The Tablet, Editorial, 22 October 2016  
Two of the most inflammatory words in the field of child abuse are “cover up” – implying a conspiracy to conceal abuse of vulnerable young people, thereby allowing it to continue. The BBC in Britain, the Catholic and Anglican Churches in various countries, indeed many other public and private institutions including schools and children’s homes, have been implicated in the past. And now even the official inquiry into child abuse and the institutions responsible has been tainted by a home-grown charge of cover-up. It is alleged that ministers and officials knew, but refused to admit, that the quality of the leadership of Dame Lowell Goddard as chairwoman of the inquiry was said to be jeopardising its success. Dame Lowell has resigned while denying all such allegations, and panel adviser Professor Alexis Jay has stepped in. But there is a deeper truth to the coincidence that an investigation into institutional cover-ups seems itself to have fallen prey to the same human failings. Threatened with allegations which could have embarrassing consequences, the first instinct of officialdom – whether bishops, civil servants, ministers, corporate executives or whoever – is to sweep the matter under the carpet and not admit there is a problem. That is how cover-ups work, and it perfectly describes how the Home Office initially reacted to reports that Dame Lowell had lost the confidence of the people she was working with. Whether this experience will encourage a more understanding attitude towards other institutions that have defended themselves by cover-ups remains to be seen. Allegations of a cover-up lie at the heart of the reasons why the inquiry was set up in the first place. Just as public confidence was reeling from the Jimmy Savile affair, there was visible moral panic in Whitehall and Westminster at accusations, supported by the police, that a child-abuse ring had been active at the heart of government. Famous establishment names were implicated. Even murder was alleged. It now appears there was not one iota of truth in any of it, and the police have backed down. But the Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse continues under its new chairwoman, with 13 distinct lines of investigation to pursue. Many of those are into matters which have already had intense public scrutiny. What more, for instance, can be added to what is already known about sex abuse by Catholic priests; what else can the Church be urged to do that it has not already done, to prevent it happening in the future? The suggestion that victims and survivors need “justice” and deserve “their day in court” is somewhat spurious, as this inquiry is not a court of law and justice for those abused can only come from formal legal action. Granting them automatic legal aid to sue their alleged perpetrators for damages (or the estates thereof) would make more sense, and be a lot cheaper. Despite the risk that someone is bound to cry “coverup”, the Government should consider whether this misconceived inquiry should be wound up.     
Letter to The Tablet, 29 October 2016    
What more can be done in response to child abuse by Catholic priests?? In your editorial you seem to imply that the answer is, “Nothing”. I disagree. 

A great deal more needs to be understood about the individual abusive priests, their childhood backgrounds, their adult relationships, their selection and training. How do Catholic priests differ from other professions in relative numbers, in their choice of victim and the ages of their victims, for example??

The first thing that needs to be done is not to require celibacy of the priesthood. If men with strong natural sexual feelings are deprived of their normal expression, those sexual drives will in some cases be diverted into less normal sexual activities. 

Women must be more intensively involved in the selection and training of priests. They are probably more able than men are to identify individuals who do not relate in a normal way to adult women. 
Sexual abuse, of all kinds, by men is very common in those who are in positions of power. What can be done to lessen the power of priests? Women are the traditional protectors of children. Their relative lack of power in the Church weakens this role and should be urgently addressed. 

Nothing that I have written should be taken as a criticism of Catholic priests in general. I know of no finer body of caring, unselfish, hard-working and holy people. It is a great tragedy that their reputation has been so damaged by a few.  
DR TERRY SPRATLEY, CANTERBURY, KENT  
Letter to The Tablet, 5 November 2016    
Dr Terry Spratley’s suggestion (Letters, 29 October) that priests who are struggling with celibacy can be led to commit child abuse, is both mistaken and distressing. A priest who is not temperamentally suited to celibacy wants an adult partner, not a child; on the other hand, for a paedophile there will be no hardship in not having a partner. Not to require celibacy of priests will make little or no difference. I am well aware that the human sexual spectrum and its pathologies are complex and unpredictable, but Spratley’s contentious comment can only add to the ignorance and confusion that already exists. Celibacy has absolutely nothing to do with paedophilia.    
(FR) DAVID CLEMENS, SAFFRON WALDEN, ESSEX     
But  the opinion of the greatest expert in the field, Richard Sipe?    
"The forced celibate obligation is without a doubt a factor in the abuse of minors as well other clerical sexual aberrations."   
( http://www.awrsipe.com/Interviews/2012-11-05-FAQ.html )    
"There is no question that mandated celibacy is one important element in the phenomena of Catholic clergy abusing minors."  ( http://www.aha.lu/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=129 )    

Letter to The Tablet, 12 November 2016  

Celibacy may have “absolutely nothing to do with paedophilia”, as Fr Clemens claims (Letters, 5 November) but the links between celibacy and abuse are so obvious as not to be worth mentioning, were it not that the Bishops of England and Wales seem to be in denial of this. Even the Nolan Report has nothing to say on the issue. But the return of what has been repressed in substitute formations and neurotic symptoms is one of the elements of psychoanalytic theory that only the foolish can afford to ignore. The only causes for surprise is that even more of our priests are not neurotic, burnt out or abusive and that we have any candidates for the priesthood at all. 

TERRY WRIGHT, NEWCASTLE UPON TYNE      
