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Towards Healing 
Catholic Church Duplicity? 

 
There is much controversy about child sex abuse within the community. 
This is not restricted to the state sector. All mainstream churches are 
involved, as are other private institutions. The Catholic Church world 
wide has found itself embroiled in the sex abuse scandal, perhaps more so 
than any other religious denomination. If media reports are correct, this 
holds true for Australia as well, including South Australia. 
 
This presentation sets out to demonstrate that the Catholic Church in 
South Australia has been less than forthright in its dealing with its own 
parishioners, priests, child sex abuse claimants and the State Government. 
It is alleged it has worked, and continues to work to an agenda that is not 
pro-active to the interests of those that have been psychologically and 
sexually aggrieved by its clergy and teaching staff in times gone by. To 
the contrary, it is argued that deliberate deception, intrigue and legal 
trickery have been regularly employed to deny claimants fair and proper 
justice. The State Government it is further alleged, is turning a 'blind eye' 
to the plight of many. 
 
What follows cannot be considered to be outright proof of anything. 
Readers must make their own assessment from both the material 
presented, and the comments made herein linking various references. 
Those genuinely interested are encouraged to undertake their own 
research, including on the web. 
 
Background 
When attempting to come to terms with the wider debate about child sex 
abuse, it is necessary to remember the times within which we now live 
are quite different from those that prevailed fifty or more years ago. The 
pre-war, war and immediate post- war years were harsh. Discipline was 
exercised with vigor, especially to boys. Great fear dominated the inmates 
of institutions, especially religious-run entities. Fear of 'God's wrath' was 
real, especially if one was a Catholic .Infinity in hell was the outcome of 
sin, including acts of self indulgence. A boy incarcerated in a boarding 
school had a particularly hard time, and if he was being abused sexually, 
it became for many a recipe for life-long disaster. This was especially so 
for non-catholics in a catholic institution. They were classed as the 
ultimate of sinners. Older persons of today who were educated in 
institutions in the late 1940s through to the mid 1970s, are still suffering 
diagnosed post-traumatic stress, psychosis and neurosis from their 
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experiences. Their lives became a nightmare. Some tragically, elected to 
opt out of life altogether. 
 
Subsequent generations have also been abused, both physically and 
sexually. Their plight is similarly sad, but the degree of overall repression 
is arguably less as society has begun to throw away destructive myths and 
mis-truths, replacing them with more rational and believable common-
sense secularism. The law also has become ever more empathic to sex 
abuse allegations, with successful prosecutions now being made. This has 
encouraged the abused to come forward, and many, many have. 
 
All institutions are now being flooded with claims. The Catholic Church 
was forced to respond as it found itself ever more increasingly on the 
back foot politically. Eminent persons normally friendly to it became ever 
more critical. (Ref. 1) The 'Towards Healing' programme was announced, 
under the control of a Professional Standards Office, and was heralded by 
the church as the panacea that would swiftly and fairly deal with all 
complaints made against the Catholic Church and its affiliated institutions 
throughout most of Australia. (Ref. 2) To the disappointment of many, 
that was not their experience. 
 
Why parents send their children to a Catholic school. 
In times gone by it was obligatory for all Catholics not in remote areas to 
send their children to a Catholic school to be educated. Priests asserted 
great control over Catholic family life. The committing of sin was the 
metaphorical whip to ensure obedience. This reason aside, Catholic 
parents in the 1940s to 1970s took many other variables into account as 
well when enrolling their children at a Catholic institution. Quality of 
education was important and if they could afford it they would send their 
children to a school or college renowned for its academic achievements. 
In Adelaide, Rostrevor College and Sacred Heart College were, and 
remain, two such institutions of supposed merit. They would also be 
mindful of church canon law. Canon laws 217 (Ref. 3) and 795 (Ref. 4) 
have always been corner-stones of Catholic sponsored education. Both 
espouse the right of all children to have a caring Christian education that 
adequately prepares them for a rich wholesome life. Some parents would 
also look more closely at the history of a particular institution and what 
both it and its founders believed in terms of quality of life and 
educational standards. In the case of the Marist Brothers for example, its 
founder Marcellin Champagnet stated energetically for the benefit of all 
future Marist educators 'To educate children properly, we must love them 
and love them equally'. 
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More recent affirmation of these words from the Solidarity Committee of 
the Marist Brothers Province of Melbourne include “...our many years of 
collective experience tell us that for children to thrive they need to be and 
feel safe, secure and happy'. (Ref. 5) 
 
In summary therefore, and utilising this single illustration, it would not be 
unreasonable for any parent to assume their child would be lovingly cared 
for and educated at a Marist Brothers institution whether it be in 2005 or 
1955. An underlying sense of Christian charity and sense of purpose, 
from both the church itself and the Marists, transcends both epochs, 
notwithstanding the wider more dangerous harsh social times that 
prevailed in the 1950s. Confidence in 'us as a team' was and remains 
jointly promoted by both the Catholic Church and the Marists as an 
attraction to parents, a confidence that many parents believe to have no 
bounds. It is like an 'offer to treat', almost impossible to refuse. It is this 
sense of confidence that encourages parents to continue to send their 
children to Catholic educators today. This in turn allows the institutions 
to continue to grow vigorously, and at the same time perpetually enhance 
the health, wealth and wellbeing of the Catholic Church itself. 
 
There is nothing inherently wrong with this process if the Catholic 
Church and/or its institutions fairly pick up and promptly compensate 
legitimate victims of the mammoth 'sausage machine' it has produced. 
This is what this debate is all about! 
 
Relevance 
Childhood experiences at school differ dramatically between individuals. 
Both favorable as well as woeful experiences abound. Paradoxically some 
students have been psychologically and sexually abused, and later have 
simply got on with life with little apparent ill affect. These are in a 
minority. Post-traumatic stress can still catch up with these people quite 
late in life, as has been demonstrated with former WW2 and Vietnam 
servicemen and women. Childhood abuse can push people in differing 
directions in later life including crime, violence, sexual perversion, drug 
addiction and so forth. Damage need not be just psychological either. A 
constantly stressed person, especially a child, inevitably suffers biological 
consequences of one kind or another. Stress and hormone release are 
linked. Prompted by stress, hormone levels accelerate as the cortex of the 
adrenal gland swings into action to produce cortisol. If cortisol levels 
remain too high for too long, musclebreak down occurs as well as 
unhealthy repression of the immune system. Tumor formation is then 
more likely, including adenoma (tumor) of the pituitary gland, which can 
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be fatal. Such maladies do not occur at the time of abuse. They occur 
much later, sometimes decades later, seemingly without apparent reason. 
 
By far the most common problem for persons who have been abused at 
school is Gender Identity Disorder, which is the hindering of normal sex 
role development, sex role socialisation, and determining what are 
appropriate sex roles in normal family situations. This maladaptive 
caricature of gender helps create what is commonly referred to as deviant 
behaviour. 
 
Implications for the Catholic Church 
The damage to human life through child abuse has been well established 
in medical circles. This damage is often difficult to adequately qualify or 
quantify. What is clear, however, is that a duty of care exists in every 
situation where parents entrust their children to the safe custody of others. 
This applies to both secular institutions and religious institutions like the 
Catholic church. For example, if parents send their child to, say, a Marist 
Brothers College, they expect the child to be cared for and loved. This is 
not always so. A breach of trust and Canon Law has therefore been 
incurred.  
 
For an ordinary God-fearing Catholic, religious-based trust is much more 
important than any expectations they may have from a civil jurisdiction. 
The Catholic Church itself has always pointed to the importance of its 
authorised teachers being delegates of the church, the family and the 
state. All trained educators have always been practising Catholics. They 
took vows of poverty, obedience, and chastity according to their their 
chosen order. They pledged themselves to be faithful to their mother 
church as well. Last, but not least, they pledged themselves to be 
conscientious leaders, educators and mentors of students under their 
supervision.  
 
Lodging a complaint ..all is not always straight forward 
To lodge a complaint against a church agency like the Marist Brothers 
Order, a signed written statement outlining the nature and approximate 
date of the abuse is made to the Catholic Professional Standards Office. 
Most commonly the complainant has no legal advice. The process is 
represented as sound, open, fair and empathic towards complainants by 
the Professional Standards Office. Against this background, complainants 
feel relaxed and not afraid to disclose all facets of their life experiences, 
including matters not necessarily relevant to the abuse suffered. For 
example, a claimant's recollection of his childhood life at home , and 
whether his parents argued frequently, are details meticulousy recorded. 
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There may seem little of a sinister nature in such openness. However, 
much later it is found that the complainant has prejudiced his own claim 
by giving the Church Authority and its lawyers room to discount the 
claim against them by saying there were other reasons for his 
neurological and/or physiological decline over the years. The church 
alone is not responsible, they say, if responsible at all . The church has 
thus been given grounds for a defence, albeit a defence of bluff. It is 
seemingly designed to frighten the complainant and entice him to settle 
early for a pittance compared to what he may have gained through 
sustained, professionally-conducted litigation. 
 
The Professional Standards Office exists in every Australian state except 
Victoria. It is controlled by the wider church authority in each state, 
where it is finally answerable to an Archbishop. In South Australia this 
person is Philip Wilson. A national body exists to monitor the activities 
of all state-based Professional Standard Offices. This is called the 
National Professional Standards Committee. It has eleven members 
including seven clergymen, one religious brother, two religious sisters 
and one lay person. No non-Catholics are on the Committee, nor are there 
any representatives for victims. Medically trained psychiatrist are not 
represented on the Committee but Catholic-trained psychologists are. 
Monsignor Cappo is on that Committee. (Ref. 6) 
 
When a complainant seems to have presented matters of substance to the 
Professional Standards Office, the matter proceeds to a church-sponsored 
facilitation meeting chaired by a supposedly neutral lawyer, but paid for 
by the church. Around the same time, a 'Towards Healing' booklet is 
handed to the complainant, which, at first glance, seems to be highly 
conducive to a rapid and fair resolution of disputes. Section 41.1 
reinforces this notion. (Ref. 7) Greater inspection however, reveals the 
shortcomings of this passage. Heavy qualification effectively renders 
useless not only section 41.1, but the entire booklet itself. It seems to be 
both a lay-person's nightmare, as well as a lawyer's barrel of joy. 
 
At the facilitation meeting it is usual for the Professional Standards 
Office to invite all concerned parties, including a support person for the 
complainant. If the defendant institution is the Marist Brothers for 
example, the Marists would be expected to have a senior representative in 
attendance authorised to speak on behalf of the order. A member of the 
National Professional Standards Committee may also attend, especially if 
the ambit claim against the institution concerned is perceived as high. 
These representatives rarely identify their true status. They are introduced 
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merely as interested observers, so it is said, to help ensure fair and proper 
outcomes.  
 
In at least one instance a claimant belatedly found such a person was in 
reality hostile to their interests from the outset. That person remaind 
largely mute during the facilitation proceedings and contributed nothing 
of substance to achieve a sensitive and positive outcome. At the end of 
the session the person concerned took leave for a short break and then 
failed to return to say good bye to the complainant or his support person. 
All agreed this was not appropriate behavior considering the serious 
nature of the meeting. Some thought it was rude. The complainant found 
it offensive. It later transpired that this act was the beginning of a long 
series of similarly hostile acts against complainants' interests. Such acts 
were duplicitous and certainly all un-Christian as well. 
 
It seems clear from the experiences of many lawyers and barristers 
involved in dealing with religious institutions, especially the Catholic 
Church, that these organisations prefer to utilise solicitors to resolve 
disputes. This is especially so where claimants appear uncompromising in 
forfeiting their self seen rights and dues. Actually, the church's first 
option is to settle privately and quickly for extremely modest sums, using 
fear and enticements as their weapons. These sums have no relation 
whatsoever to the extent of damage and loss incurred. Because people are 
dissatisfied with the small sums offered, and cannot afford legal 
representation, they have frequently opted to be part of a class action 
against the church. This class of action often takes years to resolve, and as 
such is of little value to a person with a shorter than normal life 
expectancy. 
 
The Catholic Church has good reason for allowing legal process to drag 
on for years. Many complainants are senior in years, and some are 
seriously ill; or the actual offenders themselves are so infirm that they 
would soon not be mentally or physically capable of taking the witness 
stand, or would die before the legal process was completed. In such 
instances, claims automatically lapse as they remain unproven. Apart 
from this, the longer the Catholic Church drags out proceedings, the less 
expectation the claimant has. Claimants get to a point where they simply 
want to get it over and done with regardless..the fight is simply not worth 
it. So for the Catholic church the process about compensating child abuse 
victims is really about averaging losses to a minimum, regardless of 
consequences to claimants. The tools to achieve this are fear, 
antagonising antics and undue delays. One could argue it is good business 
practise by the church to act this way.. 
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What is sobering for all complainants to remember, is that at the end of 
the day, if the Catholic Church decides to 'dig its toes in' against any 
claim it will inevitably always win. It has the power, will and economic 
resources to frustrate any claim by driving persistent claimants to the full 
bench of the High Court of Australia if it so chooses. The church has 
engaged in this type of bloody-minded behaviour, even when its own 
Professional Standards Office has found merit existed with a claimant's 
statement. 
 
Legal Trickery 
Once both parties have resolved to use lawyers to attempt to reach a 
resolution, the niceties disappear altogether. Lawyers for the church or 
church institution dispute causation. They argue that what happened in 
years gone by is a figment of the claimant's imagination. Then they say 
that the years have distorted his memory and, furthermore, that the 
claimant's alleged experience was not experienced by anyone else. Hence 
he is either lying, or totally confused, or both. Even though information 
provided to the Professional Standards Office by the complainant in good 
faith was at the time supposedly confidential, the same information is 
later found in the hands of the original offending institution and their 
lawyers as well. This clearly means that the Professional Standards 
Office, whilst supposedly a stand-alone entity separate from the Church 
Authority and the offending order, is in fact, not. For all intents and 
purposes they are the same. They simply pretend to be different entities. 
Uncertainty about the identity of parties involved in disputation can have 
all manner of adverse legal and practical implications, especially when 
bringing to account the conduct of individuals wearing different 'hats' 
representing different organisations..dealing with the same matter. 
 
This confusion becomes evident just prior to the facilitation meeting for 
those with an observant eye. A document titled “Agreement for 
Facilitation” is presented by the lawyer (facilitator) to the complainant 
and to a supposed representative of the Church Authority. This latter 
person turns out to be a delegate from the alleged offending institution. 
They are not representing the Church Authority at all. They are 
representing and defending their own organisations interests, and come 
well prepared to do so. They have been given confidential copy 
documentation of what was originally presented to the Professional 
Standards Office to assist them. It is also interesting to note in the 
schedule attached to the agreement, item one (1) says the matter is 
relevant to 'A complaint of abuse against personnel of the Catholic 
Church'. In reality it should be saying it is a complaint of abuse against 



 8 

personnel of a particular order, such as the Marist Brothers, for example. 
The Catholic church's public face is the Church Authority. This swapping 
and changing of entities is no accident, it seems. It is designed to confuse 
because a claimant is never sure with whom he is dealing, neither do his 
lawyers. It is important enough to examine this more closely to 
understand the wider ramifications. 
 
At the outset of any claim, Professional Standards Office verbally claims 
to be the sole authority in the resolution of all claims on behalf of the 
Catholic Church. This, as already shown, is not true. They 'hand-ball' it 
back to the alleged offending institution and call them representatives of 
the Church Authority. Yet the Church Authority is the body that controls 
both the Professional Standards Office as well as relationships between 
the church and its subservient institutions like the Marists. It is argued 
this is no accident. As previously stated, the process is pre designed to be 
messy and unworkable. The offending institution appoints its lawyers, the 
Church Authority has its legal advisers too. 
 
The Professional Standards Office at this juncture insists that it can do no 
more once the matter has gone to facilitation and it is up to the 
complainant and his lawyers to sort things out from there. They qualify 
this by saying the facilitator lawyer is still available to assist the process 
but as that person must finally take instructions from the offending 
institution, and that institution pays the legal bills, the facilitator becomes 
no more than a 'feel nice' figure head for facade purposes. They simply do 
what they are told, and in doing so, help ensure that the only way out for 
the complainant is to accept a meaningless offer; or if they can afford it, 
force him to fight legally and take the consequences.  
 
One person's experience 
The experience of one person proves nothing in terms of any bigger 
picture. Nevertheless it is felt appropriate to relate the following story, 
because it demonstrates and places into context many points herein 
alleged. 
 
A non catholic man was psychologically and sexually abused at a 
Catholic institution in the late 1950s. His academic record was woeful. 
(Ref.8) He never recovered from the ordeal, and has been seeing a 
psychiatrist fortnightly about the matter for more than a decade. Currently 
he has a brain tumor and is also being psychiatrically treated for radiation 
necrosis and other degenerative disorders. His condition is serious. He 
has had a claim against the Catholic Church for nearly four years for both 
an apology as well as compensation. The matter went to facilitation after 
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the Professional Standards Office's investigation found that there was no 
reason to believe he was lying. The abuser was a well known and widely 
feared thug. The abused man has two sons. As part of a compensation 
package, he requested that if either of his two sons wanted their children 
to be educated at a Catholic College, this would be arranged for either a 
very low fee, or no fee at all. It depended on his sons' financial 
circumstances at the time. He asked that the Church render a public 
apology at his funeral and that he be entitled to free personal counselling 
for a period of three years following settlement. He also asked for 
counselling for his sons, from whom the man had grown distant over the 
years, because of his neurological condition caused at least, in part, by his 
school experiences.  
 
This package was agreed to by the Church and was confirmed by email 
from the facilitator lawyer. The man's independent personal support 
person was present during the discussions. The question of additional 
financial compensation was not agreed to, and was thought best left to the 
respective parties' lawyers to resolve. What had been agreed to up to that 
point was never in question. It was set 'as in concrete' the facilitating 
lawyer said, and confirmed in additional written form. That was nearly 
three years ago. Nothing happened for a year and a half, despite legal 
prodding to do so. Eventually, some sixteen months ago, a letter arrived 
to the complainant saying that the offer to settle in full was now $5000 
..and was not negotiable. All that had been previously agreed to was 
arbitrarily abandoned without reason or apology. 
 
The highly-distressed man found through his solicitor that he was 
trapped. If he refused the offer then the church was not liable to pay even 
the $5000 and they could then force him to fight in the courts for 
compensation. If he accepted, then the church would have got out of its 
legal and moral obligations very cheaply. He elected to appeal to a higher 
authority to intervene. He requested an audience with Archbishop Wilson 
to discuss the unfairness of the matter. Wilson declined. The complainant 
informally put up counter-offers through an independent advocate. One 
offer was that the matter be heard, evidenced and resolved before three 
Catholic and three non-Catholic clergy, chaired by a retired Supreme 
Court judge with the power of a casting vote, should the voting be tied. 
This was rejected. In another offer, the complainant asked for a cash sum 
of $120,000 of which $60,000 was to be donated to a regional Catholic 
men's welfare group of his choosing. The residual $60,000 was to go to 
him or his nominee. This was rejected. The Archbishop was asked 
whether he would be prepared to debate the fairness of the matter on 
either national TV or radio. He rejected that as well.  
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An impartial priest was briefed in the presence of the complainant's 
personal support person and a private detective; both knew the full facts 
of the man's plight. The priest was requested to intervene with the 
Archbishop on behalf of the man, which he did. The Archbishop ignored 
his pleas too. The man's lawyer is waiting for either further instructions, 
or be paid to close the file. 
 
Allied to this is the hard headed attitude of the State Government. The 
South Australian Government set up the Mullighan inquiry to investigate 
child abuse at secular institutions. It has been overwhelmed with claims. 
Thus far the Government is refusing to extend that inquiry to allow 
former students from non-Government institutions to outline their 
experiences as well. The debilitated complainant presented a written 
submission to the Government on 23rd. June, 2005, in which he called for 
the enquiry to be so extended. Such an action would lay bare all practices 
of religious institutions that employ devious (if not illegal) behavior to 
avoid their social responsibilities to complainants and the wider 
community. The Government is also refusing to amend Victims of Crime 
legislation. Such inaction is seriously disadvantaging hundreds of 
potential claimants from receiving any compensation at all for their 
experiences, especially in cases where they have failed to receive 
compensation from an offending institution.  
 
As the legislation stands at present, someone who was abused after 
January 22nd 1970 is entitled to receive, at the Attorney-General's 
pleasure, a sum not exceeding $1000. Anyone abused prior to that date is 
entitled to no compensation whatsoever. The amount of compensation 
increases as the offence becomes more recent after 1970, to the point 
where a person assaulted from September 1st 2001 may receive a sum of 
up to $50,000 at the Attorney-General's pleasure. This sliding scale 
marginalises older claimants, the very ones who are most likely to have 
been most severely abused because of the culture of extreme discipline 
and strong violence that existed within society during earlier years. They 
are also the ones who find it most difficult to proceed with a civil action 
because the abusers are either dead, infirm, or hidden in retirement by 
their religious masters. The man who is currently having difficulty with 
the Catholic Church believes that the Attorney-General should be 
empowered to make payments to all abuse sufferers who can demonstrate 
to his satisfaction that their claim has substance, regardless of when the 
offence took place; especially where the complainant is prepared to lay a 
formal complaint to the police as well.  
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In the complainant's own case, a claim to the police was made but was 
never pursued by the DPPs office (public prosecutor's office) because 
“...the office is overwhelmed and lack of funding restricts us from 
prosecuting all claims.” A member of the paedophile task force 
apologetically repeated almost the same words to him only a month ago 
and added “...there are many other cases like yours that have been 
dropped.” 
 
Summary 
The tabling and prosecution of child abuse cases has obviously become a 
'mish mash' of deficiency, distortation and fraud. The Mullighan inquiry, 
it seems, is not. The Government seems to be afraid to allow the matter to 
be fully aired in public because of its fear of what the full extent of the 
problem may be. The resulting financial liability could be enormous if a 
host of claims were made against it. Perhaps most relevant of all is the 
electoral peril in which it may find itself if it alienated itself too far from 
mainstream religion; especially Catholicism.  
 
In the meantime many in South Australia, (and it could be thousands), are 
hurting and may do so forever, unless the Government acts on their 
behalf by further extending the Mullighan inquiry. It seems the State 
Government has been duped by non secular institutions. They have not, 
as promised, acted efficiently and speedily to resolve child abuse claims 
made against them. Certainly this is true of the Catholic church. Many 
persons do not want money. They simply want their experiences tabled. 
They need to feel not so alone, and they need to know that they are not 
the guilty ones. To many of them, an unqualified apology is much more 
healing than financial compensation.  
It seems that Catholics are close to the forefront in deception and trickery 
when dealing with child abuse emanating from it's institutions. This is 
true for the Catholic church overseas as well. What is probably more 
worrying is their refusal to debate complaints either in private or in 
public. They act as if they are a secret society, accountable to no one. 
Times have changed and so have social standards. Violence and harsh 
discipline is no longer tolerated in schools, but child abuse continues. 
Heavy discipline and sex abuse in times gone by, (with guilt-filled sin 
thrown in for good measure), was often a mortal blow for many, 
especially young males. Catholics thrived in promoting this crippling type 
of fear-filled environment. This fact largely escapes authorities today, but 
Mr. Mullighan is rapidly learning the accuracy of this fact from abuse 
disclosed in the secular sector. Psychosis, post traumatic stress, neurosis 
and the like flourish amongst those who have never been supported in 
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coming to terms with their stress. The example of one man's experiences 
points to that.  
 
A duty of care to students has always existed in the Catholic church, both 
through canon law as well as civil law. Many breaches have occurred, 
despite pledges and offers to do otherwise. The facilitation service of the 
Catholic Church is just a mockery. Continual 'goal post' moving ensures 
that. The parties chop and change with no single entity ever being 
prepared to take singular responsibility for, or be accountable for, the 
total process. When the patriarchal leader of the church in the state (the 
Archbishop) refuses to intervene to sort matters out, something seems 
seriously and suspiciously wrong with the whole of the system. Let us 
keep in mind that the Catholic Church is supposedly the leader of the 
international Christian community. 
 
It has been argued above that the Catholic Church seeks not to be 
accountable for its actions/inactions with child abuse and goes out of its 
way through both trickery and legal process to achieve this. Dealing with 
child abuse claims seems to be a game to them. It is a game that most 
people would agree the Church should not be playing in the first place, 
nor should the State Government be allowing it to. The same argument 
applies to other institutions involved in similar intrigue and deceit. 
Psychological and sexual abuse of children in both secular and non 
secular institutions, regrettably, will continue. Hopefully it can be 
drastically curbed. The State Government of South Australia has a duty of 
care to ensure consistently firm pressure is kept on all institutions to 
ensure this happens. It also has a duty to ensure children, snared and 
victimised in institutions, are never again left wanting. It should also 
employ its best endeavours to speedily confront all residual child abuse 
legacies of the past, whether from secular institutions or not. Many, many 
are crying for this to happen. 
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Noted Catholic Psychiatrist, Conrad Baars, went to a Synod of Bishops at 
the Vatican in 1971 to present the first of two studies looking into 
priesthood in the US and Europe. He had studied 1500 priests and found 
less than 15% were emotionally fully developed and that most were 
psychosexually immature. This expressed itself in alcohol abuse and 
heterosexual or homosexual activity. His report called for immediate 
corrective action. His call was ignored. 
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(Wikipedia: 'Roman Catholic Church Sex Abuse Scandal' and 'The Role 
Of The Church In The Causation, Treatment And Prevention Of The 
Crisis In The Priesthood') 
 
2. Highly regarded Richard Sipe wrote a subsequent report finding that 
every major diocese in the United States did not abide by its own code of 
Canon Law in dealing with priests' sexual abuse of children. He also 
found that top Catholic officials knew of the extent of clergy sexual abuse 
many years before it became known to the public. Sipe said the 
maintaining of this secrecy placed children at risk, especially as law 
enforcement authorities were never informed. Australian Catholic 
Bishops agreed his findings applied to Australia as well. See Sipe report 
http://www.multiline.com.au/~johnm/ethics/sipe.htm 
 
Canon Lawyer, and social researcher Tom Doyle said ''...the failure of the 
Bishops to act against offending priests even under church Canon Law 
can be construed as complicity in the commission of the additional 
crimes. In other words, the religious leaders become accomplices to the 
crimes'' He went on to add “We may not have known how the sexual 
disorder develops, or how to care for our priests. But we knew about the 
harm. We knew priests were running loose on our kids” 
(Kristen Lombardi “Failure to Act” part 3, The Phoenix, Boston, October 
4, 2001)  
See also http://praiseofglory.com/doyleabused.htm 
 

 
2.Monsignor Cappo, when launching the new Catholic Church “Towards 
Healing” programme in 1996 said there would be... “just and fair 
compensation for victims and compensation would be on the table at 
meetings with victims and no limits had been set” 
(Herald Sun, Melbourne, 12th December 1996) 

 
3.Canon 217. Since Christ's faithful are called upon by baptism to lead a 
life in harmony with the gospel teaching, they have a right to a Christian 
education, which genuinely teaches them to strive for the maturity of the 
human person and at the same time to know and live the mystery of 
salvation. 

 
4.Canon 795. Education must pay regard to the formation of the whole 
person, so that all may attain their eternal destiny and at the same time 
promote the common good of society. Children and young persons are 
therefore to be cared for in such a way that their physical, moral and 
intellectual talents may develop in a harmonios manner, so that they may 
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attain a greater sense of responsibility and a right use of freedom, and be 
formed to take an active role in social life. 
 
5.From the Marist Brothers' web site. 
 
6.Monsignor Cappo is the Executive Officer of the National Professional 
Standards Committee, a senior advisor to Archbishop Philip Wilson, an 
advisor to State Cabinet in South Australia and a committee person 
assessing all claims made against the Catholic Church. He was also co-
author and producer of the “Towards Healing” booklet still used today. 
The Monsignor is a very powerful man indeed. 
 
7. Section 41 
 
41.1 In the event that the Church authority is satisfied of the truth of the 
complaint, whether through admission of the offender, a finding court, a 
canon law process or a church assessment, the Church authority shall 
respond to the needs of the victim in such ways are demanded by justice 
and compassion. Responses may include the provision of an apology on 
behalf of the church, the provision of counselling services or the payment 
of counselling costs. Financial assistance or reparation may also be paid 
to victims of a criminal offence or civil wrong, even though the church is 
not legally liable. 
 

 
8.In the Third Year Intermediate class of 1958 in which the abused man 
was enrolled, he passed two subjects out of a total of seven for which he 
sat at the Catholic College concerned. There were thirty two in the class 
and twenty failed. It is alleged this poor result was because of the extreme 
austerity at the school, with often extreme personal abuse. A climate of 
fear and sometime hatred prevailed amongst students to some teaching 
brothers. Academic results for 1959 were similarly poor and for probably 
similar reasons. At this college, the head of the order was known to have 
have called teenaged boys aside to his room in the evening, to measure 
their genitals 'to ensure they were developing correctly'. At least one 
House Master fellated students. Following sex abuse charges being laid 
against him, he suicided. 
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Summary One 
Bringing together of all important variable within appendices 1 to 4 inc. 
(main thrust of document in the first place) 
Summary Two 
Bringing together of all important elements within all remaining 
appendices and briefly link them to variables discussed in summary one. 

 
 


