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INQUIRY INTO CHILDREN IN INSTITUTIONAL CARE

I understand that members of the public may make submissions to this enquiry.

As a member of the public, I would like to voice my very great concern over the child abuse carried out by members of the Catholic Church, that is to children in the care of that institution.

Apart from my concern at the actual molestation of the children concerned, I am also concerned that such a significant institution in our society should harbour such molesters when members of the public rely upon the Church’s belief that they are in touch with “Almighty God”.  Because of this claim to be in touch with the supernatural, many members of the public are prepared to give the Church the benefit of the doubt and have a greater degree of trust than would otherwise be the case. 

All the information I have about molestation by priests and brothers of the Catholic Church has been copied from publicly available sources. My concern is, if this is the publicly available information, then what other horrendous acts have gone unnoticed or indeed concealed by the Church.

I bring to your attention the following:

1. Extract from “The Last Word”, posted April 29, 2002, by Paul M. Rodriguez 

Report of Church Troubles Proved Prophetic

The title of the confidential report is: "The Problem of Sexual Molestation by Roman Catholic Clergy." It is a 92-page document extraordinary not only for its blunt review of "the problem," but also because it was written nearly 17 years ago by leading U.S. authorities of the Roman Catholic Church. They reviewed the moral, spiritual, legal and economic consequences of sexual abuse by Catholic clergy and proposed a five-year project designed to protect children from paedophiles, homosexual and heterosexual predators, and the church itself.

Despite pleadings to institute a national and uniform plan of action that included immediately turning over to police and the courts any clergy suspected or known to have sexually abused a child, the U.S. Catholic bishops failed to act. As a result, the Catholic Church now is faced with a deeply shameful sex scandal that is rocking it to its foundations amid deep fears by many — even within the Vatican — that more and worse will be made public.”


2. Extract from ‘The Star”, South Africa, 9 May 2002:

“Report blames Vatican for sexual abuse:


New York - A coalition of Catholic groups and legal experts have accused the Vatican of being culpable in the sex-abuse scandals rocking the church.

They have called on the United Nations to make the Holy See more accountable for the abuse of children.

"Instead of stopping abuse, cardinals and bishops allowed it to continue, aided and abetted it, and showed compassion for the perpetrators that they never showed for the victims," said Joseph Gallagher, co-founder of the Coalition of Concerned Catholics in Boston, at a news conference.”

3. According to the Australian Financial Review of 8 June 2002, 76 priests and brothers of the Catholic Church in Australia have been found guilty of molesting children

4. On Friday 14 June 2002 the Sydney Morning Herald reported that the Catholic Church in Victoria had just paid out $3.6 million as damages for molesting 24 intellectually handicapped children over a period of years. I note that the report stated intellectually handicapped.

5. The Sydney Morning Herald reported on 8 August 2002:

 “Journey into evil: ‘Saintly’ priest preyed on boys”. The actual preying was done between 1966 and 1973, but this priest was only found guilty in 2002. In the meantime he lived the high life on the proceeds of other criminal activities. 

6. Bishop Pat Power of Canberra-Goulburn, as reported in the Sydney Morning Herald of 28 August 2002, called for an end to the culture of silence in the Church. He said: "I honestly believe secrecy in the operations of the Church is causing great harm to the Church", having said the sex crisis was an opportunity for renewal in the Church.

7. New York Times, September 10, 2002:
“Providence Diocese Settles 36 Abuse Suits:


PROVIDENCE, R.I., Sept. 9 (AP) — The Roman Catholic Diocese of Providence said today that it had reached a $13.5 million settlement with 36 people who say members of the clergy molested them as youngsters.

The settlement covers all but 2 of 38 men and women who sued in the early 1990's, accusing 11 priests and a nun of abusing them.”

8. The Daily Telegraph London:

“Vatican is blamed in child abuse lawsuits
By Sam Leith  (Filed: 05/04/2002) 

A PAEDOPHILE scandal sweeping the Roman Catholic Church in America now threatens to involve the Vatican, with the Holy See and the Pope named in two lawsuits.

The lawsuits, filed in Florida and Oregon, allege that the Church knowingly and deliberately covered up child abuse by priests by transferring them to different dioceses or countries.

Jeffrey Anderson, the lawyer representing both plaintiffs, argues that in each instance obstruction of justice was sanctioned by the international policies of the Church.”

9. The Daily Telegraph, London:

“ US bishops seek curbs on 'black collar crime'
By Sam Leith in New York (Filed: 15/06/2002) 

A conference of America's Roman Catholic bishops was yesterday due to adopt a nationwide policy on child abuse which stops just short of the "zero tolerance" demanded by victims.

They did so as victims' groups gathered outside the hotel in Dallas where the conference took place to protest against what they termed "black-collar crime"; the collusion of senior Catholic priests in covering up sex abuse among their numbers.

Under the terms of the document on which the bishops were due to vote yesterday, priests found to have molested children would not necessarily be defrocked though all would be removed from parish life. Some, it was suggested, might be allowed to move to monasteries.

An earlier draft suggesting that priests who had abused one child could be given a second chance was rejected as "unacceptable" by the conference on Thursday.”

10.  The Independent Newspaper, London, 23 September 2002:

“CPS looks into child abuse case linked to prelate:

By Robert Verkaik, Legal Affairs Correspondent

Police have called in the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) as part of an investigation into allegations that the leader of the Roman Catholic Church in England and Wales ignored the activities of a paedophile priest in the 1980s.

The inquiry centres on claims that Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor, then Bishop of Brighton and Arundel, failed to raise concerns about a priest known to have paedophile tendencies and later given a five-year jail sentence for child abuse offences.”

11.The Independent, London, 1 May 2001: 

“Catholic church alarmed that priesthood is becoming a 'gay profession'

By Paul Vallely

View from the Vatican
The Roman Catholic priesthood in Britain is fast on its way to becoming a gay profession. There are significantly more homosexuals among those training to be priests than there are proportionately in the general population, according to the rector of one of the church's seven English seminaries, Fr Kevin Haggerty of St John's at Wonersh in Surrey.

In addition, an increasing number of gay men are training to be priests at other seminaries. Fr James Overton, the rector of Allen Hall in Westminster diocese, has said "a sizeable number" of his students are now homosexual ­ a trend which could cause "enormous problems" in seminaries. Allen Hall's internet system was closed down recently when pornography was found downloaded onto one of the seminary's computers.

And now a forthcoming Channel 4 documentary, Queer and Catholic, is to allege that, while many of the gay men remain celibate, others do not.

Homosexual sex ­ which the Roman Catholic church insists is an act of "grave depravity" ­ has taken place inside the English College in Rome, to which élite candidates for the priesthood are sent. The programme claims that seminarians there have also cruised Rome's gay bars and parks. Student priests in the college frequently referred to one another by girls names and the culture in parts of some seminaries is one of "high camp".”

12.  Sydney Morning Herald 30/07/2002: “The Catholic Church must establish an independent lay panel to look into allegations of sexual abuse and misconduct by clergy, if comments attributed to Sydney's Catholic Archbishop, the Most Rev George Pell, are representative of the church's attitude” a former NSW Commissioner for Equal Opportunity said yesterday.
 

13. The Sydney Morning Herald of 5 November 2002 stated that

 “Cardinal Bernard Law, the Boston Catholic leader accused of failure to act against priests who were sexually abusing children acknowledged for the first time on Sunday that he could have acted to prevent the abuse.....and begged for forgiveness from victims and their families.”?  “Cardinal Law said he had not fully understood how damaging sexual abuse by priests was to children.”   ( This statement is one of the most appalling in this whole sordid business GHM)

14. The Times, London; December 27, 2002:

”Jailed priest had spell as head of children's charity:
By Helen Studd, Dominic Kennedy and Ruth Gledhill


THE Roman Catholic Church made the paedophile priest Michael Hill head of a children’s charity and then dismissed him after several months in the post, The Times can disclose. 

The episode does not appear in official accounts of Hill’s career. He was made secretary of the Catholic Children’s Society in the Southwark Diocese, in effect head of the charity, in the early 1970s. 

The 68-year-old priest is serving his second jail sentence, having been convicted of molesting a total of nine boys aged 10 to 14 between 1969 and 1987. Ten charges, including abuse of a girl in 1959, remain on file. 

The leader of the Catholic Church in England and Wales, Cardinal Cormac Murphy- O’Connor, has struggled to explain why he gave Hill a job as a chaplain at Gatwick airport despite warnings from parents that the priest was a danger to children. Police are investigating the cardinal in connection with issues arising from Hill’s case. “

15. Thursday, 9 January 2003 “The Catholic Church's Watergate” Interview by Deborah Caldwell on Beliefnet
William Donohue is the president of the Catholic League, a 350,000-member organization well-known for going toe-to-toe with the media for anti-Catholic bias. Voluble and opinionated, Donohue delights in sparring with his many critics. These days, he says he's surprised even himself with his vehement anger at the church he normally loves to defend. He explains why, and pronounces his cure for American Catholicism's ailments, in this interview.

”How important is this crisis to the church?

This is the Catholic Church’s Watergate, and these wounds are entirely self-inflicted. This has nothing to do with anti-Catholicism in the media or anyplace else. The Catholic Church is wholly to blame for this dereliction of duty, the collapse of standards…..”

16. 81 priest and brothers have been found guilty of molesting children, according to a report in the Sydney Morning Herald of 30 November 2002.
17. In the Sydney Morning Herald of 28 February 2003, it was reported that a priest jailed for 22 years had had his sentence reduced. I presume this wretched man is one of the total of 81 molesters. The noteworthy part of the story was that he had been molesting children over a period of 20 years. How on earth is this possible?

18. ”West Australian”, 12 May 2003:

“Paedophile priest gets eight years jail:

Paedophile priest gets eight years jail BUNBURY A 61-YEAR-OLD Catholic priest has been sentenced to eight years jail for indecently dealing with five children under 13 years of age.

”A”, a former parish priest at Australind near Bunbury, 180km south of Perth, pleaded guilty in January to indecently dealing with the children, from two families, at his church house.

The offences happened on consecutive weekends in February 2002.

”A”, who had previously worked in NSW, also was charged with 12 counts of indecently dealing with a child under 13, four of indecently recording a child under 13 and one of possessing child pornography.

The charges involved the priest sliding around on the floor naked with the children, in olive oil and shampoo, and to taking digital photographs of the children.”


19.  THE NEW YORK TIMES, May 23, 2003:

“Diocese to Pay $6.5 Million to Resolve Abuse Claims:
[image: image1.wmf]M


ANCHESTER, N.H., May 22 — The Roman Catholic Diocese of Manchester announced today that it had settled legal claims from 61 people who said they had been abused by priests. The $6.5 million settlement resolves the majority of the cases that have been lodged against the diocese since early 2002. 

The settlement will be paid with money from the diocesan insurance fund, officials said, a combination of insurance coverage and future reserves. The money will be apportioned to victims over three years, beginning in December. The seven-month gap will allow the financially beleaguered diocese to get on firmer financial footing, diocesan officials said. They emphasized that the church will not use any other sources, including money for schools and parishes or the sale of property, to pay claims. 

"I hope this response by the church will help them heal from the wounds of abuse," Bishop John B. McCormack said in a statement. "I am personally sorry for the hurt they have experienced and have written to each person expressing my deep regret, an apology on behalf of the church and my willingness to assist them personally in any way that is helpful."

But Mark Abramson, a lawyer who represented the 61 plaintiffs, said negotiations with the church, which lasted for about a year, had been rocky. Mr. Abramson said he believed the church had not settled because it was in the best interest of the victims but rather because it had lost a series of court rulings and had its inner workings and history of protecting predatory priests exposed through 9,000 pages of personnel documents that were released in March.

"They saw the writing on the wall and paid what they owed," Mr. Abramson said.

He said that each case had been evaluated individually and that each plaintiff would receive $20,000 to $455,000, based on the severity of abuse. 

20. NineMSN News Service 14:11 AEST Thu 3 Jul 2003:

“Six members of Sydney's St John of God religious order are under investigation by New Zealand police over allegations of sexual abuse at a school for intellectually disabled boys.

The abuse allegedly occurred in the 1960s, 70s and 80s at Marylands School at Christchurch, on New Zealand's South Island, said Detective Inspector Peter Read from the NZ city's police.

He said those under investigation were aged in their 50s and older.

One former brother, Bernard Kevin McGrath, 56, is already facing 32 charges of sexual abuse against boys at the Marylands School.

Det Insp Read said the case was before the courts in New Zealand, and McGrath had not entered a plea.

St John of God confirmed six brothers from Sydney were under investigation.”

21.  Sydney Morning Herald, Richard Ackland, July 4 2003:
“A miracle, no less - and on prime-time TV - as Jesuit sees the light

It's infrequent that the media exercises a real power for good. But one of those infrequent occasions happened on the ABC's The 7.30 Report over the past 10 days.

Two Mondays ago, reporter David Hardaker and producer Deb Masters went to town on a story about how Colin Edwin Fearon, a former teacher at St Aloysius College in Sydney, had sexually abused students at the school.

One victim was Lucien Leech-Larkin, who, until the assaults took place 35 years ago, had been a splendid student. He was withdrawn from the school after his parent complained about Fearon to the rector of the college, Father Tom O'Donovan, SJ. The complaints were dismissed and Fearon stayed on at his post.

As a result of these horrible experiences, Leech-Larkin suffered several nervous breakdowns, alcohol problems, an attempt on his own life, and went "walkabout" for extended periods. He was unable to keep down a job at the Attorney-General's Department where he was also a student-at-law.

The criminal charges against Fearon - a total of 17 sexual offences against three boys - went nowhere, because Judge David Shillington found he was too ill to be tried, and as "a matter of humanity" stayed the charges. 

Leech-Larkin now works behind the ticket window at Kings Cross railway station. He says that "Fearon broke my heart; the Jesuits broke my mind".

The essential features of the story were told in this column on October 6, 2000. Unsurprisingly, nothing much happened as a result. It did not prompt any reconciliation, reparation or resolution of subsequent civil proceedings against the Society of Jesus.

Enter The 7.30 Report almost three years later. Its first program on the Leech-Larkin story went to air on June 23. Among other things, it touched on the highly legalistic way the religious order handled allegations of sexual misconduct. When the Jesuits got wind that the ABC was to do an expose of the Leech-Larkin case, the relatively new provincial of the society, Mark Raper SJ, promised to visit the victim at his home to express his sorrow. He also agreed to be interviewed by David Hardaker on The 7.30 Report.

However, the conciliatory home visit and the interview were suddenly cancelled. Lawyers acting for the Society of Jesus had advised Raper not to speak because to do so could compromise ongoing litigation.

Raper accepted that advice.

It was a course of behaviour adopted by Archbishop Peter Hollingworth and others, at great cost to themselves and those in distress.

However, the day after the program went to air, Raper wrote Leech-Larkin an extraordinary letter: "I'm deeply sorry for the treatment you received while you were a student at St Aloysius in the 1960s. In addition, I offer you a profound apology on behalf of the Australian Jesuits. I'm also deeply sorry that I didn't keep the appointment we had made to meet, and discuss the issues face-to-face last Saturday. It was my decision to accept the advice not to proceed with our planned get-together, and I am sorry for the further hurt this caused you."

Father Raper also changed his mind about The 7.30 Report because he appeared on a follow-up program on Tuesday night, and his remarks there were even more startling. He said he had been accepting advice against his better judgement and to ignore that advice had been a "moment of liberation".

It had been "sheer folly" to let the "legal area" dominate the "pastoral area" and this wholly unhappy episode would mean an end to the way in which the society followed legal advice.

The strategy of the legal defence has been to fight the complainant at every point and exhaust the energy and resources of the other side.

The provincial of the Jesuits was asked what would happen if the church's assets came under threat, as a result of this altered approach. Raper replied: "Um, well, the assets are not as important as the people that we seek to serve." As Maxine McKew said when she signed off, "You don't always see a genuinely transforming moment on television, but I think that was it."

Some of the legalisms adopted by the church are inspirational. The Jesuits had claimed that as Fearon's assaults had not happened on school property and were outside school hours, the trustees of the order were not liable. There was also the proposition that the Jesuit Fathers are an unincorporated association and so it is the individual Jesuits who have to be sued, all of whom have taken a vow of poverty.

In Melbourne, where similar actions are under way against the Catholic Church, one response has been that the diocese is not a legal entity because Henry VIII abolished the Catholic dioceses. You are therefore 500 years too late with your legal action.

One can understand Raper's sentiments when he says it is "liberating" to ignore the lawyers.”

22. Boston Globe: 3/24/2002
“The scourge of celibacy 

By endowing priests with an aura of discipline and trust, celibacy fosters pedophilia and facilitates cover-ups 

By Garry Wills, 3/24/2002 
The revelations about Boston's pedophile priests had many dismaying aspects beyond their worst aspect, the victimization of the young. One disturbing thing was the way these revelations were greeted by some - as news that was new. There were, of course, new details; but everything disclosed in news reports, including the scale of the offences, has been discovered before, elsewhere in America or Canada, Ireland or Australia. But after each dismaying explosion of information, people are lulled back into forgetfulness. They are assured that these things, however awful, are mostly in the past, some of them unverified, some exaggerated, and that church officials have already adopted measures to prevent the recurrence of such scandals. 

For two decades those assurances have been given, yet the hierarchy continues to let these things occur and to cover up their occurrence. 

A cloud of sophisticated pooh-poohing is thrown up around the event ("One should not be shocked, since pedophiles are found in all walks of life"). These smoke screens help church officials avoid facing the brutal reality, which is this: Worldwide, there is a clerical epidemic of parallel crimes, crimes against the young and the crimes of covering up those crimes. For many Catholics, and not just bishops, that is a reality too horrible to absorb. So we don't. 

I had hoped that the great attention given the Boston cases would at last dispel this cloud of evasion, but already the pooh-poohing has begun. "Beliefs" column author Peter Steinfels in The New York Times (February 9) writes: "By 1993, Cardinal Bernard Law of Boston was apparently combing his archdiocese's records to remove from priestly service, especially in positions with regular access to minors, any clergy against whom plausible complaints of molestation had been received," and that he "seems to have succeeded." The cardinal's only fault, in Steinfels's eyes, is that he did this good deed in secret. So there is no excuse for "the categorical condemnation and blanket outrage now being heard in Boston," which just encourage lawyers in "inflating charges and using the news media to play on public fears and prejudices in hopes of embarrassing the church into settlements." That is a line that has been used in almost every one of the earlier outrages, and it helped the outrages continue. The cardinal must have loved the column. 

Conservative Catholics have praised a book published by a reputable press (Oxford University) in 1996, Pedophiles and Priests: Anatomy of a Contemporary Crisis, by Philip Jenkins. It is a handy guide to evasion, worth looking at again, because so many Catholics still resort to one or other of its methods for avoiding the truth. Jenkins begins the book proper with a chapter called "The Anti-Catholic Tradition," as if "the recrudescence of anti-Catholic imagery" were the most important element in the scandals. Actually, civil authorities and the press have bent over backward being kind to the Catholic Church. When they stopped colluding in cover-ups for the church, this was interpreted as being anti-Catholic. Jenkins finds "at least temporary substance to declarations that molestation charges were part of a broad anti-Catholic conspiracy." 

It is seductively easy - and used to be reductively effective - to blame any reference to priestly failings on anti-Catholicism. Catholics were the easiest marks for this con, but they have grown up since. 

Yet Jenkins is still working this old routine at the old stand. He says that the pedophile crisis is the product of opportunists wanting to cash in on it. These unsavoury people include: 

Self-seeking prosecutors. "Law enforcement agencies came to appreciate that political capital might actually be gained by showing themselves tough on offending clergy." 

Journalistic sensation-mongers. "Media coverage of the pedophile priests consistently presented the issue so that it appeared as harmful and threatening as possible." 

Militant feminists. "Feminist activists stood to profit from the abuse issue," since it helped them advance their "theology of abuse." 

Self-aggrandizing therapists. "The clergy-abuse issue arose at an opportune time for medical professionals." 

People with other agendas. The exaggerations fostered "the political interests of the activists and groups who used the media to project their particular interpretation of the putative crisis. . . . The scandals actually offered a rich opportunity for reformers to pursue their goals." 

Jenkins thus concludes that the pedophilia scandal is a tempest in a teapot, an artificial construct fitting his definition of a panic: "A panic is a sudden manifestation of exaggerated public fear and concern over an apparently novel threat" (emphasis added). The sense of dire peril, therefore, is "fatuous." There is some pedophilia, he admits, but not as much as has been claimed and not more than in other professions, and the problem has not grown - only our panicky awareness of it has. We have been duped by anti-Catholic lawyers and therapists and prosecutors and "activists" cashing in on a good thing. We should just trust the bishops, not their detractors, who have private interests at heart, while bishops are looking, in a balanced way, to the good of the whole church. 

So, as Steinfels tells us, it is time to cut the blanket outrage. Perhaps we Catholics will. It is what we have done every other time these sordid matters have come to light. Outrage flares up but rapidly flickers out. Why is that? Why do so many Catholics find ways to blame everybody else, rather than the sacerdotal perpetrators and their episcopal defenders? Why have we been so ingenious at defending the indefensible? 

I think the real reason for Catholics' inability to come to grips with the problem is the sense we all have - a justifiable one - that the bishops of the Catholic Church are not moral monsters. Since only moral monsters could cover up such despicable crimes, we must conclude that they did not cover up the crimes - not deliberately, anyway; not consistently; not on a continuing and widespread basis. Any critic of the bishops who tries to present them as moral monsters is actually coming to their defense. He or she will not be believed. 

Our problem, then, is to see how both things can be true: that the bishops are not moral monsters, but that the bishops have covered up crimes. How are we to put together such apparently contradictory truths? The place to begin is with the role of mandatory celibacy in forming the mind-set of the bishops. One of their most common responses to the priest scandals is that pedophilia has nothing to do with celibacy. That is not quite true at one level - that on which the original crimes occur. And it is entirely untrue at the next stage, where the crimes are covered up. Celibacy has everything to do with that. The "grace" (charisma) of celibacy, a thing now suspect, was the source of a priest's high standing, of the special aura that set him apart, and the bishops feel a great urgency (an apostolic one, they would say) to protect that aura, if not at any cost, at least at very high cost. 

Prestige is what gave rise to priestly celibacy. There was no connection between celibacy and the priesthood in the New Testament period. For centuries, priests and bishops (including famous and holy ones) could and did marry. That began to change in the fourth century, when, as the great British historian Peter Brown has shown, ascetics of the desert became so famed for their heroic abstinence that people began to consult them and to look down on priests as insufficiently holy to be given the kind of reverence that hermits had earned. Celibacy was adopted by priests in order to compete for credibility with the great self-deniers. It was, in this contest, a response to popular demand. 

Once priests had acquired the prestige of holiness, much of the medieval period was spent in enhancing and enforcing and celebrating the aura around the priesthood. Polishing that halo was felt to be a duty in service to the saving truths taught by priests, since people would heed priests more if they were seen as set apart from ordinary men. Thus priestly celibacy advanced the Gospel. It is that truth-enhancing aura that bishops feel is still at stake in their reaction to anything that might discredit the priesthood itself. 

The aura and access 
Yet that aura, if it does not cause pedophilia, does (where priests are concerned) foster and protect it, giving ease of access and of subsequent cover-up, since Catholic parents have been trustful of priests and unwilling to damage their aura, even after their children have been abused. Many parents have kept silent after church authorities begged them "not to damage the church." It is truthfully said that service professions dealing with children always run the risk of harboring pedophiles. 

There have been scandals involving Boy Scout leaders, teachers, athletic coaches, psychiatrists, and other counselors. But no profession had the easy access on a basis of trust that a priest enjoyed until recently. He was presumed to be disciplined by his code of sexual abstinence. He did not just help a boy at camp or in the gym but had the whole care of the child's soul as his province. He was not just a technician of one particular skill, but a man set apart from others by a spiritual mission, with important roles to play in church, at school, in homes, and in various kinds of Catholic activities. There was no obvious way to delimit his activities. (One does not normally invite the athletic coach over for dinner, nor do one's children go to his home.) 

Parents - especially devout Catholics - relied on the priests, and the priests recognized targets of opportunity. The devout would not only be more trusting to begin with, more resistant to suspicion or accusation, but would also be more reluctant to demand open confrontation with the predator's defenders, ecclesiastical, therapeutic, and legal. So credible was a priest's word that parents might even distrust their own children if a priest said they were exaggerating or misinterpreting what he had done with them. The very term "Father" gave priests license to show special affection. 

Defrocked priest John J. Geoghan of the Boston Archdiocese liked to go to poor families, where his desires would look like Christian compassion. Single mothers were especially vulnerable to the attentions of Geoghan and other priest molesters; they were women who felt the need for some male assistance with their children, and who could be safer for that than a priest? If the man showed no sexual attraction to the woman, she could presume he was a true celibate, never suspecting that he was after her child. Children of "dysfunctional families," as Geoghan put it, could be more susceptible to manipulation, because of their emotional neediness, and they would be less convincing witnesses against their molester. Prayer with the boy was often a part of the seduction technique. Praying with others at any time of day did not look suspicious when done by a priest. The pathos of many cases was the way the priest traded on the trust given him precisely because of his priestly aura. That gave him access, cover, and further opportunity. 

A typical pattern was that of the Miglini family in Dallas. When they found out in 1984 that one of their boys had been sexually assaulted by a priest, they did not tell their other son, for fear that he would lose respect for all priests - and so a different priest abused that boy. When a Scout leader or a coach tries to abuse a child, the parents can withdraw their children from the organization or the sport. But good Catholics will not blithely leave the church of their faith, even after outrages committed on their children - and if they stay in the church, they can hardly avoid priests. In all these ways, the aura of celibacy was definitely an advantage to the predator from the outset of his crimes. It then became a further advantage when church authorities provided him protection. 

The aura and protection 
If loyally Catholic parents are hesitant to damage the aura of the priesthood, bishops and other superiors are obviously even more concerned to protect that aura. They can see that a wrong has been done to a few children, but they feel that the souls of all children depend on their receiving the truths of the faith with respect for the carrier of that good news. This is the higher good next to which bishops have weighed too lightly the harm done to the abused. 

We must be careful how we frame this matter to ourselves. It is unjust to say that the bishops did not care at all for the wronged young people. They are persuasive when they say that they believed in the faulty assurances given them by therapists in the past. They would not deliberately put a man not "cured" near other children, since that would mean harming the aura even more by repeated crimes. 

It is clear, on the other hand, that concern for the children was inhibited by the desire to obscure or minimize their ordeal. Parents were asked not to seek public recognition of the crime. If they insisted on a settlement, that was given in return for an agreement not to reveal either the cause or the terms of the settlement. These secret agreements and sums make nonsense of Philip Jenkins's claim that the cases of priest pedophilia have been overreported. They have been, on the contrary, underreported - much of the time, unreported. 

Jenkins and other protectors of the hierarchy also complain that many of the publicized cases are old ones. But that is only because reports of abuse and settlements were suppressed, making it seem hopeless to bring charges against a church so untainted in the public mind. Many of those abused had believed the clerics' assurance that their cases were exceptional, that the priest needed to be "cured," not punished, that new procedures would prevent others from offending. 

Why damage the church at large for a few odd bad apples in the barrel? Of course, lawyers were telling bishops that they could not admit to any large-scale abuses or large public settlements if they wanted to keep their insurance policies at manageable rates, while the insurance agents said that a refusal to contest charges would disqualify them for further insurance. So the protection of the church took on a financial aspect. Does one want to bankrupt the whole spiritual edifice because of a few unfortunate crimes? 

Ironically, the huge (largely secret) settlements have been reached in order to prevent financial loss and retain insurance - though the settlements nationwide already exceed $1 billion, according to former priest and psychotherapist A. Richard Sipe, an expert on such cases. And that figure does not include the high costs of therapy for both victims and perpetrators. 

The aura's scope 
It is not as if the problem of preserving the priestly aura had to do only with pedophilia. 

The same desire to maintain a reputation has colored the treatment of other priestly embarrassments - alcoholism, peculation, affairs with women, priests with AIDS. In all such cases, an attempt to suppress, to deny, or to minimize anything that would damage the aura has had a high priority with church officials. 

A good example is the hiding and denying of the number of priests with AIDS. The best study of that, by an investigative team at The Kansas City Star in 2000, found AIDS occurring in the United States at four times the rate for men in the general population. When the popular former president of the Jesuit Rockhurst College in Kansas City died in 1999, Jesuit officials said that the priest died of respiratory problems, but a Star reporter found only one cause listed on his death certificate: AIDS. 

There are compassionate reasons for concealing some things, but when a large-scale pattern of concealment becomes entrenched, admitting almost anything that taints the priestly aura can itself be presented as the real offense. In the past, legal and journalistic cooperation in such "compassion" was recruited with great success. 

From the Irish cop not giving "the good father" a speeding ticket to the ignoring of large-scale alcoholism in the priesthood, the public was not aware, and much of it did not want to be aware, of priestly sin. 

Admittedly, all organizations would like to underplay any scandal affecting their personnel. But there is greater urgency with priests. They are supposed to be different. If celibacy is not a sign of difference, what is it? Men who are supposed to be able to contain their sexual appetite were presumed to be in firm control of themselves. This gave them a certain prestige that no cleric wants to see squandered. That is why an elaborate framework of interconnected pretenses has been built up over the years. 

This is complicated by the many layers of pretense involved in maintaining teachings from Rome that have lost all credibility. Priests ignore teachings that are overwhelmingly rejected by their congregations while pretending to the Vatican that they are not doing so. The laity ignore the ban on contraception. The priests ignore the forbidding of homosexual acts. Pedophilia is a crime, and so is covering it up. But Rome claims that the use of contraceptives is a serious sin, as are homosexual acts. The reasons for covering up hypocrisy tend to spread. 

From just one Jesuit seminary in Missouri, five priests who were novices during the 1960s later died of AIDS. A new academic survey of the Jesuit order - Passionate Uncertainty: Inside the American Jesuits, by Peter McDonough and Eugene C. Bianchi - finds that straight young Jesuits now feel outnumbered by gays. They agree with a priest who is quoted in the book as saying: "Some of my former Jesuit friends would mention the large number of gay Jesuits and the impact that had on community life as being a big reason they left. A relatively young Jesuit who is heterosexual, I believe I am in the minority." 

These gay priests live in glass houses. No one wants to see anyone pick up a stone. 

Though being gay has nothing to do with pedophilia, and a gay ministry is increasingly being accepted in other religious denominations (which do not require celibate ministers), the claim of celibacy is obviously being hollowed out by sexual activity, whether heterosexual or homosexual, whether with consenting adults or with abused minors. The protection of the aura of celibacy demands the coverup of a whole range of activities with the common denominator of tarnishing the aura of celibacy. 

This puts priests in a situation of mutual blackmail. A gay bishop who is innocent of pedophilia may be hesitant to push for punishment of a fellow priest if that could expose him and his own partners to unwanted scrutiny. The gays can rightly say that church authorities have been very protective in the past of priests having affairs, long-standing or briefly exploitative, with women. Speaking to this subject at a 1972 synod of bishops in Rome, Cardinal Franjo Seper, the former head of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, said, "I am not at all optimistic that celibacy is being observed." 

Given this weave of mutual vulnerabilities in the "celibate" priesthood and the perceived duty to maintain a comparatively holy aura around their work, it is no wonder that bishops are anxious to look the other way or to make others do so. The whole celibacy structure is really a house of cards, and honesty about any one problem can make the structure of pretense come toppling down. The priesthood itself has become an esoteric school of pretense. Treating pedophilia as a separate problem is impossible, since it thrives by its place in a compromised network of evasions. 

The aura's rationale 
Some blame the Catholic Church's trouble with sexual matters - whether contraception or masturbation or abortion or divorce or homosexuality - on the sexual revolution of the 1960s and the highly charged sensuality of our time. But the problem with celibacy arises from a much longer-term cultural change. Celibacy arose as just one component in a thoroughgoing theology of asceticism. The desert father who pioneered the practice of celibacy adopted it as just one part of a larger pattern of isolation and meditation, of fasting and other forms of mortification. When priests adopted celibacy, they brought with it some of this structure and most of its rationale. They were not set apart from other men by just one thing. In the monasteries, for instance, silence, isolated cells, long communal chanting of the office, and self-scourging were common. Cloistered men and women were cut off from worldly life in general, not just from sexual activity. 

But, progressively, the celibacy of priests became not the expression of a whole ascetical form of life but a substitute for it. Priests began to think that their sexual abstinence was a warrant for other indulgences. If they had given up that one big thing, they deserved some reward in little things. So modern priests do not look much like desert fathers. They are not known for other forms of asceticism, besides celibacy. Most of them eat and drink well, drive nice cars, have no serious material deprivation. A priest who eats out or goes to a play or concert often has a generous layman to pick up the tab. In this situation, celibacy becomes a mark of nonexistent difference. But celibacy without its supporting ascetical discipline cannot be sustained all on its own. 

With the lack of the original justification for celibacy, as the sign of a calling to a whole ascetical way of life, the proponents of celibacy have to fall back on weaker arguments. The Scripture defenses of it are risible - St. Paul said he had every right (if he wanted to use it) of traveling with a wife, as Peter did (I Corinthians 9:5). Pope Paul VI's favorite text for defending a celibate clergy, that on self-eunuchizing for heaven (Matthew 19:11), has nothing to do with the priesthood, any more than do the passages on self-maiming and self-blinding for heaven (Matthew 5:28-29). 

The "practical" arguments are even worse. We are told that a family would distract a priest from the entire dedication to his whole "flock" (a significantly sheepish term). How entirely dedicated have bishops been to the most vulnerable members of their flock, the abused children? The worries of a family are nowhere so debilitating as the nervous defensiveness, the looking-over-the-shoulder anxiety of priests having to maintain so many different but interrelated hypocrisies. 

Does anyone seek out a bachelor doctor on the ground that lack of a wife to love will make him care more for oneself? Does anyone think women would not be more at home with the counseling of female priests than with men? If they really want only men, why do 80 percent of US Catholic laity now support a married priesthood? 

Celibacy, remember, was made a priestly characteristic in response to popular demand. It was called for by the laity. Now the opposite is being called for by them. The Vatican has not only ignored this call but has ordered Catholics not even to consider or discuss the subject of priestly marriage or women's ordination. But the thinking and discussing go on, as the numbers of priests dwindle. Rome's refusal even to face the problems of the modern priesthood just means the inevitable transition will be more wrenching and emotionally costly when extremity makes it necessary. No one expects an overnight change - mandatory celibacy should be phased out in stages, as it was introduced in stages. Celibacy should be made optional. Some seminaries would train those who still want to be celibate, and others would train women or those intending to marry. There is already a practical exception to mandatory celibacy for Episcopal priests who become Catholics - they are allowed to remain married (and the sky has not fallen). 

Rome, of course, resists all this. Then pressure must be put on Rome, by the laity on priests, by priests on bishops, by bishops on Rome. That is what happened when celibacy was adopted. It was not accomplished by a top-down order that effects change overnight. One way for lay pressure to make itself felt was suggested by Thomas Cahill, the author of How the Irish Saved Civilization, who said recently: "The only way the laity can take charge is by manipulating the one lever they have under their control: contributions. And if the actual church [the people of God] decides to rise up, they can do it tomorrow afternoon." 

A Boston Globe/WBZ-TV poll of the archdiocese in early February showed that more Catholics want Cardinal Law to resign than want him to stay. The larger group should withhold all money from the archdiocese until he is gone. That would guarantee that this flurry of indignation would not simply fade away like others. It could prompt similar action elsewhere. Only in response to measures like that can church authorities begin to recognize their real enemy. Their real enemy is celibacy. For their own good, it is time to break the celibacy racket. “

Garry Wills, an adjunct professor of history at Northwestern University, is the author of the recent Saint Augustine's Childhood and the forthcoming Why I Am a Catholic. 

This story appeared in The Boston Globe Magazine on 3/4/2002.
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Abuse scandal far deeper than disclosed, report says 

Victims of clergy may exceed 1,000, Reilly estimates 

By Walter V. Robinson and Michael Rezendes, Globe Staff, 7/24/2003 


Attorney General Thomas F. Reilly yesterday called the clergy sexual abuse scandal in the Archdiocese of Boston ''the greatest tragedy to befall children -- ever'' in Massachusetts, one that involved far more priests and many more victims than 18 months of traumatic public disclosures have suggested. 

Reilly, in releasing the report on a 16-month investigation, said that, over six decades, at least 237 priests and 13 other church employees were accused of molesting at least 789 minors. Reilly said the actual number of victims may be much higher, and probably exceeds 1,000.

But Reilly said that, though he wished it were otherwise, he could find no criminal statute under which he could prosecute church leaders, including Cardinal Bernard F. Law. Nonetheless, he concluded that Law, his two predecessors as archbishop, and numerous subordinate bishops facilitated the years of abuse, protecting priests time and again while leaving children vulnerable.

''The mistreatment of children was so massive and so prolonged that it borders on the unbelievable,'' Reilly said. Church leaders, he said, ''in effect, sacrificed children for many, many years.''

Before yesterday, the consensus was that no more than 150 priests in the Boston archdiocese had been accused of molesting minors.

In the report, Reilly concluded that despite some statements by Law to the contrary, the cardinal was deeply involved in decisions that permitted accused priests to retain access to children well into the late 1990s, and he cited cases in which those priests molested more minors

What's more, the report cites substantial evidence to refute assertions by Law that he was unaware of the extent of the problem.

''There is overwhelming evidence that for many years Cardinal Law and his senior managers had direct, actual knowledge that substantial numbers of children in the archdiocese had been sexually abused by substantial numbers of its priests,'' the report said. Any claim to the contrary, by Law or others, the report went on, ''is simply not credible.''

The report also cited evidence that Law ''had firsthand knowledge of the problem of clergy sexual abuse of children for many years'' -- even before he became archbishop of Boston in 1984.

Reilly's office, which had to use grand jury subpoenas to force disclosure by church officials, discovered fresh evidence of efforts by Law's deputies, five of whom now head their own dioceses, to hide the problem from the public, and sometimes from inquiring law enforcement officials.

For example:

[image: image2.wmf]*

Bishop Robert J. Banks in 1984 urged prosecutors and a judge to be lenient toward the Rev. Eugene M. O'Sullivan, who had pleaded guilty to raping an altar boy. Banks, according to the report, knew something prosecutors didn't -- that O'Sullivan had other victims. Banks is now bishop of the Green Bay, Wis., diocese.
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After a Hingham pastor, the Rev. John R. Hanlon, was indicted on rape charges in 1992, Bishop Alfred C. Hughes did not disclose to law enforcement officials who contacted him that a second victim of Hanlon had contacted the archdiocese. Hughes is now archbishop of New Orleans.
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As recently as 2000, an auxiliary bishop who is not named in the report was alerted to accusations that Christopher Reardon, a youth worker at a Middleton parish, had been molesting children. But the bishop did not notify archdiocesan officials, and Reardon found new victims before he was arrested several months later.

Indeed, only twice in six decades, according to the report, did church officials alert law enforcement authorities to the illicit sexual behavior of priests. And in one of those cases, the alert came only after church officials allowed the priest, the Rev. Paul J. Mahan, to spend an unsupervised summer living with teenage boys.

For the beleaguered church, there were few encouraging passages in the 76-page report. With two exceptions -- a nun and one auxiliary bishop -- no one spoke up against the practice of shielding abusive priests, the investigation found. ''(N)one of [Law's] senior managers advised him to take any of the steps that might have ended the systemic abuse of children,'' the report said.

And while the investigation, overseen by Kurt Schwartz, the chief of Reilly's criminal bureau, concluded that the reported incidence of sexual abuse by priests has decreased over the last several years, Reilly yesterday expressed concern that the drop may be only because children who have been recently abused have not come forward.

The report also concluded that the archdiocese's new child protection policy, adopted two months ago, has serious deficiencies.

Even now, the report said, ''The process protects priests at the expense of victims'' when complaints are lodged by victims by giving the archbishop discretion on whether to investigate. Also, Reilly said, the lay review board does not have independence from the archbishop, and there is still no provision to monitor the behavior of accused priests who have been removed from ministry.

The Rev. Christopher J. Coyne, the archdiocesan spokesman, said in a statement yesterday that the archdiocese ''believes it has already taken substantial steps'' to protect children. But he said the church is willing to work with others, including Reilly's office, to improve the policy.

Coyne said he could not offer a substantive response before church officials have time to study the report. But Coyne reiterated the church's commitment to ''treat sexual abuse of a child as a criminal matter'' and ''end the culture of secrecy in the handling of such matters.''

Perhaps the most surprising disclosure was the evidence that many more priests were involved in sexual abuse of minors than has previously been known.

In mid-2000, 18 months before the Globe Spotlight Team first reported that the problem was widespread, the archdiocese's internal tabulations recorded that church officials were aware of allegations involving 191 priests and 402 victims, according to records kept by the Rev. Brian M. Flatley, the cardinal's aide for sexual abuse issues.

The total number of diocesan and religious order priests accused, according to Reilly's report, is 237, although aides said yesterday that the 237 includes a handful of religious brothers. Reilly's report does not say how many of the 237 are diocesan priests.

Before yesterday, the Globe had reported the number of accused priests and brothers was more than 150. A database developed by the newspaper -- covering 50 years, not the 60 years studied by Reilly's investigators -- includes 161 accused clergymen. Of those, 133 are diocesan priests, 22 are priests from religious orders, and six are brothers.

Among the documents the church turned over to Reilly were secret annual reports prepared by Flatley between 1994 and 2000 for Law and his top deputies. It was in these reports that Flatley noted that the number of priests known to have been accused of sexual abuse was at 191 in mid-2000. Since then, accusations have been lodged against several dozen more.

In five of those six years for which Flatley included figures, the archdiocese paid $17.6 million to settle claims by victims, and hundreds of thousands more to pay for treatment for both victims and their abusers.

Last year, the archdiocese paid $10 million to settle 86 claims against one defrocked priest, John J. Geoghan. More than 500 others who say they were abused by priests in the archdiocese have claims that are pending, amid estimates that it will cost the church another $50 million to $100 million to settle them.

In the report, and at his news conference yesterday, Reilly said he decided in March 2002 to launch a formal inquiry when church officials, after considerable prodding, turned over records implicating 69 living priests who had 214 alleged victims.

By June, the attorney general had decided to convene a grand jury, and use its subpoena power, after church officials failed to cooperate with investigators.

According to one official familiar with the investigation, some of the bishops insisted that they be given questions a month before their interviews, that they would not take follow-up questions, that they would not answer questions about any documents and that some subjects would be off-limits in the interviews.

For those reasons, Law and at least six bishops were ordered to appear before the grand jury.

After reviewing 30,000 pages of documents, conducting numerous interviews, and taking 100 hours of testimony before the grand jury, prosecutors believed there was strong evidence refuting statements by Law that he was unaware of the continued threat to children from abusive priests and that his subordinates most often handled the issue on his behalf.

Citing that evidence, the report said Law ''bears ultimate responsibility for the tragic treatment of children that occurred during his tenure.''

Law, the report said, ''had direct knowledge of the scope, duration, and severity of the crisis experienced by children in the archdiocese; he participated directly in crucial decisions concerning the assignment of abusive priests, decisions that typically increased the risk to children.''

The report also pointed to evidence that Law was knowledgeable about the extent of clergy sexual abuse and the high recidivism rate for sexual abusers, particularly those who prey on young children. For instance, the report says that in November 1984, the same month Law assigned pedophile priest John J. Geoghan to St. Julia's parish in Weston, Law visited the Saint Luke Institute, a Maryland facility that provides counseling and treatment to sexually abusive priests.

During his visit, the report says, Law met with several priests from the Boston archdiocese, including one being treated for pedophilia, and conferred with the institute's staff about the treatment plan for that priest.

The report also says that in January 1986, Law discussed clergy sexual abuse and pedophilia with Dr. Thomas Kane, then director of the now-defunct House of Affirmation, a Massachusetts treatment center for priests.

In a follow-up letter to Law, Kane discussed the high recidivism rate of priests treated for pedophilia.

''In general practice, the clinical literature seems to support that there has been a great deal of recidivism among treated pedophiles,'' Kane said in his letter.

Reilly said his investigation focused on Law's tenure, from 1984 to 2002, because that was the period of time when it was most likely that evidence would be found that would allow charges to be brought against church leaders.

But Reilly said Law was only one in a succession of archbishops who shared the goal of protecting priests and keeping their misconduct secret to avoid embarrassment to the church.

''It was an institutional acceptance of the sexual abuse by members of the clergy that goes far back to before Cardinal Law,'' Reilly said yesterday.

''Time after time, decision after decision, when they were tested, when they were forced and faced with the choice between protecting children or protecting the reputation of the church and the priest abusers they chose secrecy. And they chose to protect the church at the expense of children,'' Reilly said. ''In effect, they sacrificed children for many, many years.''

In 1993, after Hanlon's indictment and allegations by scores of people against the Rev. James R. Porter in the Fall River diocese, Law approved a new policy that was designed to protect children and rein in abusive priests.

But even then, the report said, the church maintained its policy of secrecy. It turned aside suggestions from victims and a nun on Law's staff, Sister Catherine Mulkerrin, that parishes be notified when priests were accused so victims would come forward. And after priests were sent away for treatment, some were returned to ministry, allowed to wear clerical garb and their access to children was not monitored.

In at least four cases, priests continued to molest minors.

The church's top officials, Reilly said, ''didn't seem to recognize the wrongfulness of it.'' “

This is just a copy of items I have noticed from day to day. What disgraceful reading it makes. Presumably if one studied the matter fully, the worse this corruption would be demonstrated. One cannot help reading this material and wonder what on earth is going on!!

It is difficult to express my deep revulsion that these matters have been perpetrated by what is supposed to be a major institution for good in our society. It is quite unbelievable. What is even worse is that no procedure seems to have been put in place to ensure this abuse is stopped in its tracks. The Church introduced its policy named “Towards Healing” which was supposed to stop this abuse. It has failed utterly; even a Cardinal did not seem to know that sex abuse of children was so bad for them! 

My belief is that until the Church introduces lay people into an elective system of control over the workings of the organisation, they will be continually faced with institutionalised corruption from within. Thus unless reforms along these lines are made, the Church has continuing culpability.

It is unbelievable that as a member of the public I should be having to write this accusatory letter when the Church is supposed to be providing moral leadership in our society. Their behaviour in this is appalling.

I have made many representations to members of the Government that there should be an enquiry into the Church’s activities because of:

1. Systemic abuse of children by the Church around the world.

2. Failure of the Church to adopt a policy of zero tolerance to child molestation.

3. The failure of the Church to adopt policies of public accountability to prevent recurrences of child molestation.

I hope your enquiry will lead to a recommendation that the Government inquire into child abuse by the Catholic Church in Australia.

Signed:

Graham Millar.

Monday, 14 July 2003.
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