
National Review Board Report...

Unsettling Facts
Underlie

The Statistics
By PAUL LIKOUDIS

WASHINGTON. D.C. — Be
hind Ihe statistics on the extent of
cleric il sex abuse in the CathoHc
Chur<:h in the United States over
the past 50 years — gathered by the
John fay College of Criminal Jus
tice ind interpreted by the U.S.
bishops' National Review Board
for the Protection of Children and
Young People — are a number of
unsettling facts that raise more
quest.ons than the NRB report an
swered.

Itei^: Of the 4,392 priests ac
cused of sexually abusing or mo
lesting 10,667 minors, 149 priests
abused a staggering 3,000 victims.

Item: 81% of the victims were
minor males; 19% were female.

Item: 78% of the abused victims
were between the ages of 11 and
17 when the abuse began; 16%
were between the ages of eight and
ten, and slightly less than 6% were
younger than 8 — that is, approxi
mately 2,000 young children were
victimized by "pedophile" priests;
the remaining 6,600 were victims
of homosexual predators.

Item: Over the decades between
1950 and 2002, the number of fe
male victims dropped steadily,
while the number of male victims
rose 'Iramatically, peaking between
1970 and 1979 at 2,563, while the
number of female victims peaked
in the decade between 1960 and
1969. at 1,636, dropping to 145 in
the decade 1990-2002.

Item: The largest class of abus-
ers were those 1,049 priests bom
between 1930 and 1939, while the
second largest class. 1,003 priests,
were bom between 1940 and 1949.
Nearly three-fourths of the 4,392
priests identified as sex abusers —
3,321 — were bom between 1910
and 1949.

Item: Almost half of all priests
accused of sexual abuse — 44.8%
— v/ere ordained between 1950
and I960, and almost 72% of abu
sive priests were between the ages
of 25 and 29 when they were or
dained.

It jm: Of the 274 abusive priests
reportedto havebeen abused them
selves, 17% were abused by a
prieu, 25% by their own father,
9.4% by their own mother, 11% by
a peer, and 5.2% by a sibling.

Item: 86% of the alleged inci
dents of abuse were never report
ed to police or resulted in no po
lice report, and 94% of abusive
priests were nevercharged.

Item: 78% of abuse victims lived
with bothparents, while 11%lived
with their mother only, and a mere
1.1% lived with their father only.

Item: Of the victims, 26%
claimed only one act of abuse,
while 46.9% claimed "numerous
times."

Item: Of the enticements offered
by priests to victims, pornography
rated low at 8%, while alcohol/
drugs was the most common, at
38.6%, second was an overnight
stay with a priest, at 30.5%, and
sports or recreation was third at
23.3%.

Item: Almost 41 % of abuse took
place in the priest's residence or
rectory, and 16.3% of abuse oc
curred in the church.

The NRB report makes it clear
that the sexual revolution affected
the Catholic Church in a peculiar
way because so many homosexual
priests, who "grew up" and were
ordained in the pre-Vatican II
Church, used the Church as an op
portunityto act out. And they were
then protected from the conse
quences of their homosexual pre-
dations on teenage boys to whom
they had access through their par
ishes and schools and youth pro
grams.

The report does not explain why
allegationsof abuse, which peaked
in the 1970s, did not become pub
licly knownuntil the last few years
— literally until the 21st century —
whena synergism betweenjournal
ists and tort lawyers, assisted by
judges and legislators,brought the
scandal to the attention of the pub
lic.

Blame for scandal is put square
ly on the bishops.

"Too many bishops in the Unit
ed States," declares the report,
"failed to respond to this problem
forthrightly and firmly. Their re
sponses were characterized by
moral laxity, excessive leniency,
insensitivity, secrecy, and neglect.
Aspects of the failure to respond
properly to sexual abuseof minors
by priests included: 1) inadequate
ly dealing with the victims of cler
gy sexud abuse, both pastorally
and legally; 2) allowing offending
priests to remain in positions of
risk; 3) transferring offending
priests to newparishesor otherdi
oceses without informing others of
their histories; 4) faibng to report

See
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instances of criminal conduct by
priests to secular law enforcement
authorities, whether such a report
was required or not; and 5) declin
ing to take steps to laicize priests
who clearlyhad violatedcanon law."

The report claims that only four
bishops,withoutnamingthem, sex
ually abused minors. That number
wouldnot includerecentallegations
against Bishop Thomas Dupre of
Springfield,who is accused of abus
ing two young boys,one a pre-teen-
ager, enable claims against former
Bishop Daniel RyaninSpringfield, Dl.;
nordoes ^e number likely include the
formergmeral.secrctaiyof theNation
alConference ofCuholicBishops and
former bishop of Phoenix, James
Rausch, fonnerHonolulu Bishop Jo
seph Fenario, and certain other bish
ops agaiiist whom accusations have
bwn made.(Bishops RauschandFer-
rario are both deceased.)

The four bishopsit acknowledg
es as abusers of minor males are,
most likely: Bishop Kendrick Will
iams of Lexington.Ky., Bishop An
thony O'Connell of Palm Beach,
Fla., Bishop J. Keith Symons of
Palm Beach. Fla., and Archbishop
Robert Sanchez of Santa Fe (ac
cused of molestingyoung women).

Ina practical sense, thedata-gather
ers may havemissed somecpiscofKil
misconduct becausedioceseswerethe
custodians of the records and submit
ted infomiationvoluntarily.

Missed Issue

Just as Uie bishops remain large
ly exempt from financial account
ability for their own conduct — for
spending more than half a billion
dollars to keep the scandal hidden,
most in "hush money"payments—
so theyremainlargelyexemptftom
disclosing any records concerning
bishops' sexu^ misconduct, ortheir
own misconduct in recruiting trou
bled men to the priesthood.

Forexample, there is no acknowl
edgment of instances like that ofdis
graced former BishopG. PatrickZi-
emann ofSjanta Rosa, Calif. Hemet
a young man who lacked complete
seminary training, and ordained him
a little more than a year after then:
first meeting (see The Wanderer,
October 14, 1999, p. 1).The young
man, Jorge Hume Salas, had earlier
been expelled from a number of
seminaries. He later accused the
bishop of homosexual abuse. The
NRB report also makes no acknowl
edgment or documented instances
where bishops accepted men, ex
pelled frora other seminaries for
pederasty (»r homosexual activity,
into the priesthood for their own di
oceses, such as former Seattle Arch
bishop Raymond Hunthausen ac
cepting FrJ Paul Conn. (See The
Wanderer, May 2, 1996, "For Seat

tle Archdiocese, It's Hard to Confess
Wrongdoing,"by Paul Likoudis.)

Instead, the NRB says: "Many
Church leaders appeared to have
avoided dealing with problems of
sexual abuse, perhaps because of a
discomfortabout addressingsexual
issues and a reluctance to exercise
authority over priests, often leaving
to otherswithlessauthoritythe man
agement of critical issues they
should have addressed themselves."

Such an assertion ignores the re
ality that the U.S. bishops as a con
ference, and individually — in most
eases — have not shown any dis
comfort in promoting sex education
for Catholic school children, AIDS
awareness, and pro-homosexual
"safe school" curricula and pro
grams in numerous dioceses. Some
bishops exercised their authority
over any Catholics who opposed
such agendas by ignoring, margin
alizing,or ridiculingthem.

Nor have certain bishopsavoided
using authoritarian measures to dis
ciplineor punish priestswho balked
at their dictates on such issues as re
movingCommunionrails, installing
altar girls, allowing women to
preach, and so on.

The NRB report also offers this
explanation on whybishops did not
punish abusing priests:

"Many in the Church failed to re
alize or appreciate that sexual con
duct by an adult with an older mi
nor is a criminal act. As a result of
this failureto appreciatethe legal (as
well as moral) dimension of this
conduct, clergy abuse of minors was
veiy rarely reported to the civil au
thorities. One priest stated, 'I just
don't think it ever occurred to them
that there was a law out there; that
the ethosof the societywas ... you
go to prison for this.' To the extent
that bishops and provincials really
did notcomprehendthat sexualcon
duct between an adult and an ado
lescent was a crime, the fault must
lay somewhat with their legal coun
sel."

What It Does Say

The NRB team led by noted
WashingtonattorneyRobertBennett
emphasizes that"this reportis not in
tended to address Church doctrine or
to serveas a soundingboardfor those
within the Church and outside the
Church who wish to use this scandal
to accomplish objectives unrelated to
or tangential to the goal [of restoring
the bonds of trust]. The problem fac
ing the Church was not caused by
Church doeui^ne. and the solution docs
not lie inquestioning doctrine."

It also states that the "nature of the
current crisis is twofold: It consists
both of the sexual abuse of minors
by clergy and the failure of many
Churchleadersto respond appropri
ately to that abuse. But the crisis dso
has a spiritual dimension, for, as is
the case with all sinful conduct, it
represents a failure to comport with
divinelaw and the teachings of the
Church.Unlessall aspectsof thecri
sis are addressed forthrightly, any
steps to remedy it will bear only the
patina of reform and renewal."

And the reportdoes makea very
strong case for maintaining the dis
cipline of clerical celibacy Ijy citing
some of the most moving defenses
of thetradition written byPopeJohn
Paul II and Pope Paul VI. who
warned bishops and educators in his
1967 encyclical Sacerdotalis Caeli-

batus that unfit candidates for the
priesthood must be removed from
the seminary.

"The life of the celibate priest."
wrote Paul VI, in a passagecited by
the NRB, "whichengages the whole
man so totally and so delicately, ex
cludes in fact those of insufficient
physical,psychic, and moral quali
fication. Norshouldanyonepretend
that grace supplies for the defects of
nature in such a man."

The report identifies two major
reasons for clerical sex abuse: inade
quate seminary screening, which al
lowedtoomany"sexuallydysfunction
al and immature men" into the semi
nary,and inadequateformation, which
lefttoomany .seminarians unprepared
"for thechallenges of the priesthood,
particularly the challenge of living a
chaste, celibate life."

Whilethe reportdoes say that the
scandal should not be a reason for
banning homosexuals from the
priesthood, stating, "there are, no
doubt, many outstanding priestsof
a homosexual orientation who live
chaste, celibate lives," it also states
that "more than 80% of the abuse at
issue was of a homosexual nature."

Nor does the reportignorethe fact
that in the 1970s and 1980sa "gay
subculture" arose in many seminar
ies, "and at these seminaries, accord
ing to several whnesses, homosexu
al liaisonsoccurred among students
or between students and teachers.
Such subcultures existed or exist in
certain dioceses or orders as well.
The board believes that the failure to
take disciplinaryactionagainstsuch
conduct contributed to an atmo
sphere in which .sexualabuse of ad
olescent boys by priests was more
likely. In lightof this background,it
is vital that bi.shops, provincials,and
seminary rectors ensure that semi
naries create a climate and a culture
conducive to chastity." .

The NRB report also acknowl
edges that "numerous witnesses"
testified that a contributingfactor to
the permissive attitude of both
priests and bishops to clerical ped
erasty is the tolerance of sexual re
lations between priests and adult
women and/or men.

Such cases are not only "gravely
immoral," but "statements to the ef
fect that it is 'nobody's business' if
a priest engages in sexual conduct
with an adult are fundamentally
wrong. Whether a priest keeps his
vows and lives in accordance with
the moral precepts of the Church is

.the business of his bishop, his fel
low priests, and his parishioners."

The rc'iMirt also lakes notice of two
questions that are on the minds of
many AmericanCatholics: Why has
Rome done so little to remove bad
bishops, andshouldbishopswhoal
lowed known predators to remain
priests be forced to step down?

In the section which explores the
role ofcanon law in the Church, the
authors write:

"Many attribute the Vatican's in
actionin thecurrentcrisistoa general
reluctance to interfere with bishops.
Others attribute it to a view in Rome
that the sexual abuse of minors by
members of the Catholic clergy was
uniquely anAmerican problem. What
ever the cause of itsearlier inaction,the
Vatican didrespond withstrong state
ments once the depth of the scandal
andfullweight of its implications be
cameapptirent."

But a footnote adds: "In fact,
some witne.sses stated that the Vati
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can had not sufficiently criticized or
pressured recalcitrantbishops in the
United States. The Church is under
standably.sensitive to preserving its
independence from .secularauthori
ties, which in many areas of the
worid still attempt to infiuence the
selection of bishops. Nevertheless,
allowing a bishop to remain in of
fice after he, due to his own actions
or omissions,has lost support from
Catholics in the diocese, priests in
the diocese, and other bishops
erodes the authorityof all bishops."

The depth of the crisis in the
American hierarchycan be gauged
by the fact that Bishop Anthony
O'Connell allowed him.self to be
advanced from the Diocese of Knox-
ville, Tenn., to Palm Beach, know
ing he had paida hush-money set
tlement to a young boy he molest
ed, that Bishop Robert Lynch of
Tampa-St. Petersburg remained in
office after disclosures he paid
$100,000 to a former aide he had
"sexually harassed," and, most re
cently, there are the allegations of
sexualabuseagainstBishopHoward
Hubbard in Albany — which are
currently under investigation.

Unlike Archbishop George Pell,
who .stepped asideas archbishop of
Melbourne whenmolestation allega
tions were broughtagainst him un
til his name was cleared, Hubbard
has not steppedaside.

And that brings up the
$500,000,000question: If the bish
ops, as the NRB report makes
clear, are unwilling to make "fra
ternal corrections" and overcome
the indictment in Bennett's report
— that they are guilty of "moral
laxity, excessive leniency, insensi-
tivity, secrecy, and neglect" —
what are the chances the bishops
can succeed in putting the sex
abuse scandal behind them?


