the very area in which they had failed so disastrously in the past. Cumberlege believed that this was the only way to fully engage bishops and congregational leaders in the challenge of child protection;6 others have seen it as a recipe for further disaster. Meanwhile, as I show in Chapter 10, scandals at St Benedict’s Ealing, Downside and other Catholic schools in the Benedictine Congregation have raised continuing questions about the effectiveness of child protection in Catholic institutions. Survivor groups, previously willing to engage with the Church, have largely abandoned dialogue, doubting the Church’s good faith and its commitment to pastoral care of survivors, and have called for a public inquiry into the Church’s handling of abuse allegations. The protection of vulnerable adults has been largely ignored, and in its handling of legal cases – resisting fair compensation at every turn – the Church has betrayed its duty to victims. I examine these issues in the final chapters of the book.


When launching the Nolan Report in 2001, Murphy-O’Connor had declared his ambition that the Catholic Church should become a ‘beacon’ for child protection. Over a decade on, progress has been slow and patchy, and many believe that the absence of real independent oversight means that the Church will always put its own, institutional, interests ahead of those of the victims in its handling of complaints of abuse. Whilst safeguarding in the English Catholic Church has improved since Nolan – and much of the credit for this must go to Cardinal Murphy-O’Connor, who pushed through the Nolan reforms in the face of intense (and occasionally unfair) criticism of his track record and integrity – there are serious continuing problems. As we shall see, the letter of the law has changed, but the spirit lags behind. 



















CHAPTER 2


‘GOD WILL FORGIVE ME’





Why have so many Catholic priests been implicated in sex offending? Over the past thirty years, much academic study, particularly in the USA, has been devoted to the dynamics of clergy abuse. Explanations for the abuse crisis and the manner in which it has been handled, however, tend to reflect political and theological biases. Both conservative and progressive Catholics tend to accept that most blame rests with the bishops for mismanaging the problem. The facts of individual cases leave little room to suggest otherwise. Explanations then diverge.


Conservatives see the abuse crisis as a product of the more liberal climate in the Church brought about by the Second Vatican Council and societal changes in the 1960s. In this view, the crisis can be blamed on liberalism and moral relativism, a failure to enforce discipline within the Church, and a tolerance of homosexuality. Part of the conservative argument is that canon law fell into disuse from the 1960s and therefore within the Church penal measures were no longer deployed against suspected abusers, leaving them free to abuse again. This was a view repeatedly voiced by former Pope Benedict, who claimed that one of the causes of the abuse crisis was that from the 1960s onwards ecclesiastical penal law (i.e. canon law) ceased to be applied. As Benedict argued in 2010: ‘The prevailing mentality was that the Church must not be a Church of laws but rather, a Church of love; she must not punish. Thus the awareness that punishment can be an act of love ceased to exist. This led to an odd darkening of the mind…’7


It is deeply ironic that it is former Pope Benedict himself who made this argument, since his track record in enforcing canonical discipline against high-profile sex abusers was chequered to say the least. As Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, whose duties included the investigation of priestly abuse, the then Cardinal Ratzinger wilfully failed to pursue serious allegations of sex abuse against Father Marcial Maciel. Maciel, founder of the extreme right-wing Legion of Christ, was a favourite of Pope John Paul II. He abused scores of Legion seminarians, fathered six children by three women and sexually molested several of his offspring. The Vatican knew of Maciel’s behaviour from the mid- to late 1970s onwards but protected him for many years. As Matthew Fox observes, in the 1970s and 1980s Cardinal Ratzinger was ‘too busy denouncing liberation theologians the world over to go after a darling of the Pope’.8 At one point Cardinal Ratzinger told a Mexican bishop that it would not be ‘prudent’ to punish someone who had ‘done so much good for the Church’.9 So much for a ‘Church of laws’. Former Pope Benedict, who has also faced serious questions about his actions in child abuse cases as Archbishop of Munich, is personally ill-equipped to sermonise about canonical and moral decline.


However, the conservative case cannot be dismissed out of hand simply because of the hypocrisy of its proponents. Superficially, the argument that canon law fell into disuse from the 1960s, leaving suspected abusers free from any ecclesiastical sanction, has a germ of truth. Geoffrey Robertson argues that canon law is a ‘secret legal system designed to shield paedophile priests from criminal trial around the world’. But in fact, as far as we can tell, canon law seems to have been hardly deployed at all in Catholic abuse cases in England, at least in the cases we know about – and these almost entirely date from the 1960s onwards. It might well be argued that many of these cases would have been better handled from the victim’s standpoint had ecclesiastical penal law been applied. Some sort of systematic investigative and punishment process, albeit a deeply flawed one, would have been set in train, whereas in fact allegations were simply buried and complainants sent packing. As the Irish journalist Tom Mooney says in his study of clerical abuse in the Diocese of Wexford: ‘What is ironic about the Church’s mishandling of abuse cases, from Bonn to Boston, is that a faithful adherence to canon law would have helped chastise offenders within its rank and file, while also igniting a light at the end of the tunnel for victims.’10 Similarly, the Catholic commentator Austen Ivereigh argues:




It was the bishops’ failure to follow canon law in the 1970s and 1980s which in many ways lay behind the clerical sex-abuse crisis. Sexual abuse of minors is one of the most serious offences in the Code [of Canon Law], one of the gravora delicta for which penal sanctions, up to and including dismissal from the clerical state, are demanded. The purpose of those sanctions, as the Code puts it, is ‘the reform of the offender, the reparation of scandal, and the restoration of justice’. In the 1970s and 1980s the failure to repair scandal and restore justice through penal sanctions left the victims, and the wider Church, indignant and angry.11





This argument, however, is true only in a very limited sense: in a Church which suppressed allegations with no form of investigation or redress at all, the handling of complaints by reference to some sort of canonical due process and punishment might have been better than what actually occurred. But not much better. As I emphasise throughout this book, canon law, with its emphasis on secrecy, its unrealistic time limits and its insistence on ‘moral certainty’ in the proof of allegations, was, and is, an obstacle to the proper handling of sex abuse cases, which in my view should be reported to secular authorities under a mandatory reporting law and dealt with outside the institution. No safe system for dealing with sex abuse allegations has the institution under scrutiny as judge and jury in its own cause: as Robertson says, canon law ‘fails the first test of proper legal process, namely that it does not provide an independent and impartial court. The sodality of the priesthood is intimate and self-supporting, and prosecuting and defendant counsel will have a close empathy with their colleague, the defendant.’12 And canon law cannot impose the necessary penalties: as Mooney says, it can ‘chastise’ the abuser, but ‘chastise’ is what you do to errant children; sex offenders need to be sent to jail. Canon law is inherently unsuitable for sex abuse cases, as became even more apparent after 2001 when Nolan tried to introduce secular procedures for child protection which proved to be in conflict with it.13


In any case, the conservative argument that canon law only fell into disuse because of the liberal climate created by Vatican II is not supported by evidence: canon law does not seem to have been much used in abuse cases before Vatican II either. In cases we know about from the 1950s, canon law is as notable by its absence as it is in later decades. The point is difficult to resolve definitively because the cases from the 1950s that we can analyse now are relatively few in number and available documentation about them is sparse. For technical legal reasons relating to the Limitation Acts, it is virtually impossible to bring a legal claim in England in respect of abuse which occurred before 1954, so for this reason and due to the age of victims the legal claims which might otherwise cast a light on Church practices at that time are rarely brought. But from what we know, canon law was rarely employed. This conclusion tends to be supported by evidence from other countries. The Murphy Report in Ireland found that canon law appeared to have fallen into disrespect and disuse from the mid-twentieth century onwards. Or – to be more accurate – what fell into disuse was that part of canon law which involved the application of penal sanctions against clerical sex offenders; as the Murphy Report acidly observed, most officials in the Dublin archdiocese continued to be ‘greatly exercised by the provisions of canon law which deal with secrecy’.14 But at any rate, the decline in the use of canonical sanctions against abusers preceded Vatican II.15


Sometimes the conservative argument is put more generally: from Vatican II onwards there was a pervasive decline in moral standards so that the traditional Catholic certitudes of yesteryear were discarded in favour of what Pope Benedict called the ‘dictatorship of relativism’.16 The actor and Catholic traditionalist Mel Gibson encapsulated this view in his claim that ‘Vatican II corrupted the institution of the church. Look at the main fruits: dwindling numbers and paedophilia.’17 Presumably, moral decline permeated the Church so that traditional abhorrence of child abuse was compromised by relativistic notions about sex, morality and punishment. Again, this argument has a superficial attraction. The moral environment in society and the Church undoubtedly changed in the 1960s, and it is not impossible that some of these changes blunted the moral faculties of decision-makers in the Church. In Chapter 4, I examine the case of Father Michael Ingram, an English Dominican priest who for many years openly advocated sexual relations between adults and children. Ingram, who was associated with the Paedophile Information Exchange (PIE) in the 1970s, was convicted of buggery of boys in 2000 but committed suicide before sentencing. His revolting views on adult–child sex were entirely at odds with Catholic teaching. Yet Ingram was never really condemned by his order: on one occasion he was ordered not to speak at a PIE meeting, for fear of adverse publicity, but there is no evidence that his views on child sex were otherwise censored. It seems that the Church at that time might itself have been infected by the liberal attitudes to paedophilia advocated by some of the ‘68 generation’, such as the student leader Daniel Cohn-Bendit – ideas which, in the 1970s, also gained some traction in left-wing organisations such as the National Council for Civil Liberties and the Howard League for Penal Reform.


Would a more conservative Church have censored Ingram, indeed expelled him from the priesthood as soon as his views became known, thus preventing him from abusing some of his victims? Possibly, but this is supposition and Ingram, although high-profile in his day, was only one priest. It is, of course, difficult to know how a more conservative moral climate might have influenced human behaviour in particular situations. But when – for example – the parents of boy M complained to Father Michael McTernan in 1972 that Father Christopher Clonan was abusing their son (see Chapter 5), Father McTernan’s failure to act on that complaint is hardly explained by the liberal climate of the day. Father McTernan simply wanted to cover for a fellow priest and protect the institution. The conservative argument that post-Vatican II moral laxity is the cause of the abuse crisis seems unconvincing when set against the detail of actual cases, where repeatedly we see the Church hierarchy covering up sex abuse to protect its own interests and power: a consistent theme throughout the history of the Catholic Church, as Karen Liebreich shows in her study of abuse cover-ups in the Piarist Order in the seventeenth century.18


Rose-tinted spectacles are the blurriest of lenses: as we now know, child abuse was widespread in Catholic institutions before the 1960s. In the Republic of Ireland, state commissions of inquiry have identified hundreds if not thousands of cases from the 1950s, 1940s and earlier. In that era, the Republic of Ireland was everything a conservative Catholic might yearn for and, according to the Archbishop of Dublin, ecclesiastical penal law was widely used, yet child abuse was widespread. Conservative Catholic values and institutions did not protect children from abuse in 1930s and 1940s Ireland; indeed, those very institutions were riddled with abuse. The deep conservatism and religiosity of Irish society deterred terrified victims from disclosing. As Pope Benedict himself admitted, Ireland was a ‘self-enclosed Catholic society, so to speak, which remained true to its faith despite centuries of oppression, but in which, then, evidently certain attitudes were also able to develop’.19 Abuse cases seem to have increased after Vatican II, but this has little to do with moral decline. It is not that there was more abuse from the 1960s, rather that victims were starting to talk about it more openly. Increased societal awareness and recognition of child abuse led to more disclosures. Also, within the Church, Vatican II may have helped to create an atmosphere in which it was more acceptable to challenge clerical authority, giving victims greater confidence to come forward.


Another conservative claim is that the abuse problem is a consequence of modern tolerance of homosexuality in the Church. In making this argument, conservatives point to the pattern of victim selection. The secular media talks about ‘paedophile priests’ and an ‘epidemic of baby rape’ in the Church, so the public impression may be that the victims are predominantly young children. However, as many commentators have pointed out, victims in Catholic child abuse cases tend, predominantly, to be pubescent and post-pubescent teenage boys. The John Jay study concluded that ‘the majority of alleged victims were post-pubescent, with only a small percentage of priests receiving allegations of abusing young children.’20 It also concluded that of all victims whose gender was reported, 81 per cent were male and 19 per cent were female.21 This pattern appears to be confirmed by the cases resulting in the criminal convictions of Catholic priests in England and Wales. Of the sixty-one priests convicted of sexual offences since 1990, four were convicted of offences involving the making of indecent images of children and the gender of their victims is not readily identifiable from publicly available information. However, of the remaining fifty-seven, forty-seven (82 per cent) were convicted of offences against males only; three (5 per cent) were convicted of offences against females only; and seven (13 per cent) were convicted of offences against both males and females: figures similar to the John Jay study. Similarly, of the male victims, the overwhelming majority were in the nine-to-sixteen age range.


Of course, data on this topic is likely to be inherently biased. Younger children may be less likely to disclose sexual abuse. In criminal proceedings in particular, allegations made by younger children may be viewed as less likely to lead to a conviction, given the greater probative and prosecutorial difficulties posed by their evidence. Amongst the English priests who have been convicted for child abuse, for example, there are at least two cases where allegations relating to very young children were dropped from the indictment because the age of the victims meant that the criminal standard of proof was unlikely to be satisfied. Similarly, at the other end of the age spectrum, the abuse of vulnerable adults has also been neglected because of legal issues around consent; indeed, the very definition of ‘vulnerable adult’ is contested.22 As Margaret Kennedy has shown, the sexual exploitation of adult women by priests is hugely underreported.23 Therefore, the data should be treated with caution. And in acknowledging a bias in victim selection towards teenage boys, there is also a risk of ignoring or downplaying female experiences, and of disregarding allegations which do not fit the most common template, so that the pattern of victim selection becomes self-reinforcing. Nevertheless, the pattern of criminal cases in England and Wales is undoubtedly similar to the John Jay research. In cases involving the abuse of minors (as opposed to adults) the victims, typically but by no means exclusively, tend to be boys aged between nine and sixteen. For this reason, some commentators, particularly Church apologists, have claimed that ‘paedophilia’, which in its DSM-III-R definition specifically refers to ‘sexual activity with a prepubescent child’, may not be an accurate characterisation of the Catholic abuse problem, and have suggested that ‘ephebophilia’, the sexual preference for pubescent boys, is a more appropriate term.24


Conservatives have then argued that this preponderance of teenage male victims indicates that the problem is primarily a homosexual problem which can be solved by excluding gays from the priesthood. For some, this argument is reinforced by the undoubted fact that a significant proportion of Catholic priests are in fact gay. Estimating numbers of gay priests is fraught with difficulty but evidence from several studies indicates that there are higher than average numbers of homosexual men (active and non-active) in the Catholic priesthood: Donald Cozzens suggests anything between a quarter and a half of priests are gay.25 Similarly, studies by Sipe and Wolf from the early 1990s suggest that the percentage of priests in the Catholic Church who admitted to being gay or were in homosexual relationships was well above the national average for the USA.26 A John Jay study suggested that homosexual men entered the seminaries in noticeable numbers from the late 1970s through the 1980s.27 Many think this led to a ‘gay subculture’ dominating the seminaries. The reasons for a gay priesthood have been much debated but may not be hard to identify. The gay rights campaigner Peter Tatchell sees it thus:




In the era of criminalisation and extreme homophobia, some gay men saw the Catholic Church as a safe haven. It was an all-male community, full of high camp ritual, which was well known to contain a high proportion of gay or bisexual men. Within the confines of the Church, discreet homosexuality was mostly not a problem.28





Deploying – and distorting – these statistics, Vatican officials have repeatedly attempted to draw a link between homosexuality and child sex abuse. Speaking at a press conference in April 2010, the Vatican Secretary of State, Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone, explicitly blamed homosexuality for the abuse crisis: ‘Many psychologists and psychiatrists have demonstrated that there is no relation between celibacy and paedophilia … They do believe, however, that there is a relation between homosexuality and paedophilia … That is true … that is the problem.’29 In the storm of protest which followed, Father Lombardi of the Vatican press office ‘clarified’ Bertone’s remarks by suggesting that the comments ‘obviously referred to the problem of abuse by priests and not the population in general’.30 Bertone’s comments were supported by a Dr Richard Fitzgibbons, a prominent Catholic psychiatrist who serves as a consultant to the Congregation of the Clergy at the Holy See and who regards homosexuality as an illness: ‘Cardinal Bertone’s comments are completely supported by the John Jay study report and by clinical experience. In fact, every priest whom I treated who was involved with children sexually had previously been involved in adult homosexual relationships.’31


In his 2002 ‘Letter to Catholic Bishops’, Fitzgibbons attributed the sex abuse scandal to a combination of same-sex attraction (SSA) and lack of religiosity. Priests ‘suffering’ from SSA – and thus, in Fitzgibbons’s view, prone to commit sexual abuse – have, according to Fitzgibbons, experienced ‘profound emotional pain’ during childhood due to loneliness, problems in their relationships with their fathers, rejection by their peers, lack of male confidence, and poor self-image. These experiences lead priests ‘to direct their sadness and anger towards the Church, her teachings on sexual morality, and the magisterium’.32 Such priests ‘consistently refuse to examine their consciences, to accept the Church’s teachings on moral issues as a guide to their personal actions, or regularly avail themselves of the sacrament of reconciliation’. Priests who ‘suffer’ from SSA and who are therefore prone to abuse need to become




more knowledgeable about the emotional origins and healing of same-sex attractions, as well as the serious medical and psychiatric illnesses associated with homosexuality … We have observed many priests grow in holiness and happiness in their ministry as a result of the healing of their childhood and adolescent male insecurity, loneliness and anger and, subsequently, their same-sex attractions.





Fitzgibbons’s views are probably representative of a substantial body of opinion in the Vatican and the institutional Catholic Church. Even some on the progressive wing of the Church, whilst not necessarily seeing homosexuality as intrinsically disordered, express unease about the gay subculture of seminaries and wonder privately whether it has been a factor in the abuse crisis. One prominent lay Catholic progressive expressed to me his fears that ‘the gays are driving out the straights’ from the seminaries, and felt that progressives are reluctant to debate the implications for fear of seeming homophobic. However, views on homosexuality and its relationship to the abuse crisis are not consistent across the Catholic hierarchy. In relative terms, the leadership of the English Church has for many years been notably less homophobic than the Vatican. In 1992, when the then Cardinal Ratzinger, with the approval of Pope John Paul II, issued a declaration justifying discrimination against homosexuals, Cardinal Hume was privately appalled by the language and tone of the document. In discreet discussions with gay rights campaigners such as Peter Tatchell he made it clear that he saw it as fuelling prejudice. ‘As a result of the dialogue I had with Hume, he issued a clarification which went as far as it was possible to go in distancing himself from Ratzinger’s document.’33 Similarly, Cardinal Bertone’s comments in 2010 linking homosexuality and child abuse were directly contradicted by the secretary-general of the Catholic Bishops’ Conference of England and Wales, Father Marcus Stock: ‘There is no empirical data which concludes that sexual orientation is connected to child sexual abuse … The consensus among researchers is that the sexual abuse of children is not a question of sexual “orientation”, whether heterosexual or homosexual, but of a disordered attraction or fixation.’34


Nevertheless, the Bertone/Fitzgibbons view is embodied in official Vatican policy. In 2005 the Vatican issued an ‘Instruction Concerning the Criteria for the Discernment of Vocations with regard to Persons with Homosexual Tendencies in view of their Admission to the Seminary and to Holy Orders’. As the title of the document confirms, it is concerned exclusively with candidates for the priesthood who have homosexual leanings. Under the policy, men with ‘transitory’ homosexual tendencies may be ordained deacons following three years of prayer and chastity, but men with ‘deeply rooted homosexual tendencies’ may never be ordained. Technically the document upholds the traditional Catholic distinction between homosexual orientation and homosexual acts: it is the acts rather than the orientation which are grave sins. Therefore, as Archbishop Dolan of New York pointed out, technically the Vatican directive was ‘not tout court a no-gays policy’.35 However, the document is clearly aimed at barring almost all homosexuals from seminaries on the premise that homosexuality amongst some Catholic priests is a significant cause of the abuse crisis.


In reality, however, Father Stock is right: there is no empirical evidence to substantiate the argument that sexual abuse of boys is a product of homosexual orientation. The claim by Fitzgibbons that every clerical child abuser he had treated had previously been involved in adult homosexual relationships seems highly questionable. I am aware of no such instance in the many Catholic abuse cases I have dealt with, all of which have involved priests who seemed obviously incapable of forming intimate adult relationships and fixated on teenage minors precisely because of an inability to relate properly to adults. As Cozzens argues, the age of the victim indicates a level of psychosexual immaturity on the part of the perpetrator.36 Fitzgibbons’s claim that Cardinal Bertone’s comments are ‘completely supported’ by the John Jay study is simply untrue; the study did not assert any such conclusion. Indeed, another John Jay study suggested that ‘the abuse decreased as more gay priests began serving in the church’.37 A study by Tallon and Terry examined the data gathered on clergy abusers in the USA and concluded that where priests had multiple victims, fewer than half of them had repeatedly abused victims of the same age and gender.38 In general, academic literature does not provide evidence to support the alleged link between clerical homosexuality and clerical child abuse. Dr Fred Berlin, of the National Institute for the Study, Prevention and Treatment of Sexual Trauma in the USA, says that ‘there is no evidence that an adult gay male is any more likely to seek out a boy for sexual activities than an adult heterosexual man would be to seek out a little girl for sexual activities’.39 Indeed, if there is a ‘gay subculture’ within the Church, homosexual priests will presumably find willing partners amongst their fellow priests. Thus it is illogical to argue, as the Vatican has sought to do, that the gay subculture is the cause of the abuse crisis.40 On the contrary, for those priests of homosexual orientation the gay environment of the priesthood provides them with an outlet for adult homosexual activity which, absent a flourishing homosexual subculture in the Church, they might not find so readily. Sexual attraction to children is different and distinct from sexual orientation. Some paedophiles or ephebophiles are attracted to people of the same sex whilst others are attracted to the opposite sex. The attraction is not based on their sexual orientation, but on a fixation towards young people.


For gay rights campaigners, the Vatican’s anti-gay arguments are simply a way for Catholic traditionalists to kill two birds with one stone: gays can be blamed for the abuse crisis, and that blame can be used to reinforce Catholic condemnation of homosexual behaviour. As Tatchell says: ‘scapegoating gay people within the Church is both a way for the Vatican to wash its hands of responsibility for the sexual abuse that has taken place and also a way to further demonise gay people and justify the church’s anti-gay policies’.41 Tatchell is in no doubt as to the dynamic underlying the attempts to conflate homosexuality and child abuse: ‘Many gay clergy have entrenched the homophobia of the Vatican. They espouse it with great enthusiasm, seeking to atone for their own homosexuality by being ever more homophobic.’


There are two other ways in which data about victim preponderance is deployed by Church apologists. Some claim that sexual abuse visited upon adolescents is less harmful than abuse involving younger children. A Canadian bishop vocalised this view following the Mount Cashel scandal: ‘We are not dealing with classic paedophilia. I do not want to argue that homosexual activity between a priest and an adolescent is therefore moral. Rather, it does not have the horrific character of paedophilia.’42 Based upon experience of acting for many hundreds of victims in legal cases, I strongly disagree. Indeed, the psychic devastation caused by abuse can be especially profound and long-lasting in teenage boys, who are struggling with insecurities about their developing masculinity. In fact, this is a reality the Catholic Church would understand far better if it engaged properly with survivors, rather than trying to outsource pastoral support to external organisations.43


A second claim is that the distinction between paedophilia and ephebophilia excuses or at least explains the Church’s decisions to return abusing priests to active ministry. Philip Jenkins argues that ‘in the prevailing psychiatric opinion of the 1970s and early 1980s it would have been quite appropriate to return to a parish setting a man who had been successfully treated for ephebophilia but not for paedophilia’.44


Jenkins was writing about the USA, but the same has been said in an English context. The argument is flawed, for reasons illustrated by two cases from that period detailed in this book where psychiatric input was sought at an early stage: Crowley (Chapter 4) and Hill (Chapter 7). Both men abused pubescent and post-pubescent boys, but there is no evidence in either case that the distinction between ephebophilia and paedophilia formed any part of the Church’s decision-making process. Because of a failure to investigate allegations properly, Crowley was wrongly treated as a voyeur of adolescent sexual activity, not as the participant he actually was. These investigative failings are likely to have been a recurring theme at that time: as the Murphy Report observed about Dublin, a notable feature of the Irish Church’s handling of abuse allegations was ‘the refusal to acknowledge or recognise an allegation of child sexual abuse unless it was made in strong or explicit terms … A number of bishops heard suspicions and concerns but they did not take the obvious step of asking what was involved.’45 In Crowley’s case, the Church turned a blind eye to evidence of more serious crimes, and so Crowley was treated far more leniently than his offences demanded. This leniency had nothing to do with the age of victims; it was a result of failing to investigate what had really happened. In the Hill case, the precise age of his victims was never suggested to be relevant and the medical evidence specifically highlighted his ‘risk of recidivism’. In some medical reports Hill was referred to as ‘homosexual’ rather than ‘paedophile’, but none of the medical practitioners who treated him from 1982 onwards seem to have been in any doubt that he posed a continuing risk to children. The problem in the Hill case was that those warnings were not heeded.




• • •





The progressive critique of the abuse scandal – advanced by progressives and liberals within the Church and endorsed by many outside it – sees the root causes of the scandal as residing in a toxic mix of authoritarianism, clericalism, celibacy and sexual immaturity which characterises the Catholic Church and some of its priests.


In authoritarian cultures, leaders are not challenged: the Catholic Church’s undemocratic, unaccountable structure and culture, it is argued, facilitates abuse of power. The Pope, the Byzantine papal bureaucracy (the Curia), the bishops – all operate in an authoritarian atmosphere of deceit, denial, secrecy, silence and cover-up. Power corrupts; absolute power corrupts absolutely; and, as Lord Acton also said – and he was speaking of the papacy – there is no worse heresy than that the office sanctifies the holder of it. The papacy is underwritten by the doctrine of papal infallibility; the Pope is accountable only to God, and his word is law. The bishops are accountable only to the Pope. When this authority is challenged, the Church hierarchy reacts by denying and suppressing the information and trying to protect the organisation at any cost; there is no countervailing power within Church structures to question the actions and decisions of its leaders. Rather than reporting allegations to secular authorities, the bishops simply buried them and, if there was a risk of public exposure, moved the priest elsewhere. Bishops – operating in an atmosphere of untrammelled papal and episcopal authority – could not conceive of acting transparently and in accordance with secular norms and laws. And as Margaret Kennedy has observed, they also




feared what is happening now, the faithful leaving in droves. They knew that ordinary Catholics would vote with their feet when they discovered that their priests were not as ‘holy’ as they made out. Catholicism is based on the mystery of the priest and what he does on the altar … they knew they would lose power if the faithful found out.46





Anyone who has followed the development of the abuse scandal in the English Catholic Church over the last thirty years will recognise this picture. As the cases examined in this book will show, at least until the 1990s, and in many instances much later, allegations of abuse were suppressed in ways which could never have happened if the leadership of the Church had believed itself to be accountable to its congregations, to the law and to wider society. That accountability has now developed to some extent, not because of any change in the structure of the Church, which remains intrinsically authoritarian, but because victims started to voice their stories openly, gaining courage and collective power through campaigning organisations, and using the legal system and the media. These pressures have operated in different ways in different parts of the world. In the United States, multi-million-dollar awards to victims of abuse have driven many dioceses to the brink of bankruptcy. The financial imperative for the Catholic Church in the US to stamp out child abuse within its ranks has become irresistible. To a degree the same has happened in Ireland, where the Catholic Church, to which the state effectively subcontracted the education and welfare of its children for many decades, has had to contribute millions of euros to state redress and compensation schemes for victims of abuse.


In England, the position has been different. Damages awards to victims of abuse – quantified by judges, not juries – have been more modest. Six-figure awards have been relatively rare; I explain why in Chapter 13. No diocese has been threatened with bankruptcy. The financial pressure on the Church in England has been nowhere near as acute as in Ireland and the USA. Here, the media has been the single most important factor in forcing the Church to change. The Penney case in Birmingham was subject to a devastating exposé by the BBC, Breach of Faith. The Archbishop of Birmingham, Maurice Couve de Murville, came across as slippery and dishonest. At that time, however, the media was quiescent with Cardinal Hume; his saintly reputation protected him from difficult questions. The Church’s failings in the Michael Hill case only came to light because of detective work by a BBC reporter, Angus Stickler, and survivor groups, and the following few years, during which Archbishop Murphy-O’Connor was subjected to a sustained assault on his record, can be seen as a transitional period in which the Catholic hierarchy faced, for the first time, the challenge, questioning and accountability which is the norm in a modern democracy. Subsequently, Murphy-O’Connor did much to redeem himself by pressing forward with the Nolan process and his successor, Vincent Nichols, has welcomed the accountability which the media brings to the Church’s activities. For all that, the Church remains an authoritarian institution. That authoritarianism is rightly seen as helping to create the conditions for the abuse crisis. The way in which the allegations were dealt with, with priests protected and victims pressured not to report, hugely accentuated the problem and an authoritarian, unaccountable culture explains this response.


Also central to the abuse crisis, in the progressive analysis, is clericalism, described by some as the ‘cancer at the heart of the Church’. Clericalism positions the Catholic clergy as superior to the laity and in a state of power over them. Clericalism is a cast of mind, a mentality that is strictly hierarchical and in which the priest sees himself as belonging to an exclusive club and sees the role of the laity as being to ‘pay, pray and obey’. Members of the clerical caste believe themselves to have a monopoly of wisdom and of access to the Holy Spirit. Clerical power in the Catholic Church is bestowed by ordination, and in Catholic theology ordination changes the man’s very essence. The taking of holy orders bestows upon the priest the power to turn bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ and to forgive sins. As explained by one Catholic bishop: 




A man once ordained is ontologically changed. He is a priest. Something mysterious happens. It is an action of grace, and something quite real … The priesthood is not just the deputing of an individual to take on a particular role. It is more than a function; it is a radical reorientating of the whole reality of the person. He is changed at the level of his being … it is such a transformation of the person that a distinctly priestly character can be identified in him.47





Ordination places the priest on a higher plane: hence, a priest who is subsequently laicised is ‘reduced’ to the lay state.


Clericalism acts to preserve the interests of the club: to protect its own, even at the cost of truth and justice. The reputation of the institution is given primacy over the needs of victims, whose voices are suppressed. As Austen Ivereigh observes, the abuse crisis is a ‘consequence of a culture of clericalism which still prevails, an attitude that places concern for a priest’s reputation above the welfare of a child, and a mindset that leads to dissident theologians being prosecuted more swiftly than abusers of children’.48 In that sense, clericalism elides with the authoritarianism just discussed; it is the other face of that coin. But the culture of clericalism is also a means by which abusers gain power over their victims. Priests, ‘acting in Persona Christi, not as a mere instrument of Christ’s work but rather as Christ’s real image and representative’, may believe that they are set apart from and above the laity, more superior and more holy; that they can do no wrong.49 Where priests are minded to commit abuse, that sense of superiority may shelter them from the reality of their behaviour and may instil fear, deference and submission in their victims.


Clerical sex offenders interviewed by Donald Findlater and his team at the Lucy Faithfull Foundation described how they used religion, and specifically the authority and charisma of the priesthood, to achieve power over their victims. The priesthood, one said, is an ‘extraordinary, trusting, revered position … I had the respect and used it as a cover.’


Another explained:




I used it to gain their trust, I used the power of God. I knew my power, my status, would be a stumbling block for them. As a member of the church, I represented God. My victims would be prevented from disclosing. My victims were very vulnerable. I knew that beforehand. My beliefs, my status – what I was doing must be right (to my victim) because Father X was doing it.





Or, as another said: ‘It’s about the power of being a priest, standing in the community, standing in the family. Manipulating the family. Being there as the adviser. This guy has all the answers.’ Or:




I used [religion] to get the trust of the child. Because I was a priest I had access. I had access to the child. I had access to the family. I had respect in the community, nobody would suspect me. The power you felt, the power to be trusted. The power and control that I had. As a priest I had an automatic key to people’s trust. As a school chaplain I had easy access to children. I was automatically seen as a person to be trusted, by teachers, parents, children … Nobody would dare question me.





Another said:




As an actual part of my ministry I had access to schools and families. My victims and their family saw in me a particular light. The person who was bringing them to God and God to them. My integral part of all of their lives and the good that flowed from that. All of that was a massive cover hiding the abuse and the child would have found it impossible to separate the abuse from that. They felt that they would not have been believed.





These priests saw that to many parishioners, a priest could only ever do good:




A person who spoke and acted in the way I did, who enabled them, couldn’t possibly be other than a good person. If somebody comes to me with their problems, disputes, breakdowns, a whole range of stuff – if there was someone making sense of all this – how can this person be anything other than good?





Priests find it easy to inveigle themselves into families in the parish: ‘I had the name of being a good priest, a counsellor for young people, and a Holy man, a good man. Parents directed their sons to me. I would listen, invite the person to come back: you need help and I’m here to listen.’


Priests in the Findlater study were open, too, about the grooming process, which would involve progressively increasing intimacy using the power and assumed right of the priest to probe their victim’s inner thoughts: ‘I was grooming. I knew that my agenda was to get the person to talk about their fantasies. They believed that because I said it, this must be a catharsis. I got them to become progressively more intimate.’


How can a priest, a man of God, reconcile sexual abuse of a child with faith? The Findlater study shows that religion and clerical status can themselves provide shelter from reality and evasion of responsibility. As one priest said:




God chose me, he knew what he was getting, he alone knew all of me, the good and the bad, but he still chose that person, and the bad was allowed to remain with the good. It doesn’t seem to matter to God; he knows me, warts and all. God knows both parts of me and allows one for the sake of the other. The more I felt the need to abuse, the more I plunged myself in the pastoral ministry, the more I helped the poor, the sick, choosing areas very taxing and demanding, it drained me more and I went back to the solace of abuse. That circle of giving and being drained, the vacuum inside me – filled up through the solace of abuse – but this created a different void – a void of guilt – a terrible mess – people would say you were drained out, you do too much for us, this fed in, often those would be the families I was abusing – the child was swept along – the abuse was doing their bit for Father. I got angry with God, yes – how did I get in this? … But mixed with the shrug of shoulders – you chose me, it’s your fault.





Another priest explained it this way:




When I was offending, I couldn’t convince myself that God didn’t know. I brought it into prayer, treated it as a problem. I handed the problem over to God. It doesn’t fit with how I am, but this is the way you made me. It’s up to you to sort it out. I treated it as God’s problem rather than mine. It didn’t outweigh the good I was doing. I hoped God would intervene.





And once abuse is committed, Christian concepts of forgiveness are misused to permit reoffending. Forgiveness, of course, is supposed to follow true penitence. But the facile injunction to forgive still dominates Catholic thinking about the abuse crisis: an article about child protection in the Pastoral Review from 2006, needless to say not written by a survivor, emphasises that ‘the yoke of Christ that is laid upon us is forgiveness and the love of those who do evil to us. The final reality that alone can heal all, victim and perpetrator alike, is forgiveness.’50 But as one priest said in the Findlater study:




The thing that is very specific to being a Christian is the whole area of sin and forgiveness. It is very possible for distortions to creep in there. In my own case it was a very obvious distortion. I take sin seriously in the first place. Part of the whole business of sin and forgiveness is that I am fully aware of my sin, the implications of what I’ve done, part of that is accepting the consequences that may follow from my actions, but I think that a lot of these things tended to short-circuit and distort – I said to myself: ‘I believe in a God who forgives, who forgives unconditionally’, which is true, but it was using these things in an illegitimate way, permissive way, to permit myself to offend because I said ‘No matter what I’ve done God will forgive me’. And that is true, but I was leaving out the consequences, what it meant for other people, I was glossing over that. It was damaging to me as a person in so many different ways.





Clericalism, authoritarianism and distorted theology may have underpinned and compounded the clerical abuse scandal but they do not fully explain why Catholic priests sexually abuse children in the first place. In searching for explanations, researchers have focused on sexual immaturity in the priesthood and the interplay with celibacy and the emotional loneliness which accompanies it. Donald Findlater points out that the formation of a priest, particularly a Catholic priest, is not informed by an understanding of sex: ‘Priests have to pretend that they are asexual but they are put in intimate situations with parishioners and they have no tools to manage these issues. Supposedly celibate, they are told that sexual thoughts should not cross their mind. It is entirely unrealistic.’51


The problem is compounded by the sexual immaturity of many priests who have entered seminary at a young age before their sexual maturation is complete. Their sexual behaviour is frozen in their teenage years, which may partly explain the clerical abuser’s fixation with adolescents. The point is expressed perfectly by one of the priests interviewed in Findlater’s study:




When I was fourteen I realised that I was more interested in boys than girls; I said to myself, this is not for me, I want to be a priest. It went from there. I never faced up to my sexuality. It froze at fourteen. I began to abuse at the age of twenty-eight. I realised my sexuality came alive at the age I shut it away, at the age of fourteen. The Church prohibits sex, thoughts of sex, but I needed to be touched by people, to be intimate. I was scared of adults so I chose children.





Many clergy also lead lives of emotional isolation: ‘I was in a permanent state of isolation and loneliness. I chose boys who I thought were like me – vulnerable, boys whose fathers showed them no affection. I offered it.’


Another explained:




My fantasies weren’t specifically sexual, all my fantasies were about friendship, cuddling; when I got aroused I just made a joke out of it. I told myself it wasn’t sexual, it was about friendship, but I felt guilty, I went to confession and told priests, then I stopped, then I’d get lonely again. The loneliness would get deeper. My own loneliness, my own need, I wasn’t thinking of the child.





That emotional isolation can be a function, of course, of mandatory celibacy. Of all the possible causes of the abuse crisis, celibacy is the one most cited by the media, and indeed by many Catholics. Dissident Catholic theologians such as Hans Küng have long suggested a link between celibacy and clerical sex offending, but senior figures in the Catholic hierarchy have occasionally voiced the same thought. In 2010 the Archbishop of Vienna, Christoph Schönborn, acknowledged that celibacy could be a cause of the scandal and called for an ‘unflinching examination’ of the issue, which required ‘a great deal of honesty, both on the part of the church and of society as a whole’. Archbishop Schönborn, in the usual manner of senior Catholic clerics engaged in kite flying, later ‘clarified’ his remarks by insisting that he was ‘in no way’ seeking to question the celibacy rule or call for its abolition.52 The issue is unlikely to go away, however, and celibacy is undeniably a factor in the causative mix, although the arguments linking it with the abuse crisis can sometimes be oversimplistic.


In its crudest form, the argument that celibacy is a cause of the crisis posits that priests, being sexual beings like everyone else, cannot in practice adhere to their vows of celibacy and thus need a sexual outlet, which is supplied by children, because they happen to be available; because of the tradition of gender segregation in Catholic settings, only boys will generally be available to male priests.53 But this reductionist argument is too crude, given that in society generally a substantial proportion of child sex offences are committed by married men. It also ignores the reality that a substantial minority of priests, and possibly even a majority, are sexually active in any event, most of them with other adults; Sipe suggests that at best only 50 per cent of the priesthood are truly celibate in relation to avoiding sexual activity altogether, a figure which falls to 2 per cent if masturbatory abstinence is expected as a definition of proper chastity.54 Mandatory celibacy does not quite reflect the reality of many priests’ lives. That said, it is clear that the involuntary nature of the vow of celibacy poses problems, particularly for clergy who enter the priesthood with little or no sexual experience: a vow which can seem straightforward to an immature teenager entering seminary may provoke much inner anguish a decade or two later. As one report concluded, priests often ‘bring, to adult church leadership, a serious sexual and relationship immaturity. Sexual desire is not eliminated by commitment to ministry.’ Clergy are ‘caught in a trap’ because they ‘experience sexual desire as part of their humanity but also experience shame and distress at the presence of such desire’. This can lead to a whole range of problems including a ‘distinctive pattern of sexual abuse that is rooted in sexual addiction’.55


Celibacy may also have contributed to the abuse crisis in more indirect ways. For individuals who are sexually fixated on children, celibacy provides a respectable cover: celibacy ‘signals purity, not danger’ and so becomes a camouflage for nefarious action.56 There will always be individuals of this type who are drawn to the Catholic priesthood. At the same time, the requirement of mandatory celibacy has had a disastrous impact on clerical recruitment. Falling numbers of ordinands meant that standards of vetting and assessment of new recruits were effectively lowered, increasing the risk of men of unsuitable psychological makeup entering the priestly life, and raising the risk of sex offending.


Finally, in enumerating the causes of the abuse crisis, we cannot ignore a fundamental fact: the power structure responsible for this scandal is entirely male. Feminist analysis of the abuse scandal emphasises the role of patriarchal power, seeing child sexual abuse (and the abuse of adult women in the Church) as intrinsically linked to male supremacy; the Catholic Church, even more than most institutions, is seen as a belief system and organisation founded upon oppression of the powerless. Whether one agrees with that view, there is surely force in the arguments of some female theologians that a greater presence of women in Church power structures would have prevented or at least reduced clerical abuse. As one pointed out, correctly: ‘It is clear that statistically, women abuse much less than men. And, in terms of reporting, are much more likely to report abuse.’57 It is difficult, of course, to prove empirically that a greater involvement by women in religious power structures would reduce abuse, because even the Protestant churches which have introduced women bishops have done so only recently: there is simply not enough history from which to generalise. The experience of one female Anglican bishop in New Zealand, Penny Jamieson, is illuminating: as a bishop, she found that handling incidents of clergy sexual abuse was ‘like firing an open torpedo shot at the underlying and still very well-functioning patriarchal structure of the church’. Jamieson recalled: 




All the other bishops that I have known who have been called upon to deal with incidents of clergy sexual misconduct – all of them male – have found it incredibly hard to break the bond of brotherhood with their male colleagues and ensure a just outcome by taking steps to terminate the priests’ license for ministry. I have watched them make every excuse in the book. Some have overcome their conditioning, some have not.58





That ‘bond of brotherhood’, which Jamieson found so potent in the Anglican Church, is even more impregnable in the all-male Catholic priesthood. It is, undeniably, a factor in the crisis, but as Jamieson herself found, the maleness of the priesthood is only part of the problem. When, as a bishop, Jamieson was herself required to challenge clerical misconduct, she acknowledges that ‘I also found taking such action very hard. I realised that is because I see much of the security of my ministry as a bishop in making and retaining good relationships of trust and respect with all my clergy.’ That sodality of an ‘intimate and self-supporting’ priesthood – male or not – is itself a central factor in the abuse crisis, and even more so in its cover-up.
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