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Abstract 

Clergy-child sexual abuse in Christian Church institutions is a prevalent criminological issue 

in the 21st Century.  Research from academic and governmental inquiry collectively has 

focussed on building knowledge of clerical offenders, victims/survivors, victimisation, crime 

prevention, and institutional responses to abuse; particularly within the American and Irish 

Roman Catholic contexts.  This scholarship has been fundamental in bringing care and justice 

to survivors and offenders, as well as in the development and implementation of child 

protection legislation, policies, screening requirements, training, and compensation schemes 

in religious and non-religious organisations around the Western world.   

In recent years, scholarship has moved from the previously normative focus on ‘offenders 

with deviant sexual interests’ in understanding child abuse to identifying and exploring the 

role of institutional cultures and environments in abuse events.  By highlighting the malleable 

nature of individual behaviours and desires when subject to surrounding influences and 

variables, it has been shown how church cultures and environments precipitate child sexual 

abuse events; leading the otherwise “normal” person to abuse or be complicit in church 

secrecy.  The commonality of susceptibility to sexual offending, and the role of 

organisational culture and environments in this process, press for an examination of the 

micro-level context of church organisations: what is occurring at the everyday parish today, 

and how this activity is influenced by clerical cultures and congregational situational factors.  

This dissertation provides empirical research on the child protective clerical cultures 

operative within the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania.  Drawing from a sample of 34 clerics (29 

male, 5 female) and document analysis of Diocesan policies and legislation, inquiry is 

directed towards understanding the clerical habitus (predispositions that guide individual 

beliefs and behaviours) in respect to child sexual abuse and child protection, and how this 

shapes clergy’s everyday safe ministry practices.  These reported practices are then analysed 

through the lens of situational crime prevention techniques to analyse the feasibility of their 

efficiency in minimising abuse events.  The dissertation then seeks to identify clerical 

cultures towards child protection in Tasmania, to test the presence of an interconnection 

between these cultures, Diocesan structures (policies and training), and the clerical child 

protective habitus.  In understanding the cognition, conduct and culture of clergy in the 

Tasmanian Anglican Church, recommendations are offered on how to make church life safer 

places for children.   
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Introduction

Dissertation Context, Background to Research and Introduction 

This dissertation delivers an examination of the attitudes, practices and cultures of clergy 

pertinent to child protection within the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania, Australia.  It is 

appropriate for such research to be undertaken given the current societal focus towards 

‘clerical collar crime’ (the act and concealment of clergy-child sexual abuse) within Christian 

church institutions; which has received unequal attention over the last decade in Australia 

than at any previous period in the nation’s history (Guerzoni and Graham 2015).  Scrutiny of 

this intensity is not unwarranted.  The numerous occurrences and concealment of clerical 

abuse, as revealed through a series of media exposés and government inquiries, demanded 

investigation.  Government led inquiries, most prominently the recently concluded Royal 

Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, have been critical in 

encouraging and supporting survivors to come forward and receive healing, reprimanding 

offenders so they may be brought to account for their criminal acts and omissions, and 

pioneering the aggregating of knowledge to assist in the formation of child-protective policies 

for all institutions.   

The Australian experience is an important instigator of the mass unveiling of clergy-child 

abuse offences unfolding around the world.  It is a cross-disciplinary and trans-professional 

process, encompassing the collective efforts and expertise of academics, advocates, 

churchmen, theologians, survivors, journalists, psychologists, social workers, legal scholars 

and practitioners, government researchers, and public servants.  Similarly, though on a 

reduced scale, this dissertation contributes in part to this global understanding and sheds light 

on the sustained processes of institutionalised cloaking of criminal practice, hopefully 

facilitating opportunities for restitution and reform.   

Significantly, this research is timely when one considers that the gaze of academic and 

governmental inquiry is now diverting from the Catholic Church to encompass non-Catholic 

Church institutions.  The Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual 

Abuse undertook an inquest into the responses of several Australian Anglican Dioceses 

(Adelaide, Brisbane, Sydney and Tasmania) to reported cases of child sexual abuse within 

their respective Church of England Boys’ Societies, as well as in inquiry into the Australian 

Anglican Communion’s child protective policies and agencies en masse.  Consequently, this 
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dissertation can be considered complementary to the emerging literature in what is an 

underdeveloped field.   

The topic for this dissertation was selected through recognition of underdevelopments within 

criminological literature, whilst the undertaking of doctoral study in the field of clerical collar 

crime was motivated by personal convictions.  Each represent key moments in shaping this 

dissertation, as described briefly in the following pages.   

Research Rationale: Criminological Significance 

There exists a profusion of criminological, psychological, legal, and sociological scholarship 

pertaining to clerical collar crime.  A general browse for ‘church abuse’ under Google 

Scholar, raises 1,090,000 results, with a more specific search of ‘clerical sexual abuse’ 

identifying 69,800 indexed references.  Notwithstanding this, as Greeley (1992b) cautioned, 

that which is presently known about the extent of clerical collar crime depicts only the ‘tip of 

the iceberg’.   

Comments of this nature are not hyperbolic idioms, but rather, statements of fact.  Great 

voids remain in the discussion of the systemic extent of clerical collar crime, despite a 

resurgence of scrutiny in the field.  Following on from previous research (see Guerzoni and 

Graham 2015), two prominent underdevelopments within the literature exist that vindicate 

the academic merits of this dissertation, namely: (I) the scarcity of scholarship in respect to 

clerical collar crime in non-Catholic Christian denominations and their institutional/socio-

religious contexts, and (II) the limited examination of micro-level experiences, responses, 

attitudes and cultures within church institutions towards clerical collar crime.   

The Preoccupation with the Catholic Context 

Much of the literature devoted to clerical collar crime examines abuse events and hierarchical 

responses within the Roman Catholic Church, expressly within American and Irish contexts, 

and rely heavily upon the work of the John Jay College (see Calkins et al. 2015a, 2015b; John 

Jay College 2004, 2006, 2011; Keenan 2012; Frawley-O’Dea 2004, 2007; Doyle 2003; Isely 

1997; Parkinson 2014; Rossetti 1991; Terry and Ackerman 2008).  Though some contend this 

preoccupation a product of “moral panic” (Levine and Risen 2004; Zaborskis 2015), many 

accredit the work completed to date more favourably, citing that it represents a natural and 

just response to the Boston Globe revelations (Frawley-O’Dea 2007; Terry 2008; Keenan 

2012; Salter 2018).   
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A disadvantage of the focus on the American Catholic context means that little is known 

about clergy-child sexual abuse, clerical administrative responses to abuse events and their 

socio-cultural contexts within other Christian denominations (Keenan 2012; Parkinson 2014; 

Proeve, Malvaso and DelFabbro 2016).  Australian scholarship, in mirroring the international 

trend, has prioritised research of the Roman Catholic Church (see Death 2015; Gleeson 2015; 

Guerzoni and Graham 2015; Matthews 2015; Parkinson 2014).  Consequently, empirical 

inquiry examining the Anglican Church is comparatively limited, though foundational studies 

conducted by Australian scholars have provided vital insights in this field (see Blake 2006; 

O’Callaghan and Briggs 2003; Morrison 2005; Olsson and Chung 2004; Parkinson, Oates 

and Jayakody 2012; Townsley 2007).  This literature affords a framework for scholastic 

analysis, and forms part of the foundation of this dissertation.   

Missing Research: Examination of the Micro-Level of the Clerical Hierarchy 

A further underdevelopment within the literature pertains to examinations of and 

commentaries on, the “everyday priest/pastor”, and more-so, middle-level clergy 

(vicars/rectors) and other clergy (honorary, assistant ministers, retired but licenced) within 

church institutions (see Morrison 2005; Kane 2008, 2013; Morton 2005; Harder and Haynie 

2012).  To date, scholarly inquiry has orientated instead around three spheres:   

(I) Perpetrator priests, their attitudes and behaviour (see D’Alton, Guilfoyle and 

Randall 2013; Thomson et al. 2008; Winship, Straker and Robinson 2011); 

(II) Accounts and responses of senior clerical leaders (bishops, cardinals) (McGrath-

Merkle 2010; Conway 2014; Death 2015; Guerzoni and Graham 2015);  

(III) Institutional responses and omissions to child abuse events (see Family and 

Community Development Committee 2013a, 2013b; Ryan Commission 2009; 

Gilligan 2012; Gleeson 2015; Olsson and Chung 2004; O’Callaghan and Briggs 

2003; Salter 2018).   

It is the argument of this dissertation that a shift in attention to the micro or parish level, and 

toward that which is happening on the ground on an everyday basis must now eventuate.  

There are several core proponents for this contention. 

Firstly, contrary to popular belief (Levine and Risen 2004; Loseke 2003; Lumby 1999; Plante 

1996), a number of published works caution against a sole reliance on psychological 

explanations of abuse, demonstrating that psychological factors are not causally linked to all 

cases of abuse, thereby signifying the importance of environmental, cultural and institutional 
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factors that influence and enable child sexual abuse (see John Jay College 2004, 2006, 2011; 

Keenan 2012; Pilgrim 2011; Richards 2011; White and Terry 2008; Wortley and Smallbone 

2010; Salter 2017).  Presently, there exists a favouring towards an institutional and situational 

understanding of clerical collar crime within the literature, a product of empirical research 

that discredits paraphilia as the primary cause of abuse, as articulated in principal works by 

Wortley and Smallbone and the John Jay College, which are discussed in greater detail in 

Chapter 1 (see also John Jay College 2004, 2006, 2011; Wortley and Smallbone 2010; White 

and Terry 2008; Tallon and Terry 2008; Terry and Freilich 2012).   

This line of research challenges the assumption of the ‘paedophilic monster’.  Its findings 

demonstrate a smaller-than-expected occurrence of paraphilias among child sexual offenders 

and support the view that situational strategies are valid to reduce the risk of child sexual 

abuse within multiple settings, including the Church context (Wortley and Smallbone 2010; 

Smallbone, Marshall and Wortley 2011; Tallon and Terry 2008; Terry and Ackerman 2008; 

Terry and Freilich 2012; Terry 2015; White and Terry 2008; Kaufman 2016).  The 

implication of this body of research is, in a sense, more alarming than the popular notion that 

only individuals with diagnosable disorders (paedophiles) are at risk of offending against 

children in a sexual way.  It shows that even previously law-abiding citizens can decide to 

commence offending against children (although not necessarily in the most serious ways 

initially).  Are clergy aware of this reality and does it influence how clergy are preventing the 

occurrence of child sexual abuse events in their ministry?  Such inquiry would 

simultaneously evaluate the efficiency of clerical abuse-preventative behaviours and the 

efficacy and appropriateness of institutional training, policies and procedures to that deemed 

in the literature as ‘best practice’.  

Secondly, the broadening of perspectives to incorporate situational factors has facilitated the 

acceptance of sociological perspectives of abuse, particularly those pertaining to the role of 

institutional cultures and features in enabling, instigating and concealing cases of clergy-child 

sexual abuse (see Conway 2014; Coughlin 2003; Doyle 2003, 2006; Frawley-O’Dea 2004, 

2007; Guerzoni and Graham 2015; Keenan 2012; Pilgrim 2011, 2012; Palmer, Feldman and 

McKibbin 2016).  It is the contention of this body of literature, and ultimately this 

dissertation, that a holistic examination of the interrelation between the individual, the 

institution and the socio-cultural context is essential to prevent a reductionist account in 

detailing the occurrence of clerical collar crime and a straiten reliance upon the ‘bad apples’ 

defence (Keenan 2012; Keenan 2013; Pilgrim 2011; White and Terry 2008).  This is because 



13 

 

culture has been shown to shape the cognition and conduct of its agents, the very nexus of 

individual rationalisation by which persons perceive and respond to social phenomena, an 

entity Bourdieu calls the habitus (Bourdieu 1984; Vaughan 1992a, 1996).   

Indeed, the role of clerical culture shaping habitus and rational choice of clergy towards 

situations where offending is possible, and the capacity of situational crime preventions in 

altering these predispositions and perceptions, form the core component of this dissertation.  

Studies have detailed that cultures of self-preservation are paramount in the influencing of 

clerical and institutional responses to child sexual abuse events (Coughlin 2003; Dunne 2004; 

Keenan 2012; Death 2015; Matthews 2015; Wilson 2010).  This dissertation focuses not 

solely on clerical practice and attitudes, but also seeks to examine clerical culture to qualify 

the extent of the interconnexion of these variables.   

In addition, a study of clerical practice and culture examines the cogency of policies and 

procedures implemented over the course of the 21st century, but simultaneously elucidates 

how clerical culture has affected the implementation, reception and execution of these 

requirements.  Such analysis is underdeveloped, essentially non-existent (Kaufman et al. 

2016: 55), illuming needs for tailoring Diocesan efforts to better address the socio-cultural 

context of the Diocese in question and facilitate the establishment of child-safe environments 

(Tallon and Terry 2008).   

Why this research? Clergy-Child Sexual Abuse and the Anglican Church of Tasmania 

It was initially intended that this doctoral dissertation would examine, compare and contrast 

the clerical cultures pertaining to clergy-child sexual abuse within the Catholic, Presbyterian 

and Anglican churches within the state of Tasmania, Australia.  These institutions were 

selected as they represent the three largest denominations within the state, enabling a cross-

denominational comparison for the purpose of testing similarities in clerical cultures to 

ascertain the transferability of literature pertaining to clerical collar crime in the Catholic 

Church.  Additionally, as mentioned above, the literature covering the Anglican and 

Presbyterian churches is comparatively underdeveloped.  However, it was decided that it 

would be more manageable to focus on one denomination in the time period available for a 

doctoral candidature, as a framed inquiry would facilitate a more rigorous analysis of the 

chosen denomination’s institutional context, procuring specific findings of a more 

preferential and beneficial nature than those acquired through a more general analysis of 
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three institutions.  The Anglican Church of Tasmania was selected as the sample of this 

dissertation as the author has been a member of that Diocese for more than five years.   

Dissertation Outline 

This dissertation contains nine chapters.  The first six chapters establish the main contextual 

and theoretical frameworks for the dissertation, including an overview of the clerical abuse 

crisis and research into clerical collar crime, the Tasmanian Anglican Church’s structure and 

abuse context, methods and methodology, and the three schools of sociological theory 

adopted for this project: Situational Crime Prevention, Organisational Culture Theory, and 

Bourdieu’s habitus.  The latter three chapters contain examinations of the Anglican clergy in 

their cognition and practice towards child sexual abuse and child protection, the clerical 

habitus and its positioning in the culture as a whole, and provides recommendations to the 

Diocese in response of the findings documented in this chapters.   

Chapter 1 provides a précis of societal and scholarly attention to, and the development of the 

study of, clergy-child sexual abuse in Australia and abroad.  This is positioned alongside the 

modern history of abuse in the Tasmanian Anglican Church from the late 20th century.  The 

conspectus frames the context of the dissertation, presents the literature pertaining to clergy-

child sexual abuse, delineates the dissertation’s definition of child sexual abuse, and outlines 

theories of causation of child sexual abuse and that which is understood about offenders and 

survivors.  Discussion is made as to conceptualising abuse within a situational crime 

prevention framework, thereby depicting the nature and complexity of the problem of child 

sexual abuse and child protection.  This is accompanied by a review of the literature relating 

to clerical attitudes, practises and cultures towards child protection policies and their 

requirements.   

Chapter 2 informs readers of the qualitative methodology and methods utilised within this 

dissertation, and the research process guided through the Critical Realist tradition.  

Reflections of the researcher as being somewhat of an ‘insider’ in Tasmanian Anglicanism, 

have been included to elucidate how this insight affected the research.   

Chapter 3 contains an examination of organisational culture theory and Bourdieu’s (1984, 

1991) sociology of habitus and field to establish an understanding of the relational nature of 

organisational culture and employee behaviour.  The disquisition by Vaughan (1996) on the 

Challenger incident and organisational normalisation of deviance is adopted as the theoretical 

lens of the thesis alongside the sociology of Bourdieu (1984, 1991).  Schein’s (2010) account 
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of the effect of organisational culture on individual behaviour and the approaches by which to 

study these phenomena to implement culture change, are referenced.  To this, Keenan’s 

(2012) account of how organisational culture, imbued by Catholic theology/doctrine, shaped 

institutional structures and norms that thereby enabled child sexual abuse within the Catholic 

Church, is explored.   

Chapter 4 delivers an overview of the main criminological lens of this dissertation, 

Situational Crime Prevention, through which child sexual abuse, systematically and within 

the church, will be addressed.   

Chapter 5 frames the socio-religious context of Anglicanism, explaining the formation and 

composition of the Anglican Church of Tasmania and its clergy, proffering an understanding 

of clerical formation, identity and culture, and thereby contextualises the Diocese.  

Chapter 6 surveys the policies, training and procedures of the Anglican Church in Tasmania 

towards child sexual abuse and child protection, examining church canons (statutes) and 

policy documentation, including the Faithfulness in Service document and the SafeChurch 

Communities training as a means of contextualisation.  

Chapter 7 analyses primary data collated from participant interviews.  An overview of 

clergy’s views of abuse, child protection, clerical culture towards child protection, the 

Diocese’s child protection system and training, as well as the role of the media in shaping 

clerical cognition, are addressed.  Discussion documents the ‘underlying assumptions’ of 

clergy, cross-referenced against their reported behaviours, as a means to establishing an 

understanding of clerical habitus.  

Chapter 8 examines the child protective practices used in everyday ministry, as reported by 

clergy, to prevent abuse and inappropriate situations with children.  Evaluation of the 

efficiency of these measures is undertaken through the Situational Crime Prevention 

framework.   

Chapter 9 amalgamates previous chapter content in its evaluation of habitus and clerical 

culture towards child sexual abuse and child protection within the social context of the 

Diocese.  In so doing, the dissertation provides observations of the organisational culture of 

the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania, and diagnoses how, and to what extent, this culture has 

shaped clerical habitus.  It then provides some advice on how to change these cultures to 

facilitate safer church environments for children.   
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Chapter 1 

Clergy-Child Sexual Abuse and the Church Abuse Crisis: 

Context and Concerns  

 

Clergy-child sexual abuse is undoubtedly one of the main criminal and moral concerns of the 

21st century across the Western world.  It is a complex and multi-faceted issue as the 

circumstances and effects of abuse are extensive, both in breadth and severity.  Further, abuse 

is addressed by cross-disciplinary efforts and expertise.  For the scholar or practitioner 

approaching the field of clerical abuse, it is increasingly so that she/he requires knowledge 

across multiple domains, ranging from theology, sociology, criminology, psychology, legal 

studies and history.  Conscious of the spread of scholarship devoted to church abuse, this 

chapter serves as a point of introduction to the topic of clergy-child sexual abuse and the so-

called ‘clerical abuse crisis’, from which a contextual foundation for the research presented in 

subsequent chapters will unfold.  Prefatory discussion is undertaken in four components. 

Firstly, a socio-historical overview of the ‘clerical abuse crisis’ and scholarly developments 

in the field is provided, outlining key foci and debates alongside material from the Australian 

Royal Commission.  This is joined by a contextualisation of abuse within the Anglican 

Diocese of Tasmania.  Secondly, clergy-child sexual abuse is defined, and knowledge of 

abusers, victims and events is discussed through a comparison of societal and church 

statistics and empirical data.  This is expanded to make a case for a situational and 

sociological understanding of abuse.  Discussion is then directed towards a set of prior 

studies into clerical culture, attitudes and practises of clergy towards child sexual abuse.  

The “Clerical Abuse Crisis”: The Story So Far 

Over the last 50 years there has been a heightened awareness of, and focus on, child sexual 

abuse within society.  Scholars attribute this escalation of scrutiny to the work of Kempe et 

al. (1962) on ‘battered child syndrome’ which, alongside the feminist and victims’ 

movements during this period, is said to have re-instigated attention toward children’s 

wellbeing in America (Newberger 1991; Rock 2013; Crosson-Tower 2015; Cosentino et al. 

1996; Briggs and Hawkins 1997; Oates 1982, 2018; Goddard 1997).  From the 1970s and 

1980s the field diversified from its focus on physical abuse and neglect to the sexual abuse of 

children; studies undertaken to investigate its prevalence and to provide explanatory theories 

addressing questions of causation and victimisation (see Kempe 1978; Finkelhor 1984, 1987; 
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Barnard et al. 1989; Oates 2018).  Research from this period explored issues relating to the 

legal rights of the accused, offenders’ access to a fair trial, assessing the credibility of 

allegations from minors (Besharov 1985, 1994; Abrams 2013), the effects of victimisation 

(Browne and Finkelhor 1986) and the debunking of popular myths advocating the molester as 

a street-prowling predator (Browne and Finkelhor 1986; Barnard et al. 1989; Wortley and 

Smallbone 2001; Calkins et al. 2015a, 2015b).  In 2013, more than 20,000 research papers on 

sexual abuse alone, had been published (Collin-Vézina, Daigneault and Hébert 2013).   

This is not to suggest that child sexual abuse was ‘discovered’ by Kempe et al. (1962); issues 

such as culpability (victim as seducer or defendant as aggressor), and concerns of child 

protection were debated earlier in the 20th century (Shultz 1924; Reifen 1958; Schultz 1960; 

see also Peters, Wyatt and Finkelhor 1987; Barnard et al. 1989; Smart 2000; Crosson-Tower 

2015; Salter 2017; Rey-Salmon, Balençon and Roussey 2018).  In a similar way, many 

scholars point to the reporting conducted by the Boston Globe on the 2002 Geoghan case 

within the Catholic Archdiocese of Boston as the genesis of the so-called ‘clerical abuse 

crisis’ and the widespread focus on clergy-child sexual abuse across the Western world 

(Frawley-O’Dea 2007; Terry 2008; Keenan 2012; Plante 2004a).  Though interest in clergy-

child sexual abuse has decidedly amplified over the 21st century, likely in part due to the 

media storm stimulated by the Boston Globe, this is not to say that Boston ‘discovered’ 

clerical abuse (Keenan 2012; Cozzens 2002; for thorough accounts see Doyle, Sipe and Wall 

2006; Cahill and Wilkinson 2017).   

The publishing of church abuse literature was already occurring during the 1980s, a number 

of these 20th century texts penned by present or former Roman Catholics.  Berry (1992) 

pointed to the organisational-level and its purposive mishandling of abuse events by clerical 

authorities.  Steinfels (1992) and Jenkins (1996, 1998) interestingly argued that the then 

present crisis was a result of a loss of media control by the Roman Catholic Church and the 

rise of anti-Catholic sentiment and campaigns in Western culture, rather than necessarily 

reflective of a higher prevalence of abuse.  Other prominent voices who weighed in on the 

debate include: Rossetti (1991, 1996), Sipe (1995), Murnion (1993a, 1993b), Connors (1992), 

Greeley (1986, 1992, 1993a, 1993b, 1993c), and Parkinson (1997); each providing a crucial 

‘insider’ perspective to the conversation.  It was also during this period that early reviews of 

the literature were conducted, several of which remain frequently cited within current church 

abuse texts (see Isely 1997: Plante 1996; Kaiser 1996).   
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Alongside these texts, a number of high-profile cases emerged within the media, such as that 

of Brendan Smyth in 1994 (Ireland), Gilbert Gauthe in 1983 and James Porter in 1992 

(United States), Michael Glennon in 1991, Gerald Risdale in 1994, several matters against the 

Christian Brothers in the 1990s (Australia), and mass revelations in the Netherlands of abuse 

by Catholic priests in response to a televised program on clerical abuse (Keenan 2012; Porter 

2003; Balboni 2011; Terry 2015; Kaiser 1996).  During this period, churches were launching 

internal reviews and inquiries of their own, for example the Report of the Irish bishops’ 

Advisory Committee on Child Sexual Abuse by Priests and Religious in 1996, the Report 

from the Ad Hoc Committee on Child Sexual Abuse of 1992 (Canada), and Child Abuse: 

Pastoral and Procedural Guidelines (England and Wales, 1994) (see O’Connor 1999: 12-13).  

The media attention on abuse in Ireland revealed governmental corruption and favouring of 

Catholic clergy, stimulating national scandal and several inquiries into abuse including the 

Ryan Commission (2009), Cloyne Report (2011), and the Murphy Report (2009) (see Keenan 

2012; McLoone-Richards 2012; McAlinden 2013).  

The Boston Globe Revelations 

The Globe brought to light the extent of clerical collar crime within the Archdiocese of 

Boston, with particular attention drawn to the acts of concealment and shuffling 

administrated by Catholic bishops aligned to John Geoghan (Terry 2015; Rezendes 2004).  

Following this initial media fixation on Bostonian clerical collar crime, additional allegations 

were subsequently brought against other Boston clerics and thereafter publicised.  Within 

several months it is recorded that more than 12,000 articles relating to clerical abuse had been 

published by American tabloids (Balboni 2011).  This snowball effect crystallised the 

existence of a ‘clerical abuse crisis’ and all discourse pertaining to it, on a global scale (Terry 

2015).  In turn, it has encouraged and normalised the discussion, praised whistleblowing and 

reporting of this previously tabooed topic of abuse and church secrecy, and fostered wide-

scale acknowledgment of the new sexual deviant: the ‘paedophile priest’ (Smyth 1995; 

Jenkins 1996; Loseke 2003; Porter 2003; Terry 2015; Jenkins 1996, 1998; Porter 2003).   

It is from this context of widespread media and political concern, that the United States 

Conference of Catholic Bishops commissioned the John Jay College (hereinafter ‘the 

College’) to undertake research into clergy-child sexual abuse in the American Catholic 

Church.  The College produced two exhaustive studies, the Nature of Scope study and the 

Causes and Context study, scholarship enabled through the willingness of the American 
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Catholic Church to provide documents to the John Jay College (Keenan 2012; Terry 2015).  

The Nature and Scope Study (John Jay College 2004, 2006) collected and examined data 

from diocesan records pertaining to allegations of clergy-child sexual abuse committed 

within Catholic institutions between 1950-2002, detailing victim and offender profiles (age, 

gender, clerical position), the nature and circumstances of offences, church responses, and 

costs endured by each church body (see also Coughlin 2003).  The Causes and Context study, 

through multi-disciplinary perspectives, provided a number of theoretical explanations of the 

causative factors of abuse within the American Catholic context, the study suggesting 

situational, organisational/institutional and psychological variables as instigative factors 

(John Jay College 2011).  These reports are acknowledged as three of the most informative 

and commonly cited documents within clergy-child sexual abuse literature to date, and 

accordingly, have been used as a point of comparison for other church contexts (see 

Parkinson, Oates and Jayakody 2009), perhaps to the point of overreliance (see Terry 2008; 

Terry and Ackerman 2008; Colton, Roberts and Vanstone 2012; Matthews 2015; Death 2013; 

Parkinson 2014; Keenan 2012). 

Though no research of a similar scale into ecclesiastical entities has arguably been conducted 

elsewhere in the world, aside from the Australian Royal Commission into Institutional 

Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, various academic and governmental inquiries have been 

undertaken into child sexual abuse within varying jurisdictions.  Many have, again, focussed 

predominantly on the Catholic context, as exposed in Canada (see Rogers Report 1990), the 

United Kingdom, Europe, Asia and Africa (see Royal Commission 2017e; Australian 

Institute of Family Studies 2013; Catholic Church in Victoria 2012).  That said, recently 

internal reviews have examined the Church of England (see Elliot Review 2016, Ball Review 

2017).  The very presence of these inquiries, stimulated by public resentment following 

revelations of high profile cases within the local church, demonstrated the universality of the 

child-sexual abuse scourge, quashing arguments of it being a uniquely (localised)‘American’ 

or ‘Irish’ aberration, as originally purported by some members of the Catholic hierarchy 

within the Vatican (Keenan 2012; Royal Commission 2017e).  Patterns of self-preservation, 

secrecy, bullying of victims and their families, a failure to introduce and/or abide by child 

protection policies and structures, limited transparency and accountability of clergy, 

particularly those in senior leadership, and a reluctance to assist in the administration of 

justice has been demonstrated consistently by dioceses around the world, over the 19th and 
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20th centuries (Royal Commission 2017e).  The same process of scandal, media sensation, 

prosecutions and government inquiry has also unfolded within the Australian context.   

The Australian Context 

Between the 1980s and early 2000s, Australia witnessed the emergence of its own ‘clerical 

abuse crisis’ at the hands of the Australian media.  A product of the transference of attention 

enflamed by the aforementioned unveiling of events in the United States, the impact of these 

controversies in the Anglican and Catholic churches of Australia (Porter 2003; Blake 2006; 

Doyle 2017) has been extensive and far-reaching.  As with other nations, evidence exists of 

clerical abuse throughout Australian history, with clergy being deported back to Europe as a 

punishment for their crimes (see Royal Commission 2017e).   

In Australia, there have been a number of inquiries, into and subsequent legislative provisions 

for, the care of children, particularly in the context of state-based schools and orphanages (see 

Swain 2014a, 2014b), as well as clerical collar crime, including but not limited to: the Forde 

Inquiry (Forde 1999), the Forgotten Australians Report (Australian Senate Community 

Affairs References Committee 2004), the Victorian Sexual Abuse Inquiry (Family and 

Community Development Committee 2013a, 2013a), the Maitland-Newcastle Inquiry 

(Cunneen 2014a, 2014b, 2014c), and the Royal Commission (See Blake 2006; Catholic 

Church in Victoria 2012).  These inquiries have drawn collective attention to the preference 

of handling matters in-house to preserve the reputation of the institution (see Fleckenstein 

and Bowes 2000).  Cultures of secrecy amongst clergy, a climate of intimidation to children 

stemming from a required deference to clergy and carers, cultures of distrust against 

reporters, neglect and physical abuse of children for ‘disciplinary purposes’, unqualified or 

poorly trained staff for the care of children, clericalism, denial towards abuse, shuffling of 

offenders, and church institutions being geographically isolated and otherwise closed, have 

all been attributed to institutional dimensions of causation (Royal Commission 2017e: 264-

265).   

The Royal Commission has produced an extensive corpus of empirical research into child 

sexual abuse in respect to socio-legal analysis of legislative change, understanding causation 

and prevention (Kaufman et al. 2016; South et al. 2015; O’Leary, Koh and Dare 2017), 

institutional culture and offending (Palmer, Feldman and McKibbin 2015; Munro and Fish 

2015), offenders, and victimisation.  In respect to the Roman Catholic Church, the Royal 

Commission has investigated the Melbourne Response (Royal Commission 2015c) and 
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Towards Healing Compensation (Royal Commission 2015b, 2015d) schemes, the responses 

of the Archdiocese of Melbourne and the Diocese of Ballarat (Royal Commission 2016), 

Maitland Newcastle, as well as widespread scrutiny of current policies, procedures and 

responses of Catholic churches and institutions in Australia (Royal Commission 2017c).  The 

Commission published its final report in December 2017.  

Collectively, these inquiries have established that clergy and church institutions, as with other 

institutions and clubs with oversight of or involvement with children, have generally acted 

towards abuse events, offenders and survivors in ways that favour self-preservation, namely 

by: silencing victims both through intimidation and deeds of releases; diminishing abuse 

events and their severity; moving and failing to discipline offenders; concealing known abuse 

information and neglecting to respond to it; managing matters internally (in-house) through 

typically theological approaches (prayer and spiritual retreats, church disciplinary panels, 

mediation); and refusing to shift on church laws or policies (especially towards the 

confessional seal, see Daly 2003; Cornwell 2014).  Inquiry recommendations have included 

changing the statute of limitations in civil matters, shifting confidentiality privileges for 

clergy, creating crimes for failing to respond/report criminal acts, shifting rules on vicarious 

and strict liability, and requesting mandatory reporting for clergy (Royal Commission 2017b, 

2017c, see also Goldenberg 2013; Parkinson 2015).   

A number of church leaders have been morally indicted for involvement in clerical collar 

crime (Dr Peter Hollingworth, Bishop Philip Newell, Bishop Philip Wilson, Archbishop 

Roger Herft to name but a few) and typified in high profile cases such as those of Ellis (Royal 

Commission 2015a), the Brisbane Grammar School (Royal Commission 2017), and the 

Fosters (Royal Commission 2015c).  Most prominent of the Australian clergy and their 

linkages to clerical collar crime is Cardinal George Pell.   

Cardinal Pell has been criticised to the point of vilification for his involvement in the 

administration of clergy-child sexual abuse responses in the Archdioceses of Melbourne and 

Sydney, his photographed public support of laicised priest Gerald Risdale in 1994, his 

initiation of the Melbourne Response, and his ever-changing positions on and testimonies 

regarding the Ellis, Fosters and Risdale cases, within which Cardinal Pell favoured and 

defended the Church before victims (Porter 2003; Family and Community Development 

Committee 2013a, 2013b).  The Cardinal has, too, been accused in the early 2000s of being a 

child abuser himself, allegations which re-emerged over the last few years (Debien 2017).  
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The inconsistency of his stance and his vehement defence of the institution of the Catholic 

Church has ensured the Cardinal has remained a focal point of scrutiny in Australian 

journalism in recent decades.  This is especially evident since 2012, following Cardinal Pell’s 

appearance before the Victorian Inquiry and the Royal Commission, and more recently, his 

extradition from the Vatican City to Melbourne in 2017 for prosecution of allegations of 

sexual abuse lodged against him.  Fuelling national and global critical speculation of the 

motives underpinning his Vatican appointment to the prefect of the New Secretariat of the 

Economy in 2014, Cardinal Pell’s case mirrors proceedings that unfolded in the Cardinal Law 

and Boston context (Allen 2004; Davey 2017).   

Churches have sought to respond to the crisis of child sexual abuse, both through 

implementing policy reform and compensation schemes, and conducting inquiries and 

reviews of their own.  The Australian Roman Catholic Church established a special abuse 

committee in 1988, and in 1996 instituted two compensatory schemes, one the Melbourne 

Response (operating solely within the Archdiocese of Melbourne), and the other (Towards 

Healing (covering all other Catholic dioceses, archdioceses and religious orders in the 

country) (Parkinson 2014; Porter 2003; Matthews 2015; Guerzoni and Graham 2015; 

Catholic Church in Victoria 2012).  The Australian Anglican Church followed suite in the 

1990s, both at a federal and diocesan level (Blake 2006; Morrison 2005; Jones 2016).  

Regionally, by 1998 a collection of Dioceses (including Tasmania, Sydney, Rockhampton, 

Grafton, and Bathurst) had each drafted and implemented their own policies towards child 

protection (Blake 2006: 88, see also Chapter 6).  Federally, bishops deliberated and called for 

a federal response and protocol to child abuse cases between 1993-1997, a vision crystallised 

between 1998-2004.  Structurally, a series of committees and groups were assembled, 

specifically the Child Protection Committee and the Sexual Abuse Working Group in 2002, 

the National Abuse Protocol Working Group in 2003, the National Register (an Anglican 

offender and watch list), and the Professional Standards Commission 2004 (Blake 2006).  In 

terms of policy, a series of federal canon laws were passed to provide a united approach to 

child protection across Australian Anglican dioceses, predominantly in respect to disciplinary 

procedures, the establishment of professional standards boards and departments, a 

standardisation of ordination screening, and the implementation of the code of ethics and 

ministerial practice Faithfulness in Service (for more on this see Blake 2006).  These 

developments have accompanied a series of church-initiated inquiries in Tasmania (Kohl and 

Crowley 1998), Brisbane (O’Callaghan and Briggs 2003), Adelaide (Olsson and Chung 2004; 
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Morrison 2005), and for the Anglican Communion overall (Parkinson, Oates and Jayakody 

2009).   

Contextualising Abuse in Tasmanian Anglicanism 

The attention towards child sexual abuse in Tasmanian Anglicanism in recent years stems 

from events from the 1970s to the early 2000s relating to two convicted child molesters Lou 

Daniels and Garth Hawkins, and the response of the Diocese to these men and their victims 

(Royal Commission 2017).  The offending of Daniels and Hawkins are reported to have 

occurred predominantly in the 1980s, though Daniels purportedly abused a child earlier in 

1975, for which he was convicted in 2005.  It is suggested that the Diocese had knowledge of 

these abusive acts in the early 1980s through a collection of its senior clergy, an inference 

confirmed as true in the case of Daniels, though this remains unclear in relation to Hawkins 

(Royal Commission 2017b).  Phillip Newell was the presiding Bishop of the Diocese (1982-

2000) during most of the abuse revelation period. 

In 1981, Daniels was rebuked (formal verbal discipline) by two bishops, Jerrim (assistant 

Bishop) and Davies (Bishop of the Diocese 1963-1981) for his behaviour; this information, 

evidence suggests, was provided to Newell in 1985.  In 1987, Newell was approached by 

victims of sexual abuse and informed of Daniels’ offending, and while assurance and pastoral 

care was offered by Newell, the Bishop failed to act on these allegations by reporting them to 

police.  Daniels was instead formally rebuked, removed from CEBS and relocated to another 

parish.   

In 1994, when victim BYG commenced legal action against Daniels and the Diocese, a letter 

of admonition was sent to Daniels from Bishop Newell, though no formal church tribunal 

process was instigated as BYG sought to proceed through civil litigation, preventing the 

tribunal process in lacking a complainant.  Though affirmed by the Primate, this outcome was 

not supported by the Royal Commission (2017b: 61).  Later that year, a further allegation was 

made against Daniels.  Bishop Stone was sent to confront Daniels, offering Daniels the 

options to ‘resign, forfeit his ministry licence or be suspended’ (Royal Commission 2017b: 

65).  Daniels resigned and moved to Canberra to work as a teacher.  On hearing this Bishop 

Newell wrote to the Education Department and informed them of Daniels’ abuse history; 

Daniels was subsequently fired.   

In 1997, the Diocese undertook an internal inquiry led by appointed psychologist Dr Michael 

Crowley and barrister Tonia Kohl.  Its findings were released in 1998 in a document titled 



24 

 

Not the Way of Christ (Kohl and Crowley 1998).  Amongst its recommendations, details 

affirmed allegations had been lodged against 17 clergy, concluding there was a paedophile 

ring operative within the Anglican Diocese (Kohl and Crowley 1998).   

Bishop Harrower was installed in 2001 as Newell’s successor.  Harrower was approached by 

victims between 2001-2002 who all informed him of their collective abuse by Hawkins and 

Daniels.  Diocesan tribunals were operationalised in Tasmania and Canberra-Goulburn 

(where Daniels then resided), with each pronouncing both priests be laicised, an edict 

followed by the two dioceses.   

In 2003, the Diocese established the Pastoral Support and Assistance scheme, which between 

2003-2014 payed $60,000, and since 2015 $75,000, with the signing of a deed of release 

(Royal Commission 2017b).  To date, 28 payments have been actioned through the scheme, 

on average offering a higher payment than other Australian Anglican dioceses (Royal 

Commission 2017c).  Alongside these payments, 6 other instalments have been paid by the 

Diocese, to a total cost of $2.23 million (Royal Commission 2017c).  It is recorded that there 

have been 56 complaints submitted to the Diocese, 61% of which have been compensated 

(Royal Commission 2017c).   

Conceptualising Child Sexual Abuse and Definitional Concerns 

The manner in which child sexual abuse is defined is of paramount importance.  The breadth 

of the definition prescribed creates broad ramifications, determining what behaviours are 

prosecuted at law, the nature and focus of academic studies, and the role and scope of child 

support agencies in identifying children in need of care (Haugaard 2000; Finkelhor 1991; 

AIFS 2015; Patterson et al. 2010; Parkinson 2003, 2013).  For example, a narrow 

conceptualisation of child sexual abuse restricted to purely penetrative intercourse (vaginal, 

oral or anal) fails to recognise acts of grooming as abusive behaviour, the participation of 

children in child exploitation material as criminal and harmful acts, or acts of voyeurism and 

exposure (see Thomas et al. 2013).   

The term ‘child sexual abuse’ has not yet acquired a universally accepted definition, 

undoubtedly a product of the differing understandings attributed to the words ‘child’, and 

‘sexual abuse’, globally (Haugaard 2000; Smallbone, Marshall and Wortley 2008; AIFS 

2015; Patterson et al. 2010).  It is acknowledged that there are differing stipulations as to that 

which legally constitutes a child (minor) and consent at law and in society, and that these are 

subject to change over time (The Law Reform Commission of Ireland 1983; Brown et al. 
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2015; Smaal 2013; Smallbone, Marshall and Wortley 2008; Crosson-Tower 2015).  There 

remains (somehow) debate in defining the so-called “grey areas” of abuse (e.g. massaging or 

bathing children with dubious intent), the role of child consent in determining whether abuse 

is abusive (what is child consent?), response to acts which “do not harm the victim”, and 

finally, how best to acknowledge that the literature discusses the moral and legal wrongness 

of adult sexual interaction with adolescents, notwithstanding they have reached sexual 

maturity (see Wolak et al. 2010).  In the same vein, scholars question how ‘abuse’ is to be 

weighed - whether it be through the eyes of the victim, the perspective of the offender, or 

society (Smallbone, Marshall and Wortley 2008:3; AIFS 2015).   

In acknowledging these contested points, this dissertation shall follow the understandings 

held within Tasmanian law, id est that a child is an individual under the age of 18 by virtue of 

the Age of Majority Act 1973 (Tas) and that a minor is deemed capable of providing consent 

to sexual intercourse at the age of 17 years by virtue of 124 of the Criminal Code Act 1924 

(Tas), irrespective of one’s cognitive or sexual maturity (Tasmanian Law Reform Institute 

2012). 

Considering these conceptual debates, child sexual abuse has become an umbrella term to 

incorporate the host of ways in which a child may be exploited sexually.  As understanding of 

the behaviour has developed, conceptualisations recognise the particular role of the 

perpetrator’s power against the weakness of the child (in resisting, or knowing to resist) 

inherent in each of the manifestations of sexual abuse (Carlson 1988; Crosson-Tower 2015).  

Child sexual abuse incorporates:  

1. The performance of a sexual act or a series of acts by a perpetrator upon an individual 

classified as a child, who is thereby incapable of providing consent to sexual 

intercourse at law, either penetrative (vaginal, oral, anal) with a penis, other body part 

(finger, tongue) or an object, and/or non-penetrative (kissing, fondling, masturbation) 

in nature (Parker and Turner 2013; Crosson-Tower 2015);  

2. An on-going sexual relationship formed, with or without the valid consent of the child 

at law, between a child and an individual significantly older than the victim (Browne 

and Finkelhor 1986);   

3. Acts executed to procure a child’s involvement in, or render one susceptible to, sexual 

activity with or for the perpetrator, commonly referred to as ‘grooming’ (Salter and 

Dagistanli 2015; Kaufman et al. 2016).  Grooming has also been suggested to involve 
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the establishment of trust and favourable relations with those with custodial 

relationships (parents/guardians/family members) or positions of power over the child 

(teachers, doctors, sport coaches) by the perpetrator to facilitate the concealment of 

abuse and disbelief towards the accounts of the victim in the situation of abuse 

disclosure by the victim, as well as the shaping of environments over a period of time 

for the purpose of creating opportunities for abuse (architecturally) (Craven, Brown 

and Gilchrist 2007; O’Leary, Koh and Dare 2017).  Sexual abuse also includes 

processes of desensitisation of touch from more mild physical contact to more 

sexualised contact, and the modelling of sexual behaviours through the showing of 

pornography (Kaufman and Patterson 2010: 334-335);  

4. Exposing a child to the viewing, or involving a child in the production of, child 

exploitative material (Prichard and Spiranovic 2014; Goodyear-Brown, Fath and 

Myers 2012).  Exposure to child exploitation material is a grooming tactic (see 

Prichard and Spiranovic 2014) and the involvement of a child in the production of 

such material is a crime under section 130 of the Criminal Code Act 1924 (Tas);  

5. Acts enabling voyeurism of a child or exposure of a child to material or events of a 

sexual nature, such as making a child watch sexual intercourse or see the naked body 

of the accused (Finkelhor 2009; Goodyear-Brown, Fath and Myers 2012). 

Child sexual abuse can therefore be conceptualised as an act or a series of acts, invoked by a 

perpetrator on a child, for personal or a third-party’s sexual gratification, or to facilitate an 

opportunity (through environmental, physical, relational, fiscal or romantic means) to enlist a 

child in acts, behaviours and events that are of a sexual nature, with or for the perpetrator, or 

to expose that child to such acts, with or without valid legal consent of that child.   

Defining Clergy-Child Sexual Abuse 

Clergy-child sexual abuse can be understood as abuse, as described above, by an ordained 

and/or practising member of the clergy in a Christian religious institution (see Vogelsang 

1993).  Many commentators identify the use of spiritual manipulation to facilitate and compel 

the secrecy of sexual abuse events as a feature unique to clergy-child sexual abuse (Rossetti 

1991; Porter 2003; Saradjian and Nobus 2003), though others dismiss this as a grooming 

technique (as a teacher would use threats particular to school, such as loss of grades, or the 

power inherent within the position, see Dale and Alpert 2007; Vogelsang 1993).  One may 

argue that the dismissal of the spiritual component of clerical abuse fails to conceive the 

gravity of religious belief and the effects it has on an individuals’ life, and thus, a disregard of 
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the religious context (see Bottoms et al. 1995).  The position of this dissertation is that the 

socio-religious and clerical contexts are crucial to understanding and remedying clerical 

collar crime (Keenan 2012).   

Understanding Child Abuse 

This section presents a review of some of the statistical and scholarly findings on child sexual 

abuse, providing a comparison of offending within society broadly and within the church, 

specifically.  Given the underreporting of sexual crimes, the difference in the types of studies 

conducted (incidence versus prevalence studies), and the confusion definitional variance 

imparts on data collection, it must be noted that the material which follows can only be 

considered an indicative rather than absolutely accurate rendering of the abuse problem 

(AIFS 2017; see Matthews et al. 2016; Royal Commission 2014c: 97; Proeve, Malvaso and 

DelFabbro 2016).  Notwithstanding this, all material presented below is as up-to-date as 

possible at the time of writing.   

Victims and Victimisation: Society and the Church  

Collectively, studies indicate that girls are more likely to be victimised than boys (Smallbone 

and Wortley 2006).  A systematic meta-analysis of Australian prevalence studies and 

statistics between 2001-2009 conducted by Moore (2015), documents that 1.4-8% of males 

and 4-12% of females will fall victim to non-penetrative child abuse, and 5.7-16% of males 

and 13.9-36% of females to penetrative child sexual abuse.  In a similar systematic review of 

prevalence data recording sexual offences against individuals under the age of 18 from 24 

countries, Barth et al. (2012) estimates that 15% of women and 8% of men are subject to 

forced sexual intercourse before the age of 18 (Barth et al. 2012; see also Finkelhor, Shattuck 

and Hamby 2014).  As a means of comparison, the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 

(hereinafter ‘AIHW’) identified, that there is an 8% higher rate of incidence of substantiated 

sexual offending against girls (18%) than boys (10%) reported to Australian child protection 

services (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 2015).   

In September 2015 the Australian Bureau of Statistics (hereinafter ‘ABS’) released Australia-

wide statistical findings for sexual assault victimisation for 2014.  This serves as an 

interesting point of comparison for the aforementioned data (Australian Bureau of Statistics 

2015).  For males, 29% of reported sexual assaults pertained to boys between the age of 0-9, 

21.4% for children aged between 15-19, and 16% for children in the 15-19 age group.  For 

females, 26% of reported sexual assaults pertained to those aged between 15-19, 22.3% to 

girls aged 10-14 (22.3%), and 11.2% of victims aged 0-9 years (ABS 2015).  It is estimated, 
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therefore, that 1/7 boys and 1/3 girls have been subject to some form of sexual abuse (Royal 

Commission 2014c: 99).  Collectively, most abuse occurs within the 11-17 age bracket 

(Wurtele 2012).   

Children are typically abused by individuals known to them, either a male relative (intra-

familial offending), neighbour, or friend of the family (extra-familial offending), rather than 

by a stranger or by a woman, though this is not to exclude women from molestation (Rossetti 

1991; Finkelhor 1991, 2009; Proeve, Malvaso and DelFabbro 2016; AIC 2014; Calkins et al. 

2015; Colton, Roberts and Vanstone 2012; Smallbone 2013; Kaufman et al. 2016).  Most 

abuse occurs in a private dwelling or a remote and otherwise secluded location, commonly in 

the home of the offender or victim (Colton, Roberts and Vanstone 2012; AIC 2014; Gönültaş 

and Sahin 2016; Calkins et al. 2015).  Girls are most commonly abused by a male relative or 

stepfather (<50% of cases), whilst boys are more commonly abused by a non-related known 

person (<25% of cases) (Royal Commission 2014c: 99; Richards 2011: 3; Wortley and 

Smallbone 2010).  Girls are more frequently subjected to periodic abuse over a prolonged 

period domestically, whilst boys are commonly abused in extra-familial circumstances for 

periods of shorter duration (Smallbone 2013).  It is suggested that disabled children are more 

frequently targeted than non-disabled children (Patterson et al. 2010).  Minors themselves are 

recorded to be culprits of 1/3 of abuse events against children aged 16 and under, with some 

sources suggesting that 20-50% of child sexual abuse events are committed by minors 

(Smallbone 2013; Richards 2011; Finkelhor 2009; Patterson et al. 2010).   

Several core studies have produced statistical data surveying victims of clergy-child sexual 

abuse and church worker-child sexual abuse. Most prominent amongst this body of work is 

the John Jay College (2004, 2006) reports (American Catholic Church) and the Parkinson, 

Oates and Jayakody (2009) study (hereinafter ‘the Anglican Study’); each of which have 

been recently complemented (and in the case of the Anglican study, superseded) by case 

studies of the Royal Commission into abuse in the Australian Catholic churches/institutions 

(2017c, hereinafter ‘Royal Commission Catholic Study’) and the Australian Anglican 

Communion (2017d, hereinafter ‘Royal Commission Anglican Study’) incorporating abuse in 

church-affiliated schools.  The statistical findings are herein provided to render a perspective 

of the prevalence and incidence of church abuse, noting of course that they cover different 

regions and socio-religious contexts.  The data-range of the reports differ slightly, though 

collectively cover the same periods.  The John Jay College (2004, 2006) reports gathered data 

pertaining to abuse between the period 1950-2002 of the American Catholic Church, the 
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Anglican Study covered complaints received from 1980-2008 (Parkinson, Oates and 

Jayakody 2009), while each of the Royal Commission reports (2017c, 2017d) covered 

complaints lodged during the period 1980-2015.   

In respect to victims, it was found that most fell within the 11-14 age cohort.  In the John Jay 

study (2004), it was reported that 80.9% of victims were male, and 19.1% female, though the 

majority of victims were 11-17 year old males, with 12 and 14 year olds representing the 

cohorts most commonly abused.  Males were abused significantly more often than females 

within all age categories, by priests who had one or multiple allegations levelled against them 

(John Jay College 2006).  In the Royal Commission Catholic Study (2017c), it was recorded 

that victims were on average 11.4 years of age and abused by priests, 69% being male and 

31% female.  The Anglican Study demonstrated that for males, those within the 10-13 age 

bracket were victimised most frequently during the 1990-2008 period, 45.9% of victims fell 

into this age bracket, whilst 31.1% of the sample were recorded at age 14-15 at the time of 

victimisation, and those under 10 made up 8.2% of male victims.  For females, the highest 

category was also the 10-13 age bracket; 37.2% of victims stemmed from this category, 

25.6% from the 14-15 age category, and 20.9% from the 10 and under age group (Parkinson, 

Oates and Jayakody 2009).  The Royal Commission Anglican Study (2017d) identified that 

54% of clergy victims were 13 and over, and 46% of victims of clergy were under 13; 11.4 

years old being the average victim age at commencement of clerical offending.   

In terms of victimisation, the College reports compared differing durations between single-

victim abusing clergy and multiple-victim abusing clergy, but does not apply this to gender, 

whilst the Anglican study provides a comparison between gender and re-victimisation.  The 

Royal Commission reports examine duration of victimisation (John Jay College 2004, 2006; 

Parkinson, Oates and Jayakody 2009; Royal Commission 2017c, 2017d).  Most victims 

(52.7%) were abused on multiple occasions within two of the studies (John Jay College 2004: 

Parkinson, Oates and Jayakody 2009).  John Jay found that for priests with only one victim, 

the majority of these abusive relationships lasted for less than one year, or were for one year 

in duration, while of priests with multiple victims 46% reportedly abused in criminal careers 

lasting more than six years (John Jay College 2006: 29).  The Royal Commission (2017c) 

case study found that within Australian Catholic Churches, abuse by priests mostly (61%) 

occurred over 1 year time span and 23% between 1-5 years.   
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Parkinson, Oates and Jayakody (2009) found that 30.3% of sexual abuse offences against 

females occurred on several occasions for a duration period of less than six months.  Of 

offence incidents, 27.3% continued for 1-2 years, and 15.2% of victims suffered abuse for 

more than 5 years.  For males, 34.7% suffered abuse for 3-5 years, 19.8% between 6-12 

months, and 17.8% on several occasions only.  The Anglican Commission study found that 

on average, abuse lasted between 1.8-2.2 years, with most abuse by a minister lasting                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

1 year or less in duration (56%) or between 2-4 years (16%).   

Collectively, it took between 20-33 years for victims to report abuse to authorities (Royal 

Commission 2017c, 2017d; Oates, Parkinson and Jayakody 2009; John Jay College 2004, 

2006).   

Offenders and Offending 

Within general society, examining media headlines and journalist terminology as the 

yardstick of societal knowledge, informs the common understanding of child abuse is that it 

occurs at the hands of “paedophiles”, individuals understood as having a psychological 

pathology or otherwise warped sexual identity which renders them with fixed sexual interests 

in children and the impulsion to abuse (Levine and Risen 2004; Loseke 2003; Lumby 1999; 

Plante 1996).  Consequent to their sexual interests, such offenders are considered serial 

predatory individuals who enter into institutional positions of power to abuse and satiate their 

desires, whether it be the priesthood, school teacher, sports coach, or baby sitter.  

Accordingly, preventative measures from both organisations and justice departments tend to 

orientate around screening measures as well as labelling and limiting the movements of 

convicted offenders with a view to ‘catch the monster’, encage him, and ensure everyone 

knows to stay away from him if he is released (Finkelhor 2009).  When speaking of abuse 

within the church, the label ‘paedophile priest’ has become standardised by journalists and 

social commentators alike, despite its misleading and inaccurate connotations. 

Paedophilia, Hebephilia and Ephebophilia: Misunderstood and Contested States  

Paedophilia is a clinical term used to diagnose and describe an adult or older adolescent 

presenting with intense recurring sexual attractions to and interests in, pre-pubescent 

children, commonly those under ten years of age or in Tanner Stage 1 of physical 

development (Richards 2011; Finkelhor 2009; Cantor and Blanchard 2012; Craven, Brown 

and Gilchrist 2006; Spiranovic 2007).  Controversially, scholars comment that it is worth 

remembering that paedophilia is only of issue if it leads to criminal conduct, and that 

individuals with warped sexual desires that do not lead to offending, need not necessarily be 



31 

 

demonised in the same way that heterosexual individuals with intense sexual urges need not 

be demonised if their lust does not lead to criminal conduct (Proeve, Malvaso and DelFabbro 

2016; Richards 2011).   

References are made within the literature to individuals subsumed under the term 

‘ephebophilia’ (sexual interest in adolescents, generally aged 15-16, in Tanner stage 4), and 

hebephilia (sexual interests in pubescent children, generally aged 11-14, in Tanner stages 2 

and 3) as alternative forms of paedophilia (Cantor and Blanchard 2012; Rossetti 1991; Tallon 

and Terry 2008).  These labels, however, have no precedence within psychology, and 

ephebophilia nor hebephilia are listed as mental disorders in the DSMV (Proeve, Malvaso 

and DelFabbro 2016; Coleman 2004).  Additionally, questions are raised as to whether body 

figure is more of issue rather than age fetishism, noting (again, controversial to type in the 

present social climate) that scholars argue that it is biologically normal, but socially 

improper, to find sexually formed and mature young people desirable (Rossetti 1991; 

Wortley and Smallbone 2010).   

Attachment Theory and Seminary-Impeded Psychosexual Development  

Attachment theory argues that the abuse of children can be motivated out of an attempt by the 

perpetrator to fulfil otherwise unmet emotional and sexual needs, or to rectify forms of 

distress and anxiety (Markham and Mikail 2004; Mulloy and Marshall 2003; John Jay 

College 2004).  For the majority of adults, these needs for intimacy and attachment are 

generally fulfilled by close relationships with a romantic partner, spouse or a close friend.  

With the sexual offender, however, such bonds are sought after with children or adolescents 

(Markham and Mikail 2004).  Attachments vary depending on the individual and are 

characterised by a particular need or insecurity, a specific perception of self, and a particular 

perception of others as discussed in Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991)’s attachment styles; 

collectively, attachments for the sexual offender involve the seeking of another to satisfy 

needs or anxieties (see Markham and Mikail 2004; Mulloy and Marshall 2003).   

Numerous reasons are given within the literature on church abuse to explain why children are 

pursued in the place of adults.  Frawley-O’Dea (2004), like Sipe (1995), points to the 

seminary formation process as an instigator variable, arguing that the Catholic priestly 

training frustrates intellectual and sexual development through the Catholic doctrines of 

clerical submission to the Church and the prohibition of sex and sexuality within the doctrine 

of celibacy.  Seminarians, in entering the priestly training at a young age, are inhibited from 
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sexual and psychological maturity, and thus, resort to relations with minors as opposed to 

colleagues or superiors (Frawley-O’Dea 2004).  Though this argument may hold for cases of 

historical offending insofar as in previous generations the age of seminary formation was 

lower to that of today, others point to factors of isolation at a young age as the primary cause 

of sexual immaturity, rather than the seminary context per se (D'Alton Guilfoyle and Randall 

2013).  Similarly, McGrath-Merkle (2010) argues that it is the frustration or stagnation of 

psychological development through seminary, in combination with celibacy and the clerical 

lifestyle, that results in individuals not attaining the generativity stage of Erikson’s 

psychosocial development model, meaning they fail to develop a virtue (care) to nurture 

others, especially children.  Given the Protestant ministerial formation process differs to the 

Catholic model, with aspirants entering at a later age (20s and 30s), it is questionable whether 

psychosexual development remains a pervasive argument for attachment offending.   

Other theorists point to the isolative nature of the clerical life as the primary instigator to 

attachment based offending (Keenan 2012; Patterson et al. 2010; Rossetti 1996).  Within the 

Catholic context the clergy are prohibited from marriage by virtue of vows of celibacy 

undertaken at ordination (in the Western Catholic Church), and in addition often live alone, 

an increasingly more common occurrence with the decline of priests within Catholicism 

(Papesh 2004).  Furthermore, the status and expectations imposed upon priests by the 

Catholic culture of being in persona Christi, complicates the formation of non-priestly 

relationships given the spiritual divide between priest and lay-person.  Clinical examples 

point to priests undertaking abuse in response to loneliness, stress, or to form relationships 

believed inaccessible as a priest (Keenan 2012; Markham and Mikail 2004).  This must be 

assessed against contrasting literature that attests that numbers of the clergy feel content with 

and supported in their ministry (Francis, Louden and Rutledge 2004; Rossetti and Rhoades 

2013; Kane 2008; Isacco et al. 2015).  This area is of interest within the Anglican, and 

particularly the evangelical Anglican context, wherein clergymen are permitted to marry and 

are commonly viewed more as a learned teacher of Scripture rather than being in persona 

Christi.  Nevertheless, Protestant ministers are also known to be isolated and lonely in their 

ministry, which has been shown to lead to sexual misconduct (Tripp 2015; Weaver et al. 

2002; Keenan 2012).  It must not be believed that negative clerical cultures be thought only 

to exist within Catholicism (Tripp 2015; Ball Review 2017).   
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Who then are the Offenders? 

The predominant opinion within contemporary academia is that paedophilia is not the 

primary cause of child sexual abuse within the church context, but that the issue is more 

complex than initially anticipated (Keenan 2012; Terry and Ackerman 2008; Plante 1996, 

2015; Richards 2011; Tallon and Terry 2008; Turner and Briken 2015).  Tallon and Terry 

(2008) examined the perpetrator-victim data pertaining to individuals who abused more than 

one child, as compiled by the John Jay Study (2004; 2006), and concluded that the majority 

of the abuser sample did not match the criteria for paedophilia (defined therein as priests who 

abused two or more children aged 10 or younger), but rather, matched the criteria for 

ephebophilia (defined here as priests who abused two or more children aged between 13-17) 

or generalist sexual offenders (priests who did not solely target children of a particular age).   

From this sample of 1548 priests, only 96 (6%) matched the criteria for paedophilia, whilst 

474 offenders (30%) matched ephebophilia, and 855 (55%) corresponded positively to the 

‘generalist’ category (Tallon and Terry 2008).  In a secular study, Smallbone and Wortley 

(2004) found that of a sample of 221 convicted Queensland child sexual offenders 12%, 

possessed characteristics qualifying a diagnosis of paraphilias besides paedophilia.  Across 

both studies it is shown that a large proportion of sexual offenders presented characteristics 

contrary to paedophilic behaviour, such as a late age commencement of offending (between 

31-40 years at first offence), having a low number of prior sexual offence convictions (the 

majority had one victim), a low incidence of child pornography usage (8%), and that the 

majority of the sample (60%) typically held previous criminal convictions of a non-sexual 

nature (Wortley and Smallbone 2001; Wortley and Smallbone 2010; Smallbone and Wortley 

2004).  In observing these characteristics, Wortley and Smallbone argue that within the 

sample, the sexual abuse of children was unlikely to have been instigated solely by fixed 

deviant desires of the offenders, but rather, as a consequence of the ‘availability of 

opportunity’ (Wortley and Smallbone 2001, 2010).   

From these findings, the authors substantiate that it would seem that the majority of offenders 

do not possess a particular paraphilic orientation, but rather that they abuse on the grounds of 

opportunity to satisfy ‘their generally deviant interests’, necessitating situational crime 

prevention responses (Tallon and Terry 2008:626; Terry and Ackerman 2008; Wortley and 

Smallbone 2001, 2010).  In a number of cases, clergy and other professionals have slowly 

compromised personal boundaries or developed attachments to children which led to 

offending behaviour, rather than turning from pious to predator unprecedentedly (Plante 
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2015; Celenza 2007).  This includes precipitators to offending, such as drug and alcohol use, 

periods of stress, marital/relationship breakdown, increased periods of interaction with 

children (Kaufman et al. 2016). Moments of weakness, in environments of opportunity, it 

seems, overpowers moral codes and values.  This position compels the need for a drastic 

reconsideration of the current attitudes towards sexual offenders and policy responses to 

sexual abuse within the church.  These findings encourage a theoretical shift from paraphilias 

or binary conceptualisations of child sexual abuse, (a narrow strategy of surveillance) to 

broader understandings of abuse, evincing that any individual may be an abuser, thereby 

necessitating the installation of broader and more sophisticated preventative measures in 

clerical institutions (see Leclerc, Chiu and Cale 2016).   

This is not to say that one should not consider the role of psychological factors in offending, 

nor in broadening the lens of potential offenders to lose sight of the predator.  Indeed, it is 

important to look out for behaviours which match grooming, executed by both adults and 

minors (Kaufman and Patterson 2010).  Training programs within the church must equip 

parents, staff and children to look for the signs of desensitisation (grooming), educate minors 

about what safe and age appropriate relationships are and entail, and encourage all, especially 

victims, to report abuse and advances to police (Kaufman and Patterson 2010).   

Previous Studies on Clerical Attitudes and Practices towards Child Sexual Abuse, 

Abuse Prevention, and Protection Policies 

Though the general focus of the literature has been on examinations of victim/offender 

profiles, understanding prevalence/incidence and causation, and analyses of institutional 

responses, some studies have undertaken specific examination of clerical attitudes and 

practises towards child sexual abuse, its prevention and institutional responses (Kane 2008; 

Morrison 2006; Keenan 2012; Morton 2005; Harder and Haynie 2012; Bruns et al. 2005; 

O’Neill et al. 2010).  These studies, which are examined below seriatim, are valuable in 

providing contextual understanding to the clerical habitus as well as clerical culture more 

broadly towards child protection.   

Morton (2005) 

The work of Morton (2005) closely resembles the position proposed in this dissertation, 

insofar as it seeks to uncover clerical attitudes towards child abuse and child protection, 

identify the abuse-preventative practices implemented by clergy in their churches, and 

provide avenues through which to test the correlation between knowledge and practice.  

Morton’s (2005) research tool was a survey distributed to 213 (113 men 100 women) church 
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leaders (predominately senior and youth pastors) undertaking education at a prestigious 

American Baptist seminary.  Using a 5-point Likert scale, the survey covered 20 questions 

addressing areas of knowledge of child sexual abuse (RQ1), knowledge of abuse prevention 

(RQ1), abuse prevention practices used (RQ2), abuse education in seminary formation 

(RQ3), and denial of abuse (RQ4).  Answers relating to knowledge were then compared to 

those of practice, and thereafter tested for correlation through use of a Pearson’s correlation. 

No significant correlations were found between the two variables.   

Morton (2005:135) found that while a significant proportion of her sample, though 

commanding a ‘high level of knowledge’ of ‘abuse facts’ (common misconceptions about 

singleness and abuse, most offenders are caught, girls and boys not both at risk) and of the 

importance of preventative measures (policies, criminal checks and interviews of staff and 

volunteers, monitoring children with two adults), many did not transfer this knowledge into 

ministry life.  In identifying 16 abuse-prevention techniques, such as glass on doors, having 

two adults at all times with children, hall monitors, and written policies and procedures, the 

mean of the sample (71.80%) did not utilise preventative techniques in their parishes.  

Alarmingly, a number of participants were not aware of the policy procedures in place in 

respect to child protection in their parishes/denominations. 

Of the prevention steps executed by participants, the top three revolved around largely one-

off acts, such as screening (40.37%), interviewing workers and volunteers (48.82%), 

compiling policy manuals (44.6%), liability insurance (46%); windows to all teaching rooms 

and having two adults with youth at all times (39.9%) (Morton 2005: 111).  When asked 

about the importance of the 16 prevention steps offered, there was disparity between those 

who endorsed the step and practised it on a day-to-day basis; for example, while 90% of the 

sample agreed with screening measures, only 40% of participants’ churches were screening.  

This is notwithstanding that while 64% affirmed the importance of reference checks, less than 

25% of the sample followed-up references.  Further, while 70% of participants endorsed the 

dual-minding of children, less than 40% of churches practised it (Morton 2005: 117).   

In inquiring as to hindrances to the implementation of child protective practices, clergy 

argued ‘cost’ in both time and money, perceptions of non-necessity and resistance to it (by 

clergy, other leaders, or congregations), resistance from congregations and church leaders 

(actual or perceived), a lack of volunteers, denial of abuse occurring and trust of current 

congregants and church leaders (“it would not happen here”) (Morton 2005: 125-129).  
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Factors such as clergy being ‘overwhelmed at their responsibility’ in impeding policy 

implementation, and difficulties in acquiring volunteers, were also cited as inhibitors to the 

formalised practice of child protective policies in church settings.  

Morton (2005: 155) concludes in writing that though clergy possessed ‘knowledge’ of abuse 

prevention and acknowledged its importance, that this did not convert into ‘wisdom’ 

(described as the practice of knowledge) and nor did emphasising that knowledge ‘[does] not 

stop the molester from entering the church’.  Little theorisation was provided in respect to 

explaining the disjunction between knowledge and practice, aside from citing a number of 

hindrances articulated by participants, none of which were rigorously examined made in 

respect to parish preventative practices.  Additionally, little was mentioned of individual 

everyday clerical child protective practice, focus favouring the wider parish-level procedures 

and structures.   

Harder and Haynie (2012) 

In a more recent study, Harder and Haynie (2012: 252) utilised an on-line survey to explore 

whether congregations of the American Mennonite Church had implemented child protection 

policies to measure how these shaped congregational child protective practices (including 

those of clerical staff and lay-volunteers), identify correlational evidence between 

congregational size and protection implementation, and gauge the perceived need of churches 

to improve child protection.  The sample set totalled 269/855 parishes.  Drawing from 

Morton (2005), questions inquired into the presence of internal windows into church rooms, 

the number of adults assigned to activities with children (crèche and Sunday school), whether 

the church had a procedure to follow when abuse was reported, the number of staff trained in 

child protection, and open-ended questions relating to perceived means of improving child 

protection within the church.   

It was reported that a little over half of the sample possessed child protection policies, and 

that on average, positive correlations existed for responders’ possession of child protective 

policies and churches holding policy and practising child protective techniques.  In respect to 

the practices these policies implemented, most entailed interviews and reference checks of 

stipendiary applicants, though a lower than expected frequency for checks against criminal 

record and child abuse (57% and 45% respectively) was noted.  Of significance, only one 

third of churches engaged volunteers under the same screening standards.  Most participants 

(63%) admitted that their churches had not incorporated training into their services over the 
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last year, and that churches which had provided training to staff (34%), offered a minimum 

session of one hour in duration.  More than half of the sample nominated requests for 

protection policy templates and more than one third recommended additional teaching and 

instruction resources were necessary.   

In terms of situational crime prevention measures, 61%, of churches had installed internal 

windows on all rooms, parish offices and teaching rooms, and 25% had installed these in a 

number of their meetings rooms.  The required ratio of more than one supervisory adult 

interacting with children was rarely enforced within sample congregations, 73% having only 

one adult within Sunday School and one adult with a youth assistant at crèche settings; only 

32% had more than one adult with children in the crèche during worship time, noting that in 

some congregations, these are one and the same (Harder and Haynie 2012: 254).   

The scholars put forward that their findings suggest a correlation between the presence of 

child protective policies within congregations and the execution of child protective practices 

(Harder and Haynie 2012: 254), though cautioned that considerable work remains in order to 

ensure best practice is being formalised in respect to child protective policies, recruitment and 

practices, and mandatory child safety in Mennonite congregations.   

Kane (2008) 

In a study of American Catholic clerical attitudes towards ministry and the episcopacy 

following the 2002 media coverage of abuse in the American Catholic Church, Kane (2008) 

identified that this coverage affected change in clerical practice.  The majority of the sample 

confirmed knowledge of their Diocesan clerical ethics codes. Of the clergy, 72% expressed 

competency in complying to those codes, despite only 50% admitting they had been 

subjected to code training (relating mainly to sexual misdemeanours with youth), by their 

diocese (Kane 2008: 195).   

Clergy reported experiencing active fears of subjection to accusations of impropriety 

(described as ‘the kiss of death’), and concern that the outward perception of their speech and 

conduct towards others may be considered suspicious, instigating speech and behaviour 

management seen as necessary vigilance and caution (Kane 2008: 193).  This fear led clergy 

to limit social and professional interactions with congregants.  Socially, clergy purposely 

distanced themselves from their congregants emotionally, ceased hugs and signs of affection, 

and limited or discontinued social engagements to enforce clergy-parishioner boundaries. 
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Kane (2008) observed that this fear significantly shaped professional practice in respect to the 

provision of counsel and pastoral care broadly, but specifically when relating with children.  

Clergy admitted to limiting or ceasing counselling with individuals given the susceptibility 

these environments proffer to lodging allegations of misconduct.  Avoiding being alone with 

congregants was seen as the solution to preventing being accused of misconduct, clergy 

admitting to their discontinuation of private appointments and the importance of having a 

witness, or being fully visible, when interacting with others.  Clergy were particularly 

distressed with ministering to children, who were seen as ‘taboo’, admitting that they were 

afraid of children and fled from and avoided them in their ministry; for one cleric, even when 

in the presence of the child’s parent (Kane 2008: 193).   

These shifts were seen as necessary precaution, though participants did regret the distance 

this created between priest and parishioner and admitted that vigilance and changed practice 

of this nature was ‘not a spiritual way to do ministry’ (Kane 2008: 193).  Despite reporting 

the retaining of a commitment to their vocation, clergy expressed that the greatest challenge 

in their work was in remaining optimistic, energetic and joyful in ministry (Kane 2008).  

Kane 2013 

In following up on prior research, Kane (2013) conducted a survey of American Catholic 

priests to inquire into knowledge and attitudes towards professional codes of conduct drafted 

at a national level (Charter for the Protection of Children and Young People) and 

implemented at a diocesan (institutional) level, with a particular focus on counselling and 

reporting practices.  Kane (2013) highlights that the regulations imposed by the codes of 

conduct do shift many customary clerical practices in ministerial and social domains.  In 

discussing clerical responses to a 28 part questionnaire.  Kane (2013) established that clergy 

reported having their ministries shaped by the code implemented in their dioceses, around 

60% of the sample stating this in their responses.  While the majority of the sample (80%) 

articulated possessing an understanding of the codes of conduct and their implications for 

their ministry, only 25.2% felt that they had received extensive training in the codes’ 

requirements.   

Kane (2013) observes that a positive correlation exists between clergy who felt well-trained 

in the provisions of the code and their concordance with the value of the codes, acceptance of 

the codes’ capacity to affect guidance of ministerial duties, responders’ acknowledgement 

that the codes of conduct did not solely concern youth ministry and child sexual abuse, and in 
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responders’ knowledge of the consequences of clerical misconduct.  By contrast, clergy who 

did not feel well-trained reported negatively and cynically in respect to each of these 

positions.   

Of particular interest to this dissertation is the presence of what appears to be inconsistencies 

in the responses.  Though 48.5% of the sample expressed fear about being accused of 

misconduct, 28.6% said that they were comfortable being alone with an adult, in an office 

unable to be surveyed by those outside (no glass on doors or windows).  Considering that 

94% of the sample indicated that their parish environments matched code requirements, we 

can see inconsistency in clergy reasoning, recounting that transparency and openness to 

surveillance are requisite stipulations under 1.9 and 1.11 of the VIRTUS Model Code of 

Conduct.  More than 50% of surveyed clergy believed that confidentiality could not be 

broken when provided in a counselling session, yet 81% reported they would be obligated to 

protect an intended victim of harm if so informed outside of the confessional, and that 65% 

would breach confidentiality outside of the confessional to prevent someone from suiciding.  

Furthermore, bishop conduct was not perceived favourably by participants, 69% offering 

personal opinion that episcopal actions centred more on legal liabilities and risk management 

rather than clerical wellbeing, a finding consistent to previous works by Kane (2008).   

Morrison 2005 

Morrison’s (2005) report on the Diocese of Adelaide’s clerical responses to reports of child 

sexual abuse and the abuse-preventive and abuse-responsive policies and structures of the 

Diocese, provides a most useful examination of clerical cognition, conduct and culture in 

relation to child sexual abuse.  The report concludes in finding that though some progress was 

made in Adelaide Anglicanism in respect to child protection (particularly insofar as clerical 

awareness and education) overall, there appears to be a clerical culture which prioritises 

existing pastoral practices (particularly confidentiality) over that of safe ministry, a culture 

underpinned by a hierarchy concerned predominantly with self-preservation (Morrison 2005: 

63).  This position is expressed throughout an examination of attitudes towards Diocesan 

policies and training, reporting beliefs and practices, changes to ministerial practices, and 

remarks towards the Diocese itself.   

Attitudes towards Diocesan Policies and Training 

Slightly over 80% of the sample had undertaken some child protective training of some 

description (curiously, non-mandatory), the majority of this sub-set receiving training from 

the diocesan Ministry Development Council (62%), other entities such as the police or state 



40 

 

government departments (17%) or clergy conference (11%) (Morrison 2015: 22).  Of this 

cohort, the majority expressed positive sentiments towards the training, with many in favour 

of follow-up refresher courses (Morrison 2015: 21-22).  Having said this, the report did find 

that a number of clergy were of the view that the training and the Diocesan requirements 

were restrictive and ‘overboard’, Morrison (2005:23) detected a ‘deep ambivalence’ towards 

child protective requirements from the clergy and a consequent ‘outright contradiction’ in 

their conduct to these requirements (see below).  Some conveyed paranoid and cynical 

opinions, considering the policies anti-homosexual, invasive, and part of a secret agenda 

driven by the Archdiocese of Sydney to police Adelaide (Morrison 2005: 52-54; for an 

explanation of the anti-Sydney ideology see Jensen 2012).   

Reporting Practices 

The reporting practices of clergy were not compliant with the Diocesan standard of 

mandatory reporting.  Though nearly 50% of the sample had a known or suspected case of 

child abuse drawn to their attention in their ministry, in practice, Morrison (2005) states that 

only 26% of survey participants reported concerns to the Department of Family and Youth 

Services as required by church policy, with only one interviewed cleric admitting to 

following this requirement.  Clergy acquired information of abuse primarily from being 

informed by a member of the victim’s family member or the victim themselves (Morrison 

2005: 24).  Of all cases reported to authorities, only 30% reported knowledge immediately.   

It was found that most clergy did not report child protection information promptly, if at all, 

on the grounds of rules of pastoral care and personal understanding of duties for reporting 

subsequent to their commitments to clerical confidentiality (Morrison 2005:23, 29-30).  

Adelaide clergy demonstrated a commitment to confidentiality in their communications with 

congregants, feeling that breaking confidential reports to them would breach the confidential 

bond of pastor-parishioner, or place the reporter or their loved ones at risk of harm, further 

defending their position (for reasons of maintaining the individual’s integrity) to permit 

victims to report, rather than the cleric.  Participants felt that it was not the role of the cleric 

to report, but rather other professionals such as doctors and social workers, seeing their 

position more as a supporter and confidante.  Such positions should not be surprising on the 

grounds that within the Diocese of Adelaide, confidentiality was instructed top-down from 

the Bishop (Morrison 2005:23-30).   
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Ministerial Practices 

Clergy expressed how they had changed their conduct in response to the mass attention to 

child sexual abuse in the church and out of fear of being accused of impropriety, with a focus 

on physical and relational boundaries (Morrison 2005: 50-51).  Accounts were provided of an 

apprehension towards the giving and receiving of hugs, the implementation of setting 

restrictive time limits for consultations, and a prioritising of making parish relationships more 

‘professional’ than ‘personal’.  An awareness of place and space was discussed, clergy 

preferring to meet in public or otherwise observable settings when undertaking one-to-one 

consultations.  Ironically, clergy expressed firm opinion on the need for transparency in 

consultations, yet conducted the interview in an otherwise closed space (Morrison 2005: 51).   

Perceptions of the Diocese and other matters 

Criticism was directed towards the Diocese and the Professional Standards system within the 

sample.  Testimonies were tabled expressing instances of being bullied and harassed by 

senior figures in response to raising concerns or reporting information regarding abuse.  This 

was conducive, it was said, to an inquisitorial culture operating within the Diocese towards 

child abuse fuelled by a hierarchical fixation upon self and church-preservation.  It is not 

surprising that within such a climate, clergy questioned the independence and integrity of the 

Professional Standards unit, feeling that the department should not be ‘so close’ to the 

Diocese, though not all expressed this opinion. 

Portions of the sample expressed feelings of isolation and a lack of support from the Diocese, 

particularly in light of the public hostility to the church and clergy consequent to the media 

attention on abuse findings.  Several clerics admitted to wearing clericals less-frequently in 

public for fear of being associated with the media stigma of the paedophile priest.   

Discussion 

These studies provide a series of snapshots into the attitudes and practices of clergy towards 

child protection and safe church policies across a number of socio-cultural contexts and time 

periods, facilitating understanding of what is occurring at a micro-level (cleric) and meso-

level (parish).  Though it is increasingly standardised for clergy to be trained in child-

protective courses in their denominations, and to have policies codified and adopted at the 

parish-level, this does not always translate to clergy changing their everyday attitudes and 

behaviour (Morton 2006; Morrison 2005; Harder and Haynie 2012; Kane 2013).  Anomalies 

such as this, led Morton (2005) to erroneously conclude that there is no correlation between 
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knowledge of child protection and practice.  Instead, one may argue that what is observed is a 

shift only in espoused values by policy, rather than underlying assumptions (Schein 2010). 

Clergy demonstrated knowledge in respect to both child protection techniques and 

requirements of protective policies, affirming its value, expressing a willingness for further 

training, believing they were compliant, and to some extent, implementing it at a parish level 

(Morrison 2005; Morton 2005; Kane 2013; Harder and Haynie 2012).  Having said this, there 

is evidence of divergence from this knowledge on an everyday basis.  Changes to clerical 

practice were seen in some instances as excessive, intrusive, burdensome and part of an 

overly coercive denominational political agenda (Morrison 2005; Burns et al. 2005; O’Neill 

et al. 2010).  There was resistance to shift certain normative modes of clerical practice 

irrespective of the newly expected practices, observed particularly for confidentiality of 

clerical conversations in counselling, pastoral care, and the confessional; clergy being of the 

perspective that confidence should not be broken, irrespective of being therein informed of 

abuse (Kane 2013; Morrison 2005).   

Morrison’s (2005) study was especially enlightening in this regard, recording how clergy did 

not see their role as an abuse reporter but as a confidant, and that it was thus reasoned in the 

best interest of the parishioner to keep the information concealed (see also O’Neill et al. 

2010).  Kane’s (2013) findings revealed inconsistencies in clerical rationalising, half of the 

participants holding to the importance of confidentiality in pastoral situations while being 

willing to break it in some circumstances (attempted suicide or harm of another).  Further 

disparities are shown in both studies, with clergy commenting on their unwillingness to be 

alone with parishioners, at the least if not under surveillance, yet conducted the interviews 

alone with the researcher in rooms which did not meet that criteria.  This is demonstrative of 

a conflict between existing norms and contemporary expectations, as well as a reliance upon 

feelings of trust and safety, consistent with processes of change (O’Neill et al. 2010).   

Clergy conveyed a range of justifications when seeking to neutralise their failure to 

implement child protective measures in their ministries, both personally and as a parish.  

Some clergy felt that they were not properly trained in how to counsel and pastorally respond 

to survivors, nor that they were adequately supported by their denomination in this function 

(Burns et al. 2005; O’Neill et al. 2010; Morrison 2005).  Others cited a fear of approaching 

publically what is a tabooed topic, of not having enough time or sufficient resources to 

respond appropriately to child abuse prevention, and the lack of congregational support for 
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clergy when dealing with child sexual abuse (Morton 2005; Burns et al. 2005).  More 

concerning trends identified clergy who viewed child protection as excessive or burdensome, 

who did not engage with child protection knowledge and training, or who denied that abuse 

would ever occur in their congregations (Morton 2005; Burns et al. 2005; O’Neill et al. 2010; 

Morrison 2005).   

Collectively, what is shown is a gradual shift in practice, particularly at the meso-level, 

commencing with structures and systems in education, screening, and reporting procedures.  

Those which are once-off, such as police checks and installation of glass windows, are more 

readily implemented given their systematising quality and ease in execution.  This is 

particularly seen in congregations which are larger, more resourced, and which have existing 

and formalised child protection policies.  Policies and rule books, however, do not guarantee 

compliance, both by the cleric and the congregant; just because there are screening 

procedures does not mean that clergy actively execute child-protective techniques. 

It seems that there is a delay in personal practice change by clergy, the process impinged on 

understandings of clerical role and identity, clarity around what constitutes abuse, and 

reliance on feelings of trust.  One observes that clergy are conscious that the social climate of 

church abuse places them in a vulnerable position as a cleric, and that any negative 

allegations could result in their termination and prosecution.  Clergy have shifted their 

behaviours to manage risk to themselves, particularly evident in their willingness to retain 

private interviews, but not private consultations or relational time with children.  Further, we 

observe clergy shifting behaviours concerning personal boundaries and their alertness to their 

environment, as a means of evading accusations of sexual deviancy and impropriety 

(Morrison 2005; Kane 2008; Rossetti 1996).  This is suggestive of clergy operating on 

feelings of trust; they trust an interviewer most likely because of the absence of harmful 

motives, though children and congregants could make claims against them as others have 

done against their fellow “brother” clergy.   

The difficulty of the literature is that it is underdeveloped and does not aptly analyse nor 

distinguish meso-level and micro-level responses to child protection.  Some studies ask 

clergy about their parishes whilst omitting to inquire as to personal practice, and vice versa.  

The two broad studies of Morton (2005) and Morrison (2005) are unfortunately dated, and it 

must be recognised that their findings were fitting for the time where knowledge of abuse 

was low and church attention to child protection was still in its infancy.  These studies make 
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comparisons to more recent works by O’Neill et al. (2010) and Harder and Haynie (2012) 

problematic, because much has changed in that period of time, even given the shift in foci of 

scholars, clergy and church authorities respectively.  Though it would seem that behaviour is 

shifting, and the role in education has been vital in this process, it is not clear as to the extent 

to which behavioural and attitudinal change has occurred (underlying assumptions) and the 

degree to which these reforms have shaped congregational and clerical cultures.   

Other studies have examined clerical attitudes towards child protection and child sexual 

abuse, highlighting in particular hindrances or impediments to best practice, noting the role of 

cultural and workplace pressures.  Studies identified that high workload demands on clergy 

result in child protection matters (including training and procedures) being neglected as 

burdensome, notwithstanding articulation of a heartfelt commitment and dedication to child 

protection and a recognition of the role of clergy in culture change (Bruns et al. 2005; O’Neill 

et al. 2010).  Research has pointed to clergy feeling underprepared in training to handle abuse 

matters, isolated and under-supported by peers, congregations and denominational 

bureaucracy/superiors in such matters, and overwhelmingly constrained by an all pervading 

pressure to not discuss the tabooed topic of abuse (Bruns et al. 2005).   

Conclusion 

This chapter has provided an overview on the literature pertaining to the clerical collar crime, 

outlining a history of clergy-child sexual abuse locally and abroad, an understanding of abuse 

events, offenders and survivors, and an examination of clerical attitudes, cultures and 

practises towards child sexual abuse and child protection.  It is widely held that media 

agencies have played a significant role in bringing light to abuse in the Western world and in 

generating the many inquiries that have been launched.  These inquiries have shown that 

churches have, like other organisations working with children, operated in ways that favoured 

self-preservation, secrecy and a failure to report criminality to the criminal justice system.  

The Tasmanian Anglican Church has been no different in that regard, being negligent in 

reporting to police and slow to appropriately discipline offenders and support survivors.   

Studies have shown that the cause of clergy-child sexual abuse events is not simply the 

product of priests acting out paedophilic tendencies, thereby debunking the myth of the 

paedophile priest.  It has been demonstrated that factors such as psychosexual 

underdevelopment, paraphilias, psychological distortions, and situational factors are each key 

precipitators of abuse by clerics.  Of concern also are the findings of scholars such as Wortley 
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and Smallbone (2006) that suggest that opportunity, rather than pathology, may play a much 

larger role in offending, as attested to by the Australian Royal Commission (2014c).   

Existing studies on clerical attitudes, practices and cultures towards child protection show 

that clergy typically have had a good understanding of church requirements and training, but 

that they fail to implement these as a part of their everyday practice, aside from change to 

prevent abuse allegations (a genuine expression of concern) and comply to top-down with 

protocol.  Policies and procedures were said to be restrictive and going too far in encroaching 

into ministry work of clergy.  These apprehensions also appear throughout the answers 

provided by participants in this dissertation, which are discussed in subsequent chapters.   
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Chapter 2 

Methodology and Methods  

 

This chapter details the methodology utilised within this dissertation, the aims of the study, 

the research design and ethics review process.  Some reflections from the field, consequent to 

the sensitive nature of the points of inquiry, are also provided.  Firstly, the dissertation’s aims 

and research questions are stated, alongside the sub-themes of the dissertation.  An account of 

the research timeline follows, and the methods employed in the study described in full.  The 

methodological frameworks adopted through the research process are explained and the 

ethics review process is recounted, alongside comments relating to reflexivity and the 

author’s standpoint.   

Research Aims and Questions 

To undertake criminological inquiry into the clerical attitudes, practices and cultures present 

within the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania towards child sexual abuse and child protection, 

measure how these cultures shape the everyday child protective attitudes and practices 

(habitus) of its clergy, test the relation of these cultures and practices to Diocesan child 

protection policies and training, and evaluate the latter under the scope of Situational Crime 

Prevention and that deemed as ‘best practice’ within the literature.  The dissertation aims to 

provide insights to assist formulation of recommendatory guidelines for church policies and 

training in accordance with Situational Crime Prevention techniques, advance child-safe 

cultures, minimise the occurrence of clergy-child sexual abuse, and increase church 

transparency.   

Research Questions  

This study is compelled by an intrigue to investigate four particular issues, which manifest in 

the following research questions:  

• What policies, procedures, training and practices (systems) are in place within the 

Anglican Diocese of Tasmania to address issues of clergy-child sexual abuse? How 

do these systems compare with what is understood as ‘best practice’ in Criminological 

and child protection literature? 

• What are the everyday ministerial attitudes and practises (habitus) of Anglican clergy 

within the state towards child protection?  
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• What clerical cultures operate in the Diocese towards child protection, and how have 

these cultures shaped clerical practice? To what extent are clerical cultures influenced 

by the media, diocesan policies and training, societal contexts, and concerns of self-

preservation? 

• How can these cultures, attitudes and practices be re-configured in accordance with 

situational crime prevention techniques and approaches, to diminish potential future 

clergy-child sexual abuse events? 

In addition, several sub-themes are explored in this dissertation, addressed in part due to 

their interconnection with the examination of clerical culture specified above and because of 

their importance in providing contextual material for addressing the primary research 

questions.  These sub-themes relate to: 

• Clerical life amidst the ‘clerical abuse crisis’ and the Royal Commission; 

• Clerical life in the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania; 

• Clerical understandings of child sexual abuse; 

• Clerical attitudes towards transparency, confidentiality, and the confessional seal.  

Research Timeline and Methods  

Candidature for this dissertation commenced on the 23rd of February 2015.  At that stage the 

author was enrolled in research in media streaming and piracy.  This shifted, within 3 weeks 

of undertaking study.  The first year of candidature involved background reading for the 

literature review, applications to the Social Science Higher Research Ethics Committee and 

the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania for research clearance, and completing units of study in 

the University of Tasmania’s compulsory Graduate Certificate of Research.   

Ethics 

The acquisition of ethical approval was an extended process.  The initial application to the 

Social Science Higher Research Ethics Committee was tendered in September 2015, 

clearance not being granted until February 2016, five months later, after several rejected 

‘high risk’ applications.  Of concern was a flagged ‘conflict of interest’, potential issues of 

coercion by Diocesan authorities, some doubts relating to confidentiality under the Evidence 

Act 2001 (Tas), potential participant distress and provision of counselling, and an assertion 

that the researcher was ‘insufficiently prepared to conduct interviews of this nature’.  Each 

was addressed as required, noting that:  
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• Conflict of Interest: The author was, at the time, a member of the Diocesan Synod 

(parliament), a youth leader and parish councillor (member of board of directors) for 

his parish.  Each of these roles were voluntary and conducted out of the author’s 

religious convictions, did not acquire remuneration from the Diocese, and provided no 

degree of superiority or positional influence over clergy.  These roles were deemed as 

a potential conflict of interest by the SSHREC.  In response, the research emphasised 

that the role of insider was essential in the acquisition of permission from the Diocese, 

and the trust of participants (elaborated further below).  The inability of the Bishop of 

Tasmania to endorse the researcher publically, at the request of the SSHREC, may 

likely have resulted in many clergy not participating.  Several e-mail and personal 

communiques from clergy stated that the absence of the Bishop’s endorsement in 

writing made them suspicious of participating.  Some admitted to only participating 

because “I know you” or “because you are one of us [Anglican]”.  The project sought 

assistance from the Bishop in noting that the Church is a closed institution and the 

Bishop, its gatekeeper;  

• Concerns regarding coercion: It was initially stipulated within the ethics application 

that the Bishop of Tasmania would publically endorse the researcher through the 

sending of an ad clerum (letter to the clergy) to participants, the researcher having 

received the endorsement of Diocesan authority would be therein mentioned.  

However, both measures were prohibited on the grounds of such actions being seen as 

‘coercive’, irrespective of the fact that similar endorsements have been typical of 

clerical research in the past (see Kane 2008); 

• Confidentiality concerns: Issue was raised by the SSHREC as to confidentiality issues 

in speaking with clergy, citing section 127 of the Evidence Act 2001 (Tas) and clerical 

privilege.  The statute does not discuss matters of confidentiality in academic 

interviews, but rather in relation to individuals such as lawyers, doctors and priests; 

the specific reference was to clerical confidentiality in matters of the confessional 

ritual.  The researcher was familiar with the law, having examined the equivalent 

Victorian legislation in prior research (see Guerzoni and Graham 2015) as well as 

having received some legal training in his undergraduate degree. This understanding, 

however, was not accepted by the SSHREC, irrespective of these indications of 

knowledge.  The seeking of professional legal advice was requested, in stark contrast 
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to the jurisprudence of statutory legislation (that is, that the common woman/man may 

read and understand it without need of legal counsel); 

• Potential Participant Distress: It was also raised that clergy would be distressed by the 

interviews, and therefore they should not be conducted.  This was a valid concern as 

the Royal Commission was to appear in Hobart, though the SSHREC required non-

clerical support contacts to be offered in the circumstance of participant distress.  This 

represented a misunderstanding of clerical culture and practice, clergy are more 

inclined to seek pastoral care from a trusted cleric or superior, in the true sense of the 

term, rather than secular counselling (Greeley 2004: 105). The SSHREC was 

unwilling to compromise on this; 

• Alleged Incompetence: The SSHREC suggested that the author ‘may not be 

sufficiently prepared to conduct interviews of this nature, and felt that an online 

survey may be a better way to handle this topic’, forgetting that the undertaking of 

doctoral research, like a traineeship in any trade or profession, is to equip one for 

academic work in the future.  How else is one to prepare oneself for interviewing 

other than through interviewing?  Endorsement of academic colleagues (all Hobart-

based Criminology and Policing academics) in respect to the researcher’s capabilities, 

as well as the commonality of interviews in the field of clerical collar crime, were 

used to address the remarks from the SSHREC.  It remains a concern that an ethics 

committee would resort to such language and unfounded presumptions of incapacity 

of an academic in training, though it is seemingly characteristic of the committee’s 

culture (see Graham 2014, 2011).   

Diocesan Approval and Updates 

Several consultations were made with the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania prior to the 

interview process, and on an ongoing basis throughout the researcher’s candidature.  In May 

2015, the researcher received an audience with Bishop Harrower OAM, who provided 

‘approval and endorsement’ for the research.  Bishop Harrower’s temporary successor 

following his retirement, Bishop Jones, was approached in September that year for approval, 

which was also granted.  Interviews commenced in March 2016, prior to the installation of 

the current leader of the Diocese, Bishop Condie.  The Bishop was understandably 

unavailable for consultation prior to June 2016, but interviews were undertaken in lieu of 

previously received approval/authorisation.  Bishop Condie affirmed the project in June of 

2016 and assented to its continuation.  On several occasions the researcher maintained 
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correspondence with the Bishop of Tasmania concerning the research project and the Royal 

Commission.  The office of the Bishop of the Diocese received an update on progress of the 

research each year from 2015-2017.  The final appointment was completed in November 

2017.   

Recruitment  

A mixed non-probability sampling method was used in this dissertation, primarily purposive 

sampling and secondarily, convenience sampling.  Invitations were sent in three ‘waves’ to 

Anglican clergy.  Initially; individuals employed in leadership roles within the 48 parishes of 

the Diocese, as well as the clerical administrative hierarchy (archdeacons and bishops) were 

targeted.  Thereafter, individuals in non-leadership roles (associate pastors; licenced and 

retired) were invited.  A third round of invitations approached retired but licenced clergy, 

particularly those residing within the south of Tasmania over other regions of the state.  In 

total, 104 invitations to participate were distributed to active and/or licenced clergy in the 

Diocese via letter and e-mail, a process which commenced on the 24th of February 2016.  

Accompanying this correspondence was an information sheet, letter of invitation and a 

consent form (see Appendix IV).  Confidentiality and a right to view, edit, and withdraw data 

was offered to participants, the cut-off date nominated as the 20th of August 2017.  

Limitations were incorporated in this review process in case of mass withdrawals and to 

enable completion of the dissertation.  The names and addresses of clergy were sourced from 

the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania’s website, which publically lists the contact information of 

its clergy as well as detailing the nature of their role in the Church.  Invitees were followed 

up by a subsequent e-mail and a telephone call.   

The Sample 

34 clerics participated in this study, 29 men and 5 women.  Two pilot interviews were 

conducted to trial the interview questionnaire, gauge questions of sensitivity, and ‘test run’ 

interviewing techniques.  These trial interviews were informal, carried out with consenting 

clergy known to the researcher and are not included within the sample.  On conclusion of the 

formal interviews, the number of participants comprised 23% of the Anglican clergy in 

Tasmania, representing almost 50% of the Diocese’s parishes (not the 100% as originally 

hoped).  Participants in the sample held varying roles and contracts, some in full-time, part-

time or honorary positions, with the remainder comprising retired priests who retained the 

right to minister/lead services and parishes in the Diocese (and had done so recently).  Of the 
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sample, 47% held the position of rector or priest in charge.  Other participants held roles of 

associate priest, honorary priest or enabler (locally-licenced lay minister).   

Clergy are collected and analysed as one group, rather than distinguishing participants by 

rank, tenure and gender (though this would be preferable to do so).  This course was adopted 

as there was concern that in doing so the identity of some participants would be rendered 

apparent.  This is a natural complication of studying a small Anglican Diocese.  Additionally, 

separately discussing clerical typologies would be unfeasible for the finite time and space of a 

doctoral dissertation.   

Methodology: Critical Realism 

Critical realism is the methodology that guides this research project.  It proposes that reality 

can be understood as an objective phenomenon rather than restricted to being viewed as the 

product of social constructions and individual experiences and perceptions (Fairclough 2010; 

Oliver 2012).  This is not to deny that facets of reality are inherently socially constructed, nor 

that individual experiences of social phenomena are not components of reality.  Rather, 

critical realism argues that there is a difference between that which exists and an individual’s 

knowledge of that existence, what is known as the ‘epistemic fallacy’ (Oliver 2012; Bhaskar 

1997).  There is the natural world, and the socially constructed world around it within which 

humans operate (Fairclough 2010).   

To the critical realist, reality is recognised as multi-faceted, comprising three dimensions:  

1. The empirical dimension (individuals’ perceptions and experiences of events and 

phenomena within society);  

2. The actual dimension (social events and phenomena that occur, regardless of whether 

they are experienced);  

3. The real dimension (the underlying structures, variables and mechanisms which 

instigate both the actual and empirical dimensions) (Houston 2001; Easton 2010; 

Edwards, O’Mahoney and Vincent 2014).   

It is argued that the underlying mechanisms are the genesis of the event in reality, as opposed 

to the experience of that event to the individual being the means through which it enters 

reality (Houston 2001).  To adapt an example from Oliver (2012) to the circumstance of 

abuse, a child may be sexually abused by an offender (actual event).  The child may possess 

understandings of that experience (empirical reality) as the product of ‘an expression of love’, 
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however, the real underlying instigating factors of the abuse may be predispositions and the 

possession of an opportune situation to offend (Oliver 2012).  Accordingly, there are a 

collection of internal (deviant sexual interests) and external (opportune situation) tendencies 

within social events (Houston 2001).   

This understanding of reality in turn affects the epistemological perspective of the study, 

insofar as given the holding to the existence of objective reality, there is an inherent 

understanding that not all forms of knowledge may be accurate representations of the social 

event or phenomena (Patomäki and Wight 2000).  This is a dismissal of ‘judgmental 

relativism’, the position that all perspectives and representations of reality are of similar 

value, which is a popular epistemological perspective in the Western world (Fairclough 

2010:355).  Critical realism accepts that individuals, in being subject to socially constructed 

predispositions towards their experience and perception of reality as a product of their social 

environment (habitus), may incorrectly perceive events and social phenomena (Houston 

2001; Bourdieu 1984; Van Maanen 2002; Schein 2010).  Accordingly, there are varying 

degrees of knowing and knowledge, varying levels of accuracy in, and credibility to, 

knowledge (Houston 2001; Oliver 2012).   

Critical realism was selected as it conforms with organisational culture theory.  It aligns with 

culture theory insofar as in acknowledging that though there are differing interpretations as to 

culture there is inevitably a series of underlying causative variables that instigate and shape 

the culture (Schein 2010; Vaughan 1996).  Though the participants may possess a certain 

perspective, and the author himself another view, this divergence does not detract from the 

underlying reality of the genesis of the clerical culture.  That one person has an interpretation 

of the culture does not necessitate that it is the reality, but it does not mandate that it is not 

unhelpful in understanding the underlying culture (reality).  This brings humility to the 

project in admitting that the author comes with his own biases, proneness to misdirection, and 

weaknesses, but also affords some margin for error given that the researcher, as only a 

“somewhat insider”, can only see so much of the Anglican tapestry.  Rather than being an 

equally weighted interpretation to that of another with greater (or lesser) insider knowledge 

and expertise, critical realism accepts that there are differing, yet nonetheless meaningful, 

qualities of scholarship and inquiry.   
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Method 1: Semi-Structured Interviewing  

The method of semi-structured open-ended interviewing was selected, conscious of the aims 

and limitations of this project, a decision affirmed by the precedence for its use in the studies 

of organisational culture (Schein 2010) and specifically, clerical collar crime and clerical 

attitudes amidst the ‘clerical crisis’ (Keenan 2012; Kane 2008; Morrison 2005).  As will be 

discussed in greater detail below, it was not feasible for this project to undertake 

ethnographical observation of clergy interacting with children.  In its absence, interviewing is 

useful in providing insight, subject matters otherwise unreachable to or unobservable by, 

researchers (Liamputtong and Ezzy 2005; Seidman 1998).  For the author, having no 

extensive training in interviewing and possessing limited (informal) interviewing experience, 

the structure of the interviewing method provided valuable personal data, facilitating relevant 

qualitative inquiry (Patton 2015).   

Specifically, in both the study of organisational culture and habitus there is an emphasis 

placed on ascertaining the engrained predispositions, perceptions and values which shape 

individual/organisational behaviour; the very nexus of one’s reasoning and evaluative powers 

(Schein 2013; Bourdieu 1984; Vaughan 1996; Rubin and Rubin 1995).  Through the 

provision of accounts rich in personal perspectives (philosophical, political, emotional) and 

laced in meaning, the perceptions, predispositions and reported behaviours of individuals 

may be acquired and recorded (Seidman 1998; Geertz 1973).  The perceptions and reported 

conduct of clergy in this research field are essential, together with other artefacts, to 

constructing an understanding of the clerical culture in the Diocese from which one might 

evaluate the degree to which it affects its agents’ cognition and conduct (Vaughan 1996; 

Schein 2013; Seidman 1998).   

Interviewing has been used successfully within the study of clergy-child sexual abuse to 

provide understanding into the instigating and mitigating factors of sexual abuse by members 

of the clergy (see Keenan 2012; Winship, Straker and Robinson 2011), ascertaining the 

wellbeing of priests (Francis, Louden and Rutledge 2004; Isacco et al. 2015; Kane 2008, 

2013), evaluating clerical responses to abuse allegations and events (Morrison 2005; Olsson 

and Chung 2004), as well as acquiring understanding of the experiences of non-accused 

priests amidst the ‘abuse crisis’ in responding to clerical relationships and identity formation 

(see Kane 2008, 2013).  Interviewing is also favoured in the exploration of clerical cultures 

because it supplements/complements the use of ethnographic observation, recognising, 

through the theory of situational crime prevention, that surveillance (observation) affects the 
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likelihood of engagement in criminal behaviour and nature/extent of relations with children 

(see Terry and Ackerman 2008; Wortley and Smallbone 2006; Patton 2015).  That is to say, 

ethnography alone would not yield a complete image of clerical practice as it would likely 

incur an observation bias (Patton 2015; Schein 2010).   

Having noted these strengths, it was anticipated that discussing clergy-child sexual abuse 

with members of the clergy, and inquiring whether or not ministerial practices have been 

changed in light of the concern of clergy-child sexual abuse, would likely generate defensive 

behaviour, misrepresentations, and discomfort (Winship, Straker and Robinson 2011).  

Clerics are not only under societal, but diocesan pressures to present themselves in the most 

favourable light possible, as individuals and in relation to their responses to child safety 

(Levine and Risen 2004; Keenan 2012; Frawley-O’Dea 2007; Morrison 2005).  In 

anticipating this, the semi-structured open-ended interview model was selected for this 

dissertation to accommodate the sensitive nature of the research topic and the flexibility the 

method provides in regards to probing, improvisation, and adjusting the execution of 

questioning during the interviews (Wengraf 2001).   

This method permits the freedom to alter the interview in response to participant 

contributions (that spoken, conveyed through body language, tone and in silences) to generate 

data, whilst having a consistent set of questions to increase ‘the comparability of responses’ 

thus easing data analysis (Patton 2015: 438; Noaks and Wincup 2004; Seidman 1998; Davies 

2002; Mason 2011).  Indeed, this liberty of changing the order of interview questions was 

exercised with many of the interviews in being attentive to the establishment and 

maintenance of rapport with participants.  The decision to shift the order of questions, 

enabled the more sensitive questions to be asked when the climate ‘felt right’, and to ensure 

the stability of the interviews, particularly when observing the need to build more rapport 

before asking sensitive questions, or participants starting to tire/become 

agitated/disinterested.  Prompting certain points or phrases made by clergy also, enabled the 

natural flow to conversation, minimising perception they were constrained by a prescriptive 

list and to ensure that they were “nailing the question” (Reverend Josephus).   

 

Not all questions in the schedule were asked of participants.  In the majority of the 

interviews, participants addressed subsequent questions in their responses to a different 

question, or otherwise indicated their opinion which made the asking of certain questions 

superfluous.  In other cases, interview questions did not apply to some clergy (for example, 
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an associate minister could not talk about what she/he had changed in the architecture of the 

church as this responsibility belonged to the rector and parish council).  Otherwise, some 

questions were omitted to ensure rapport with tiring or resistant participants, because 

saturation point had been reached for the question (such as with submission to the bishop), or 

it was deemed no longer essential to the study.  

Interviews being seen as a ‘chat’ were a great success for the research process.  The 

researcher desired and structured the interviews to be received as more of a ‘dialogue’ or 

‘exchange of insights’ rather than a rigid interrogation.  Indeed, semi-structured interviews 

need not necessarily be bound by the questionnaire, and may adopt a more conversational 

approach (Potter and Wetherell 1987: 165; Patton 2015: 441-442). As Patton (2015: 441-442) 

writes: 

‘A conventional strategy can be used within an interview guide approach, or you can 

combine a guide approach with a standardised format by specifying certain key 

questions exactly as they must be asked while leaving other items as topics to be 

explored at the interview discretion. This combined strategy offers the interviewer 

flexibility in probing and in determining when it is appropriate to explore certain 

subjects in greater depth, or even to pose questions about new areas of inquiry that 

were not originally anticipated in the interview instruments development’ 

In the majority of interviews a drink was accepted when offered (it is a common practice for 

clergy to offer when in pastoral situations, so this small gesture helped place participants in a 

familiar space), smart-casual attire was worn to limit formality (interestingly clergy admitted 

to having also dressed down to limit formality), and after the first 9-10 interviews the 

questions were memorised to assist in making interviews relaxed and conversational, a move 

which was openly appreciated by participants and surprised several others (one clergyperson 

asking “where are the questions?”).  The general “vibe” of the interviews was rather positive.  

Many clergy expressed thanks and appreciation for being listened to and for the opportunity 

to share their views.  Laughter was enjoyed at stages in many of the interviews, on both sides.  

The researcher’s familiarity with Anglicanism, the Anglican system, and ministry itself, 

through involvement in various lay-ministries, provided a sharing of worldviews, banter and 

humour that was beneficial in ‘breaking the ice’ (on both sides); the perks of being an insider 

(Seidman 1998; Fontana and Frey 1994).  The researcher actively took the role of 
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‘facilitator’, ‘inquirer’ or ‘student’ in almost all the interviews, to minimise perceptions of 

being an ‘inquisitor’ or ‘expert’.   

The body language and tone of clergy was carefully monitored to gauge participant 

discomfort, impatience, interest and willingness to participate, and directed alteration to 

question format and the manner in which the questions were asked.  Participant comfort was 

of particular concern to the researcher following insistence from the Ethics Committee that 

the research was of ‘high risk’ necessitating provision of access to counselling for 

participants, notwithstanding that the participants, as clergy, exist in a network of pastors and 

counsellors.  No participants asked for breaks during the interview for emotional reasons, nor 

have required/requested access to counselling, Reverend Zacchaeus memorably commenting, 

“I am not distressed by out talk”.  Comments of this nature, demonstrate the skill and efforts 

of the researcher to successfully deliver the interview as an exchange of ideas in an informal 

setting; contrary to the concerns of the SSHREC.   

All interviews were undertaken between March and October of 2016.  Interviews were 

conducted at a place of convenience for the interviewee, most held at the cleric’s office, at the 

rectory (clergy’s residence), or in a restaurant/public place (including the University of 

Tasmania, as requested).  One interview was conducted in the presence of the participant’s 

spouse, and another whilst the spouse was in an adjacent room.  Interviews were based on a 

28 part questionnaire (see Appendix I), with the sequencing and delivery of questions 

adjusted where necessary to prompt participants, to permit the flow of an interesting 

discussion, or where a question had been inadvertently answered in responses to another 

question.  Though this meant that not all interviewees were asked the same questions in the 

same order, it was a necessary measure to increase rapport (addressed in limitations and 

Appendix 1).   

Interviews were audio recorded using two recording devices.  On average, interviews were of 

1 hour and 20 minutes in duration, the shortest session running for 28 minutes, and the 

longest 2 hours and 9 minutes.  No participants requested their data to be withdrawn from the 

project.  Only one participant requested a copy of their transcript, though no amendments 

were petitioned.  Only one cleric requested amendments to their transcript, which was noted 

during the interview itself and made during transcription.  Of participants, 21 generously 

provided approval for the researcher to permanently achieve their anonymised transcript in 

his personal records.   
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Analysis 

Audio recording was manually transcribed by the researcher onto a laptop computer and 

edited to anonymise identifying features, before being coded into NVivo Pro™.  Participants 

were provided pseudonyms through assigning Biblical names as surnames after the base 

clerical title (Reverend).  This was to give character to the data whilst maintaining 

confidentiality.  Structural coding (Saldaña 2013) was selected for this process, utilising a 

coding scheme formed from the interview questions (e.g. child protective practices, attitudes 

towards child protection), in vivo as recurring themes or answers were observed within the 

dataset (e.g. negative attitude towards child protection, synod) as well as in drawing from the 

theoretical lenses of the project (e.g. culture, habitus).  This process became unwieldy and 

beyond the capacities of the researcher with 260 codes being logged.  The software was 

subsequently discarded and analysis was undertaken through use of traditional coding 

methods. 

In this second-wave of coding, data was read in order to understand the core areas of interest 

of the dissertation, habitus and culture, involving a re-reading of the data through the lens of 

the theoretical perspectives of Vaughan (1996), as described in Chapter 3.  This sorted the 

chapters into three domains using the terminology of Vaughan (1996); cognition, conduct, 

and culture.  Thematic coding was undertaken to initially set aside data that related to these 

three categories, achieved by moving all answers to the questions that specifically related to 

the aforementioned Vaughan (1996) terminology.  Following this, thematic coding was again 

employed to scan the data for recurring patterns and themes, before sorting the data into these 

typologies for analysis.  The process for each chapter is briefly described below, and coding 

trees have been included in Appendix VII. 

Chapter 7: Cognition 

The focus of Chapter 7 was to understand clerical attitudes and beliefs, specifically as to 

abuse causation, and towards child protection policies, training, clerical culture, and the 

attitudes of their fellow clergy.  To inform this, answers from questions 11 and any other 

mentioning of reasons for abuse for causation, and questions from 12, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22 and 

any other mentioning of attitudes towards the Diocese, abuse prevention and clerical culture 

were brought together for analysis of child protection policies and training.  An examination 

the data was undertaken in each instance, noting recurring themes and patterns.   
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For causation, participant answers were read and each understanding of causation was sorted 

into a table according to the causative variable identified, ranging from ‘paedophilia’ to 

‘clerical power’.  In respect to attitudes towards safe church communities, comments were 

categorised broadly insofar as being ‘positive’ or ‘negative’ in nature, and thereafter sub-

categorised.  For positive-natured answers, sub-categories of ‘efficiency’ and ‘sufficiency’ 

emerged.  For negative-natured answers, categories from the dataset in alignment with the 

facet of the system under scrutiny, such as time-demands, a questioning of its efficiency, the 

burden of its implementation, or the training itself.  

The third component of this chapter examined participant perceptions on their clerical 

colleagues’ attitudes on child protection, and towards the Diocesan/clerical culture more 

broadly.  As with participant’s perspectives on child safe communities, answers were initially 

grouped by the nature of the response (‘positive’ and ‘negative’), and thematically arranged 

thereafter for further analysis.  These sub-categories included ‘fatigue’, ‘resentment’, ‘fear’, 

‘blaming other clergy’, ‘endorsing safe church communities’, ‘anxiety’, and the ‘role of the 

media’.  

Chapter 8 Conduct 

For this chapter, the same method as outlined above was adopted, drawing together answers 

from questions 13 and 16, as well as the combined variant of which were asked in later 

interviews.  In respect to conduct, participant responses towards ministerial conduct were 

moved into a single document and were then re-read and tabulated as recurring themes, such 

as ‘structural modification/installation’ and ‘practice’, with common answers being grouped 

under sub-headings such as ‘glass on child ministry areas’ and ‘not meeting child alone’.  The 

situational crime prevention paradigm cited within Terry and Ackerman (2008) was used as a 

template into which the subheadings were then re-assigned to the technique they matched, 

and were then assigned a numerical value of utilisation in the form of a percentage to assist 

the researcher conceptualise the data.  Each of the technique categories were then discussed 

with reference to criminological literature.  

Culture 

The culture chapter utilised the data from those before it (Cognition and Conduct) to 

construct and evaluate the clerical habitus and culture operative within the Anglican Diocese 

of Tasmania.  This process was guided by following the sociological theories detailed in 

Chapter 3, which demonstrate that in order to conceptualise culture and habitus one must 
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synthesise observations of the belief and behaviour of the actors within the organisation.  For 

this dissertation, a construction and evaluation of clerical culture and habitus transpired, 

drawing together data submitted pertaining to clergy (that is their views and practices).  To 

this construction of the clerical culture, data from Chapter 7 on clerical perceptions of 

Diocesan culture, and of their impressions of the views and conduct of their colleagues, was 

added to formulate a depiction of culture; habitus writ large.   

This discussion then drew out data specifically relating to the media and the Diocese/clerical 

culture to comment on their role in shaping clerical habitus.  The cultural elements identified 

in the Diocese of Tasmania was then contrasted to clerical practice from Chapter 8 (conduct) 

to conceptualise and describe the habitus.  During this process it was noticed that two 

regulative principles to individual behaviour were operative within the sample, ‘trust/safety’, 

and could be linked to the overarching clerical culture and the socio-cultural context 

Tasmania.  

To assist in the conceptualisation of clerical habitus and its connection with organisational 

culture, two tables were assembled.  One table mapped changes to clerical practice reported 

by the clergy, and noting three common variables said to have stimulated change, namely, the 

media, one’s own experience and Diocesan training.  The other table re-presented views on 

abuse, the Diocesan Safe Church Communities program, and their perception of the clerical 

culture towards Safe Church Communities.  These tables were subsequently amalgamated 

into one (see Appendix VII).   

Where appropriate the researcher cross-referenced his work by referring to the NVivo Pro™ 

codes which were saved in PDF files to his laptop computer, focussing on themes such as 

‘culture’, ‘time wasters’, ‘administration’ to name but a few.  This process was systematically 

employed across each component of analysis.   

Method 2: Document Analysis 

As a means of triangulation, document analysis was employed in this project to provide 

academic rigour, as well as to more readily understand the Tasmanian Anglican Church 

context (Mason 2011; Patton 2015).  Document analysis is the examination of documents to 

acquire meaning congruent to the inquiry through analysing the use and meaning of text 

within the document, and the document itself in its broader context (Bowen 2009; Scott 

2006).  This, too, involves considering the author of the document, its intended audience and 

purpose (Bowen 2009).  In the study of organisations, document analysis is particularly 
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useful in unveiling the social context of that entity, provide assistance in interpreting and 

verifying other forms of data (such as interviews), and as a means of observing organisational 

development (Bowen 2009: 29-30).  They are ‘artefacts’ of organisational culture, capturing 

and reflecting attitudes and underlying assumptions that derive from and thereafter shape, 

culture (Schein 2010).   

This involved examining ‘artefacts’ of the Anglican Diocese and was carried out for the 

purpose of understanding the organisational context (history), the policies of the church, and 

to assist in understanding Diocesan culture towards child protection.  Documents examined 

consisted of two main types: administrative (policies and ordinances) and governance-related 

(Synod papers, bishop statements).  Documents were sourced online, either from the 

Diocese’s webpage (policies, ordinances), with the remainder requested from the State 

Library of Tasmania Archives (Synod Papers).  The following number of documents were 

examined for each section, and are listed in full at the end of the dissertation: 

• Safe Church Communities program/policies:  22 documents  

• Ordinances:        19 documents 

• Synod Reports (period covering 1976-2015): 27 documents 

• Letters from the Bishop’s Desk:   245 documents 

• Bishop’s Addresses:     26 documents 

• Media Releases     38 documents 

• Administrative Circular (from Registrar):  68 documents 

• Safe Church Communities Newsletters  16 documents 

• Ad Clerums      10 documents 

Total:       471 documents 

These documents were examined in looking for mentions of child protection, clerical culture, 

Safe Church Communities, Professional Standards, and child abuse.  Admittedly many of 

these documents were not relevant in the course of the study, the main documents of 

importance being the ordinances, policies and several synod reports.  Ad Clerums and 

ordinances were selectively downloaded from the Diocese according to topic, but the other 

documents were downloaded and examined without selection criteria, primarily because 

many of them were not titled.  Given the time restrictions of a doctoral dissertation, much of 

the data examined was used largely in a supportive way outside of the analysis of the Safe 

Church Communities system (Chapter 6).  In Chapter 6 documents were analysed in order to 
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understand, detail and critique the child protective system within the Diocese in comparison 

to key literature in the field, as opposed to specifically analysing the documents looking for 

indicators of clerical culture (though this could have been undertaken).   

Researcher Standpoint and Reflexivity 

I am a Christian man who worships in the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania, where I have been 

for nearly 5 years.  My faith is core to my everyday life, it forms my worldview, how I 

interact with people, my goals, my ethics, my hopes.  At the very core of my work is a deep 

desire to assist in the training and policy formation of the Diocese so that churches may be 

safe places so that many children may hear the saving Word of the Gospel of Jesus Christ.  

Second to this, I wish that all who serve in the Church are safe in their ministries and can 

guard themselves and those with whom they serve, from those who offend or may become 

child molesters.   

I have held an interesting role in the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania as a ‘somewhat insider’, 

possessing varying degrees of ‘strong and weak ties’ (Granovetter 1983) through virtue of 

being an involved Anglican.  I am in ministry, but am not a minister.  In my parish I have 

served as a youth leader for four years teaching the children the Bible and serving as a role 

model.  I am a Bible-study leader for young adult professionals, and a guest preacher in my 

and several other Anglican parishes.  I am a churchman, but not a clergyman.  I have sat on 

the parish council (board of directors) between 2015-2017 and the Nomination Committee in 

2017 for my parish, and the branch council (board of directors) of a Tasmanian Anglican 

para-church missionary organisation CMS (2015-2018); and I am a youth representative for 

the Synod of the Diocese (2015-2018).  I am an aspirant, but not an ordinand: since 2013, I 

have been in a discernment process for ordination to the priesthood in the Anglican Diocese 

of Tasmania with my pastor, and consequently am known to the Diocese as such.  

Consequently, I have met a number of the Tasmanian clergy, and previously been introduced 

to almost 50% of the sample prior to 2016.   

Though these roles do not necessarily ascribe particular cultural or institutional capital, it has 

given me degrees of social capital.  Indeed, throughout the interview process a number of 

participants commented that they only undertook the interviews because I was “one of them” 

(that is, Anglican) or was otherwise known to them and could therefore be trusted.  The 

rapport was evident in many of the interviews, which put me, and I think the participant, at 

ease.  In attending Anglican events, serving on a youth group team, and even simply 
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attending church services, this inside knowledge has assisted in contemplating the data, 

seeing how it fits and plays out in everyday Anglican life, and ascertaining another side to 

clergy and clerical life.  No field notes were included in this dissertation, though that which 

was observed (for example at Synod) was at times used in interview questions to stimulate 

discussion or guide inquiry.   

The Anglican Church is broad in its doctrine and sub-cultures, though is largely evangelical 

in its clergy population.  This theological positioning was, naturally, brought to the interviews 

by participants, which was something I had to navigate as a researcher.  My doctrine aligns 

with conservative reformed evangelicalism, though in respect to liturgy and churchmanship, I 

personally favour more traditional expressions (hymns, organs, choirs, robes, sacraments, 

wooden pews, Prayer Book).  This mixture is undoubtedly the product of spending my early 

adult life in Roman Catholicism and being immersed in Scripture and an evangelical 

university ministry group during my undergraduate years.  This has enabled me to ‘be all 

things to all men’ (1 Corinthians 9:19-23); I possess an insight into different clerical cultures 

as well as an ability to interact with clergy from different theological persuasions: I know the 

worldview, the language.  This has assisted in engaging with participants in interviews as 

well as in the analysis process.   

It must be made clear that, despite the criticisms herein levelled against the Diocese in the 

findings of this dissertation, I respect the Diocese, its clergy and its people.  It is not my 

intention to be an outspoken critic or a harsh rebuker, but instead to come alongside the 

Diocese and offer critical observation and recommendation for the betterment of the Church.  

I have wrestled constantly with the mindfulness that my work may be readily misinterpreted, 

or cherry-picked for critical refutation; but I have laboured to ensure as much as possible that 

my findings are accurate, and not skewed by superficial interpretations nor personal bias.  I 

reject the assumption that any findings of this work have been produced to appease or to 

manipulate the results in one way or another, though as with all research the temptation is a 

sleeping dragon.  Though I may be accused of bias because of my status as an Anglican, and 

a Christian academic, it must be stated and remembered that it is my faith in Christ that is my 

grounding and regulator of my conduct.  I am ever-conscious that the Scriptures teach that 

my actions will be judged one day by God, and I will be held to account for my acts and 

omissions.  Accordingly, in acknowledgement of the future judgment but also through a 

commitment to actualise a level of institutional reform, my writings seek to be faithful and 

form critical scholarship according to my level as a scholar in training.   
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This is not to say that the process has been entirely easy, pleasant or without angst.  There 

remains the reality that I am not a member of the clergy, and by extension not a member of 

clergy’s close circles.  This has equated to receiving degrees of separation both during and 

following the competition of interviews with clerics.  In the late stages of the candidature I 

have experienced looks of suspicion, being openly ignored by participants and individuals 

known to me, lost friendships, and even at times, been subjected to degrees of intimidation by 

some clerics in parliamentary settings (in regards to motions pertaining to child protection).  

As an Anglican, undertaking doctoral study on a highly sensitive and polarising topic, this is 

to be expected.  In this sense I have sensed the reception of being a ‘spy’, someone ‘not to 

trust’, ‘a tolerated nuisance who is everywhere’.  The benefits of being somewhat of an 

insider comes with negative consequences of ‘placing all eggs in one basket’: my spiritual 

identity; theological stance; character; my ministry; and my doctoral work all being 

intertwined.  My theological positions (being a credo-baptist as opposed to the mainline 

paedo-baptist), as well as my decisions and personal failures in church circles, affect 

relationships within the church, which ripples my networks and shifts the future reception of 

my work in the church setting.   

Reliability, Validity and Generalisability 

A set of evaluative criteria are used to audit and regulate the rigour and credibility of 

sociological and criminological research, typically through the core concepts of Reliability, 

Validity and Generalisability.  Reliability is concerned with the trustworthiness and 

consistency of research, to ascertain whether the project could be replicated in another study 

and produce comparable results which would then certify the initial project (Hansen 2006: 

48; Brinkmann and Kvale 2015: 281-282).  Validity tests whether the data produced from the 

research project can be said to ‘validly’ or ‘truthfully’ capture social reality (Hansen 2006: 

48; Brinkmann and Kvale 2015: 281-282).  Generalisability describes the degree to which 

research findings from one study can be ‘generalised’ or ‘transferred’ to describe other 

populations and settings of a similar nature across different periods of time and geographical 

locales (Tracy 2010; Morse 1999, 2015).   

There is disagreement towards the extent to which these concepts, primarily utilised within 

quantitative sociology, are applicable to the evaluation of qualitative sociological inquiry; 

debate which emerged primarily within the 1980s (Hansen 2006; Morse 1999, 2015; 

Schofield 2002; Morse et al. 2002).  Some advocate the retaining of the concepts, refined 
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slightly to better fit qualitative research, whilst others, such as Guba and Lincoln (1985), opt 

for their abandonment in favour of new concepts that are said to be conducive and 

considerate towards the philosophy and practice of qualitative research (Brinkmann and 

Kvale 2015; Finlay 2006; Noble and Smith 2015; Morse 2015).  Indeed, the evaluative 

criteria formulated by Guba and Lincoln (1985) of confirmability, credibility, dependability 

and transferability (see Table 1), have become for many the new standard of assessing the 

robustness of qualitative research (Noble and Smith 2015; Hansen 2006; Finlay 2006).  

Considering the precedential adoption of their criteria, they have become the yardsticks by 

which the rigour of this dissertation may be assessed.  

Table 1: Guba and Lincoln’s (1985) evaluative criteria of qualitative research 

Existing 

Terminology 

Guba and Lincoln’s  

(1985) Criteria  

Criteria Description  

Objectivity  Confirmability Ensuring the researcher approaches analysis in an unbiased 

manner, or as ‘neutral as possible’. This is shown through 

offering reflexive analysis, providing large sections of data 

to evidence the conclusions reached in the scholar’s 

writing (Hansen 2006; Finlay 2006).  

Internal Validity Credibility Seeking to evidence and defend the ‘truthfulness’ of the 

researcher’s interpretations of the data as presented in the 

findings; that is, whether the author faithfully reflects the 

contents of the data in the dissertation’s 

discussions/assertions (Hansen 2006; Finlay 2006).  

Reliability Dependability  Transparency of the research process (method, research 

decision making) to provide means of assessing the degree 

to which the research, and thereby the findings, may be 

deemed dependable (Hansen 2006; Finlay 2006). 

External Validity Transferability  Providing detailed information of the research sample and 

its social context, method and results to enable evaluations 

as to the degree to which the findings may be deemed 

applicable in similar contexts (e.g. other Anglican 

Dioceses)  

 

Transferability: The dissertation has sought to provide a thorough outline of the socio-

historical, socio-cultural and theological context of the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania to 

enable evaluation of the research finding’s transferability to other church contexts.  This has 

been achieved through the inclusion of two chapters focussed on the Diocese, Anglicanism, 

and the policies, procedures and canon law towards child protection in Tasmanian 

Anglicanism.  An argument in favour of the transferability of the findings of this research to 

other church contexts is due to the similarity of child protection systems to be implemented 
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across the major church denominations (screening, policies, training), and the age of these 

systems (established mostly over the 21st century).  It is the contention of this dissertation that 

the study is transferable to other Australian Anglican dioceses given the existence of a 

nationalised child protection policy system across the Australian Anglican communion, the 

shared ecclesial and clerical structures, and similarities in doctrinal affiliations in a number of 

dioceses (largely evangelical).  

Confirmability: The Researcher has sought to demonstrate the confirmability of the project 

by making the dissertation as transparent as possible, both in its reflexivity and the 

showcasing of transcript data.  This chapter has afforded extended detail to the ethics and 

interview process, alongside the Researcher’s reflections of being a ‘somewhat insider’ (over 

1,000 words).  Adopting an approach of transparency was deemed necessary in response to 

the assertions of a conflict of interest by the SSHREC, and provided as a means of assuring 

the reader of the integrity of the project.  Each of the findings chapters in this dissertation 

have been intentionally written to provide as many excerpts from interviews as possible to 

show the reader ‘evidence’ in support of the conclusions reached by analysis and presented 

within discussions and commentary.  The intention here was to let the data ‘speak for itself’, 

thereby dispelling unease that the Researcher may be presenting a ‘biased’ account in favour 

of the Anglican Diocese of which he is a member. 

Credibility: As mentioned above in confirmability, sections of interview transcripts were 

inserted as regularly as possible to ‘show’ that the analysis of the dissertation faithfully re-

presented the positions of participants, and contextualised these statements in their social 

context.  This chapter has also described how the research process was guided by the critical 

realist perspective, seeking to perceive and accurately describe the research sample and the 

data they provided.  Readers are able to ‘test for themselves’ the truth of the project by 

becoming familiar with the context of the Diocese (Chapter 5-6) and cross referencing this 

with participant statements.  Member checks were offered as a means of increasing the 

credibility of the research (Carlson 2010).   

Dependability: Efforts have been made in this dissertation to be transparent as to the research 

and analytical processes.  In this chapter a detailed account has been provided to show how 

the research was conceived and executed, which is complemented by the material in the 

Appendices showing how analysis was undertaken by the Researcher.  
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Limitations 

There are undoubtedly limitations to the research methods, the data, and the dissertation 

itself.  For example, there is the concern that interviewees could simply be giving answers 

they expect were the desired (sought after) responses or that “parrot policy proscriptions” 

(see Morrison 2005: 33).  With a topic as sensitive as child sexual abuse, in a societal climate 

where the issue is prominent, and with the clergy literally being the face of their parish 

community and church, there is a lot of pressure on clergy to ‘tow the party line’ and ‘save 

face’.  Though measures were installed to limit or otherwise filter the occurrence of courtesy 

bias within the interviews and data itself, it cannot be denied that this may have transpired 

within this dataset.  To counter this, appropriate control methods were employed, not the least 

being somewhat of an ‘insider’ thereby assisting rapport with participants.   

It is acknowledged that some questions were not asked of all participants, a product of a lack 

of experience, and consideration for the well-being of respondents during the interview 

process, particularly when addressing issues that were personally challenging.  It is argued 

that even when this was required, the questions of importance to this study were answered by 

a statistically representative proportion of the sample size to facilitate rigorous analysis, 

removed from accusations of ‘guesswork… masquerading as serious and responsible social 

science’ (Greeley 2004: 28).   

Ethnographic research was conducted, albeit to a limited degree (during normal events visited 

as an insider, such as the Synod, the election of the Bishop of Tasmania, church services, 

child safety training days, parish council).  Ethnographic observation of clergy interactions 

with children in person were not undertaken in a formal anthropological capacity.  Though 

the researcher has experience of witnessing clerical interaction with children through being 

involved in Anglican youth ministry for several years, that experience is not quantifiable for 

this project.  Such observations are undeniably golden within this field of study, and is 

lacking in this dissertation to triangulate the interview data.  However, considering the 

difficulty of acquiring ethics clearance for interviewing alone, the researcher was not willing 

to invest more time, stress and energy to seek an ethics amendment to enable ethnographic 

observation.   

The research comes at a transition point of leadership within the Diocese.  The research itself 

commenced in the last year of Bishop Harrower, the interviews in the opening year of Bishop 

Condie, and the analysis stage in Bishop Condie’s second year.  Culture is an ever-changing 
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beast, adopting new shades and contours with the passing of time, surrounding societal events 

and cultures, and shifts in leadership (Schein 2010; Rubin and Rubin 1995).  The researcher 

is conscious of the active efforts of Bishop Condie, the Bishop himself having a doctorate in 

church congregational culture and organisational culture change (Condie 2010), to shift the 

Diocese’s clerical culture, as well as the most recent Royal Commission case studies 

examining the Diocese.  The culture that was operating in the Harrower era, and subsequently 

covered in this dissertation, is unlikely to be the same in the Condie era in which the findings 

will hopefully be presented.   

It is acknowledged that 20% of the sample were known to the researcher and that these prior 

relationships could, if permitted, have shaped or otherwise influenced the responses provided.  

In following the precedent of prior research in this field, efforts were made to regulate the 

answers of participants and encourage objectivity through asking a series of questions with a 

similar core inquiry (practice, attitude) though differing in format (O’Neill et al. 2010).  For 

example, questions about reporting practice were covered in a question specifically about 

reporting, as well as when asking about the confessional seal.   

It is acknowledged that the diagnosis of the clerical culture may be incorrect, in part due to 

some crucial questions being double-barrelled in nature (inappropriate situations question, 

see appendices) or otherwise missing pieces of the organisational puzzle.  To this note it is 

stressed that the author sought to be rigorous in his inquiry through using triangulation both 

within the interviews and in combining interviews with another research method.  In his 

analysis he let the data “speak for itself”, grouping answers together into themes and patterns.  

In defence of the dissertation, it is acknowledged by experts in the field that it is a difficult 

task to study and diagnose organisational culture, specifically over a short period of time and 

in not being fully immersed in the data (Schein 2010; Alvesson and Sveningsson 2008).  

Undoubtedly the author did what was best with his data and his position in the field, the latter 

undoubtedly providing a greater insight to this researcher than to the doctoral student who 

would be an outsider (Van Maanen 2002: 101).  
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Chapter 3 

Understanding Behaviour within Organisations:  

A Cultural Perspective 

 

As discussed previously, child sexual abuse is often framed as the product of individual 

agency and paraphilic desires (Leclerc, Chiu and Cale 2016).  Literature within 

criminology/psychology, however, increasingly challenges this perspective as too narrow a 

conceptualisation, accentuating instead, ‘behaviour as situated action’, thereby highlighting 

the significance of situational and organisational determining factors underpinning this 

behaviour (see Wortley, Marshall and Smallbone 2010; Vaughan 1998).  Accordingly, 

scholars of clerical collar crime are progressively drawing on the work of sociology of 

organisations and organisational psychology, specifically on organisational culture, to 

describe events of and responses to clergy child sexual abuse, as situated and socialised 

behaviour (see Keenan 2012; Doyle 2006; Berry 1998; Wilson 2008).   

The need to examine this organisational context becomes evident when contemplating that 

Biblical teaching and church structures prohibit child sexual abuse and require and instruct 

the disciplining of those who commit such crimes.  Notwithstanding these, ordinances, 

inquiries and media exposés demonstrate that these authoritative directions/decrees, 

particularly those of a disciplinary nature (laicisation/de-frocking), have been purposely 

ignored, on grounds that there exists a hidden or ‘veiled’ world of sexual crime and deviancy 

behind the candelabra (see Sipe 1995).  Such a phenomenon points to the presence of behind-

the-scenes forces directing organisational behaviour and shaping cognition and conduct from 

a concern for sanctity and the concealing of sin within a systemic culture of silence and non-

disclosure.   

This chapter presents the theoretical lens through which this dissertation examines clerical 

behaviour within church institutions, adopting a framework from the Organisational Culture 

Theory and a multi-faceted micro/meso/macro sociological perspective.  This is achieved 

through weaving together the works of Bourdieu (1986), Vaughan (1996), Schein (2010) and 

Keenan (2012).  A brief overview of sociology of organisations is provided, detailing the 

foundations to research within this field.  Organisational Culture Theory is introduced, citing 

the works of Vaughan (1996) and Schein (2010) from which the theoretical lens of this 

dissertation is detailed.  A review of the literature which applies this cultural perspective to 
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understanding clerical collar crime and clerical practice is provided, with a particular focus 

on Keenan (2012).  These perspectives are complemented by the work of Bourdieu (1986) 

and synthesised to formulate a multi-focal theoretical tool that might elucidate the 

effectiveness or dysfunctional operation of child-protective practices in the Anglican Church 

of Tasmania.   

Organisational Theory  

The study of organisations is a cross-disciplinary endeavour undertaken by scholars from 

sociology (sociology of organisations), business and management, psychology 

(organisational behaviour, social psychology), political science, criminology, police studies 

and economics (Shafritz, Ott and Jang 2005; Godwyn and Gittell 2012; Scott 1987).  The 

diversity beneficially stimulates variances in research foci and resultant contributions to 

common knowledge, whilst simultaneously creating a plethora of competition and 

supererogatory duplication of definitional content, alternate conceptualisations, and 

theoretical perspectives; efforts to keep abreast of the literature is increasingly difficult 

(Lounsbury and Beckman 2015; March 1965a, 1965b; Etzioni 1971; Shafritz, Ott and Jang 

2005; Godwyn and Gittell 2012).   

Organisational studies collectively pursue inquiry in order to explain the composition and 

activity of organisations (structure, policies, and engagements), their leaders and agents 

(organisational behaviour) and organisational phenomena (conflict, organisational change) 

(March 1965a, 1965b; Blau 1981; Godwyn and Gittell 2012).  While the concept of 

‘organisation’ is regularly debated (see Scott 1987), this dissertation adopts the following 

definition: 

A collective of malleable autonomous individuals, incorporated into an overarching 

entity, assembled due to the sharing of skills and expertise for the provision of 

services and functions, and simultaneously in pursuit of shared goals and aspirations, 

within a social context that subjects the entity and its agents to a series of variables 

and phenomena that influences the operations of the entity and its agents.   

(Shafritz, Ott and Jang 2005; Sofer 1972; Eldridge and Crombie 2013; Scott 1987).   

Shafritz, Ott and Jang (2005: xiii) contend that the research foci and works of organisational 

theory is assembled into seven schools: Classical Organisation Theory; Neo-Classical 

Organisation Theory; Human Resources Theory/Organisational Behaviour Perspective; 

“Modern Structural” Organisation Theory; Power and Politics Organisation Theory; 
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Organisational Culture Theory; Organisation and Environment Theories (see Shafritz, Ott 

and Jang 2005; Perrow 1982; Wortley 2002; Schein 2013; Martin 2002).   

This dissertation will adopt the ‘Organisational Culture Theory’ tradition, noting the 

consensus of its use and relevance in understanding child sexual abuse within Christian 

churches (Keenan 2012; Cozzens 2002; Kaufman et al. 2016; Munro and Fish 2015).  A 

précis of the theory and the reason for its adoption is offered below.  

Organisational Culture 

Emerging in prominence within the 1980s and specifically within the disciplines of business 

and management, Organisational Culture Theory (hereinafter ‘culture theory’) is one of the 

most recent and popular theoretical perspectives in the field of organisational studies to 

explore organisational behaviour (Shafritz, Ott and Jang 2005; Godwyn and Gittell 2012; 

Schneider, Erhart and Macey 2013; Hallett 2003).  Comprising a multitude of contributions, 

as found within organisational studies more broadly, disagreement exists as to the nature of 

organisational culture.  One perspective contends that it is a phenomenon an organisation 

‘possesses’, while others claim that culture is the ‘root metaphor’ of an organisation, the very 

character of the entity itself (Schneider et al. 2013; Alvesson 2011).  Through the latter lens, 

culture is conveyed as ‘expressive forms, manifestations of human consciousness… 

understood and analysed not mainly in economic or material terms, but in terms of their 

expressive and symbolic aspects’ (Smircich 1983: 348).   

This dissertation follows the widely cited work of Schein (2010), and Vaughan (1996).  

Conceptualising culture not just as an organisational component, but an invisible force that 

permeates as the essence of all that transpires within an organisation, and manifests in various 

forms in subunits and subcultures (Schneider et al. 2013; Hallett 2003; Schein 2010).   

Organisational culture can be understood as: 

A collective of attitudes, values, perceptions and practises that are adopted and shared 

by a social group towards social phenomena (particularly problems or issues), 

presuppositions and behaviours, which, in having been imbued with a status of 

legitimacy (due to their success in responding to said social phenomena, actual or 

declared), are treasured, passed on, enforced and regulated through sanctions as 

appropriate modes of cognition and conduct in response to the particular social 
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phenomena  

(see Schein 2010; Vaughan 1994; Shafritz, Ott and Jang 2005; Alvesson 2011).  

Culture then, is a set of unwritten principles providing internalised social scripts detailing 

‘how things are done around here’. It outlines a collaborative framework by which people 

interact with and work alongside each other, undertake their tasks and rectify problems and 

disputes (Weick and Sutcliffe 2003; Schein 2010; Vaughan 1996).  As stated by Vaughan 

(2002b), adopting a conceptual framework from Bourdieu (1986), culture shapes the 

worldview of the individual, producing shifts in their ‘cognition and conduct’.  This is not to 

say that culture only manifests in behaviour, but also in the selection of the layout of 

organisational buildings, the code for uniforms and dress conventions, corporate material and 

paraphernalia, and the conceptualisation of time, and hierarchical arrangements (Schein 

2010).  Needless to say, culture is an all-encompassing phenomenon.   

As an embodied phenomenon, culture is learned and internalised (or conversely rejected) 

through the process of socialisation.  It serves the purpose of integrating individuals into the 

organisation and simultaneously, operates critically as a means of social control (Schein 

2010; Bourdieu 1990).  Literature offers consensus that organisational socialisation is 

impinged on the concept of legitimacy, an apriorism that expounds Bourdieu’s notion of 

symbolic capital; the social currency from having a skill, notion, or deed seen as valuable, 

that consequently grants a level of authority to that person (Bourdieu 2007; Hallett 2003).  

Schein (2010) stresses that a value or practice can be implemented by influence and charisma 

by founding leaders but, subsequently, that it must be adopted as necessary by the people.  

Vaughan (1996) contends that culture need not emerge from a leader but can emanate at 

lower levels of an organisational hierarchy in having thoughts and processes accepted as 

legitimate if they are seen to work.  Either way, culture is passed on formally and informally, 

from higher levels and at lower levels (Schein 2010; Hallett 2003).   

Formal means of socialisation include workplace inductions, receiving forms of instruction, 

training seminars, and assigned mentorship; the latter particularly common in the police force 

and the priesthood (Wilkins and Williams 2009; Cook and Yanow 1993; Wilson 2008).  

Informal socialisation involves ‘learning the ropes’ through interaction with co-workers 

whilst working or on break in tea rooms, and through incidental or formal observation (Cook 

and Yanow 1993; Weick and Sutcliffe 2003; Hallett 2003).  Individuals assimilate the 

organisational ‘worldview’ through this process of bestowing a label of legitimacy to 
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organisational norms, values and practices, and by conforming to, or exercising compliance 

with, the normative prescriptions of social environment (Schein 2010; Wilkins and Williams 

2009).  Consequently, individuals adopt particular practises or are moulded in their thinking 

and values, through perceiving the organisation’s way of doing and thinking, as legitimate.  

In order to fit in, or by simply being taught or instructed that this is how things are done, 

individuals comply obsequiously (Hallett 2003).  Over time these norms and values, through 

repetition, become engrained and embodied.   

This is not to say that organisational cultures are homogenous, as with societies en masse 

various subcultures can operate within organisational settings, whether within different 

departments, amongst classes of individuals (managers versus cashiers), or across 

geographical regions (e.g. country bank branch culture versus city bank branch culture) and 

different countries (e.g. Chinese banking culture versus Australian banking culture).  This 

realisation is a key component in conceptualising differences in behaviours within 

organisations; one must be cautious to assume uniformity within and across organisations 

(Schein 2010; Vaughan 1996; Bourdieu 1990).  This is not to say that all individuals will 

operate in exactly the same way, for individuals have different formative experiences and 

therefore different habitus, and by extension, predispositions and expectations (e.g. the 

German banker taking a managerial post in an international banking firm positioned in 

America, the Harvard graduate compared to the Oxford graduate).  Bourdieu (1980, 1990) 

highlights the continued role of the habitus in shaping behaviour.   

Additionally, organisations rest not solely in divergent macrocultures (societal cultures, 

norms and values), but are also subject to contradistinctive environmental variables which 

affect internal operations and shifts in culture.  Organisations must be examined within their 

socio-economic, socio-political and socio-legal contexts, as well as considered through the 

effect of any other social phenomenon or operations, points stressed by Vaughan (1996) in 

her account of the NASA Challenger disaster.  For example, some organisational practices 

are orchestrated by the scrutiny of economic climates (“tightening the belts”), or to be more 

specific to the focus of this dissertation, churches implementing a raft of measures (deflective 

or corrective) in response to the Royal Commission, a governmental inquiry (socio-political 

context).   
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Understanding Organisational Culture 

This dissertation posits that organisational culture has a significant effect on the behaviour of 

organisational agents.  To explore this relational context fully, the works of Schein (2010), 

Vaughan (1996), Keenan (2012) and Bourdieu (1990) will be examined.  Schein (2010) is 

useful for understanding culture and how it manifests within organisations.  Vaughan (1996) 

illustrates the social nature of culture, how it is distributed across a range of contexts, which 

in turn influence the creation and influence of culture, and how it emerges on the ground 

level in response to particular problems or workplace tasks.  Keenan (2012) adopts 

Vaughan’s (1996) proposition in her examination of the cause of clergy-child sexual abuse 

within the Roman Catholic Church, emphasising how doctrine and religious beliefs shape 

organisational cultures.  Finally, Bourdieu (1990) formulates an algorithm for conceptualising 

practice within organisational fields.   

Conceptual Foundations: Organisational Culture, Leaders and Socialisation  

Schein (2010) describes culture as a layered phenomenon.  One can conceptualise culture as 

the ripple-effect following an explosion; culture manifests in a myriad of waves of effect 

from its epicentre outwards, and within the institutional context top down.  It is both visible 

in its embodiment and display in practices of organisational agents and organisational 

structures and systems, but also, unseen within the predispositions of organisational actors.  

Schein (2010) proposes three levels of culture, namely: (1) artefacts; (2) espoused beliefs and 

values (3) basic underlying assumptions.   

Artefacts:  

The outmost and broadest layer of culture, describes its outward manifestations.  This 

category includes practices, procedures, policies, paradigms and parables that occur and are 

shared within the organisation.  Schein (2010) provides numerous phenomena, some of which 

are listed in Table 2.   
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Table 2: Examples of Schein’s Artefacts 

Practices Procedures/Processes Policies Physical 

Paradigms 

Parables (Myths) 

Modes of 

language 

Boardroom/meeting styles Codes of 

Conduct 

Office layouts 

(open or 

closed) 

Workplace heroes 

Interaction 

with clients 

Discipline and Dispute 

Resolution 

Cash-handling 

policies 

Styles of Dress Workplace villains 

Interaction 

with 

colleagues 

(esp. 

superiors) 

Promotions Dispute 

resolution  

Symbols/logos How to handle 

difficult clients 

Work practices Terminations/redundancies List of company 

values 

Building 

architecture 

Handling difficult 

situations 

Socialising 

norms and 

rules 

Inductions and training 

programs 

An organisation’s 

self-description 

Furniture Dos and do nots 

Rites of 

passage 

ceremonies 

Hiring process Newsletters and 

propaganda 

Function 

layouts 

Success stories 

Celebrations Complaints/appeals Job requirements Boardroom 

layouts 

Failure stories 

Norms/modes 

of behaviour 

Handling of the media Slogans/mantras Transport “If I were king” 

stories 

 

Schein (2010: 24) notes that artefacts, like the pyramids of Giza, are readily visible to 

observers but are not immediately decipherable; it is not transparent as to why artefacts occur 

nor what their underlying meaning or generative factors are, a position affirmed by fellow 

organisational culture scholars (Vaughan 1996; Schneider et al. 2013).  Schein (2010) advises 

that in order to understand artefacts, it is necessary for the individual to be immersed within 

that culture for a period, or be a member of that culture.  Only then, Schein (2010) states, will 

the generative causes and meaning, as contained within the second layer of culture become 

clear. 

Espoused beliefs and values:  

This level of culture involves the values, rules, norms and beliefs that are held amongst a 

group, which Schein (2010:24-25) defines as one’s opinion as to how something should be, 
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as encompassed within ‘ideals, goals, values, aspirations, ideologies, rationalisations’.  For 

example, “employees should take initiative in their work”, “time should not be wasted”; 

“collaboration is compromising”.  

Collective beliefs and values are commonly found and mutually adopted within workgroups 

with shared experiences (Vaughan 1996).  As outlined above, Schein (2010) maintains that in 

order for beliefs and values to be internalised by individuals, they must be seen to be 

successful and have this perceived success sustained or repeatedly confirmed; leadership 

being a critical component of that affirmation process.  This instigates the internalisation 

process of the belief or value from something acknowledged or claimed, to something lived 

and practised.   

Basic Underlying Assumptions:  

Schein (2010) contends that underlying assumptions rest at the heart of organisational culture 

and are the source of why the organisation is as it is and does what it does; the foundation.  

Underlying assumptions and espoused values and beliefs are co-dependent, functioning as a 

spiral of reciprocity: artefacts and espoused beliefs and values stem from and reflect 

underlying basic assumptions, and artefacts and beliefs and values are internalised and 

recognised within internalised assumptions.  This foundation creates a shared identity, a 

collective conscience providing meaning and meaning-making, internal organisational 

harmonisation in the unison of worldviews, and forms a basis for multi-party thinking 

(rationalisation and neutralisation) (Schein 2010; Weick and Sutcliffe 2003).  Examples of 

such assumptions include: “unity is the source of corporate strength”; “education and 

experience is the source of expertise”; “military occupation is inherently dangerous”; “the 

stock market cannot be conquered”.   

When values, beliefs and practices are internalised they become embodied amongst 

organisational agents, becoming a facet of worldview, the manner in which individuals 

perceive and respond to reality; they become engrained into their habitus, forming the 

predispositions that shape interaction with society and social phenomena (Schein 2010; 

Bourdieu 1990).   

Other Factors of Consideration in Organisational Culture 

Schein (2010) acknowledges that organisations sit within a macroculture (a society and its 

culture) and incorporate subcultures (clusters of culture within an overarching culture) and 

microcultures (minute culture clusters).  Organisations are thereby fashioned by many 



76 

 

broader societal-cultural influences, including understanding of time, reality, truth, human 

nature and space (Schein 2010).  This is of particular importance when examining globalised 

entities (Microsoft in China), undertaking cross-national comparative studies (McDonalds in 

Australia and Italy), creating multi-ethnic corporations (a British organisation run by an 

Indian CEO) and when studying large corporations (subcultures amongst elites and 

departments); only then will one see the interweaving of a number of cultural threads and 

dimensions.   

Operation of Culture and Deviance within Organisations 

Vaughan (1996, 1998, 2002a, 2010) contends that the behaviour of organisational agents 

needs to be understood within an interrelating multi-layered social context; that behaviour is 

the product of the interaction of agency, culture, and social structures (triune-layered).  To 

examine institutional behaviour in any other fashion, Vaughan (1998) argues, would create 

reductionistic and narrow accounts, thereby diminishing the efficacy of policy 

recommendations.  The interlacing of these contexts, independently and collectively, shift 

opportunities and environmental conditions, which in turn influences the cognition and 

conduct of organisational agents; particularly in areas of decision making, the perception and 

identification of mistakes, and responses to risks (Vaughan 1998, 2002a, 2010).  Of interest 

to Vaughan (1996) is how organisational culture determines actors’ choices, the 

normalisation of deviancy, and can render behaviours and perceptions that are morally or 

practically deviant as assumed practices and mindsets within organisational settings.   

Culture is defined by Vaughan (1996, 2002a) as the set of solutions, perspectives, 

assumptions and approaches created in response to issues and tasks commonly shared by a 

collective of individuals within an organisational structure (hereinafter ‘situational 

responses’).  Situational responses are adopted via training, inductions, and involvement in 

‘working groups’ (teams and departments).  Situational responses manifest in ‘rules, rituals 

and beliefs’, implementing systems of ‘how things are done’ and ‘how things are perceived 

and evaluated’ (Vaughan 1996: 64).  These can take the form of written decrees 

(organisational codes or governing documents) or stem from these transcripts as unwritten 

practice.  Culture can emerge from various levels within organisations, in the form of 

working groups, departments, organisational elites (meso-level) or as a product of 

developments in legal, economic and broader societal spheres (macro-level) (Vaughan 1998).   
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Organisational culture is a powerful determinant of behaviour, Vaughan (1996) argues, 

insofar as it simultaneously imbues perspectives into the values of organisational actors and 

moulds modes of interpreting and responding to events and stimuli.  This creates a 

‘worldview’ or shared ‘social scripts’ that direct, and at times inhibit, actors’ actions, 

normalising and routinising certain practices and modes of thinking (Vaughan 2002a:15; 

Condie 2010).  Both at an individual and larger group level, patterns of behaviour are 

normalised through the continued adoption of organisational interpretations and responses 

executed in prior situations and events, establishing precedents which legitimise and further 

crystallise future ways of being, doing, and perceiving (Vaughan 1996, 2002).  

Consequentially, attitudes and behaviours of individuals can be collectively studied as a 

direct and active replication of all that constitutes and reflects, institutional cultures (Vaughan 

1996, 1998).  Culture, Vaughan (1998) records, permeates throughout each of the three 

identified levels of social interaction; the micro-level (individual action and behaviour), 

meso-level (organisation), and macro-level (organisation interaction with broader society, see 

Table 3).   

Table 3: Vaughan’s multi-layered approach to culture 

Level Definition Example 

Macro (broader 

societal context) 

The broader space/field within 

which an organisation rests 

and the 

social/political/economic 

forces it there interacts with 

Australia and the effects of the global 

financial crisis shifting market 

economies and public spending habits 

Meso (organisation) The organisation, its 

departments and the structures 

and cultures therein operate in 

respect to professional practice 

Department cultures encouraging work 

productivity and strictly meeting KPIs; 

awarding those that do and shaming 

those that do not 

Micro (agent) Individual cognition and 

conduct within an 

organisational structure 

Prioritising individual work and success 

over collegiality and colleague 

friendships, seeing those who do not 

meet KPIs as failures, self-worth 

evaluated by sales rather than customer 

service or personal integrity 

 

Macro-level 

Organisations and social institutions are affected by the broader forces and phenomena within 

the societal context in which they reside.  Vaughan (1996) labels this the ‘environmental 

context’, but to avoid confusion with the use of the term by situational crime prevention 
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theory, Vaughan’s (1996, 2002a) concept will be referred to as ‘societal context’.  A number 

of critical variables impact the societal context, namely developments in political and 

economic spheres, legislative requirements, operations of other institutions, and how the 

organisation under examination sits in relation to and is affected by these variables (Vaughan 

1998; DiMaggio 1998).  These variables, in turn, alter the organisation spurring responsive 

change in the movements of organisational elites and organisational cultures, respectively 

(Vaughan 2002a).   

For example, in her study of the Challenger Disaster, Vaughan (1998, 2002a) identified that 

the ‘culture of production’ (an organisational pursuit of the acquisition and retention of 

clients), and the system of perceptions and practices which ultimately enabled the destruction 

of the Challenger, emerged through a combination of interconnecting external-internal 

variables and cultures.  Specifically, these centred on: an economic climate unfavourable to 

space engineering which prompted engagement with government agencies for the purpose of 

funding, further exacerbating the need to meet deadlines for the purpose of retaining 

government approval and media attention.  Collectively, political and economic forces shift 

organisational structures and systems in pursuit of economic feasibility, and thus fashion 

organisational cultures (meso-level) in a ‘trickle-down effect’ (Vaughan 2002a: 26).  What 

eventuated in the tragic aftermath of the Challenger disaster, was a neutralising of blame at 

the system/cultural level, to and an orchestrated shift in focus on the technical malfunctions 

that led to the explosion, an example of how ‘spin’ and ‘disinformation’ collaborate to deflect 

blame to meet the need to acknowledge and attribute culpability to institutions most at fault.   

Meso-level and Micro-level 

Vaughan (2002a) describes the meso-level as arenas (guilds, associations, and organisations) 

within which conduct and cognition occur.  Organisations, as domains of social interaction, 

are spaces which are established, arranged and ordered by structures, rules, procedures and 

hierarchies, but which are inherently governed by organisational culture, and which in turn 

moulds the ‘cognition and choice’ of organisational agents; commonly initiated by the 

decision of elites (Vaughan 2002a: 15).  These cultures, customary implementations or 

responses to decrees by elites, ‘trickle-down’ through organisations, changing how things are 

done, altering and re-scripting institutional memory (Vaughan 2002a: 17).   

Extending Bourdieu (1988), Vaughan (1996, 2002a, 2002b, 2010) argues that individuals 

operate and interact within social spaces with the guidance of embodied scripts, comprising a 
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worldview that is inherently immersed within one’s lived experiences (Micro-Level).  This 

script blue-prints decision making, provides a lens through which social phenomena are 

perceived and understood, and essentially colour one’s ‘understandings, choices, actions and 

outcomes’ (Vaughan 2010: 7).  This establishes normalised patterns of behaviour, precedents 

or ‘terms of reference’, and further perpetuates modes of behaviour that entrench individuals’ 

worldviews (Vaughan 2002a:12).  Worldviews are adopted from formative training, such as 

universities or workplace training, and through involvement in working environments; the 

position of individuals within the organisation further influencing the degree to which the 

shared social script is developed and internalised (Vaughan 2002a, 2010).  Actors conform to 

the patterns of behaviour within the institution to align with its cultures; modelling shared 

social scripts, machinations observable to researchers (Vaughan 2002a).   

This training of ‘professionals’ shapes preconceptions to, and practises and routines within, 

the workforce.  The approaches manifest as ‘common sense’ and are formulated by a 

combination of institutional rules, practices and wisdom acquired from presence in the 

organisation (through experience/observation and mentoring/instruction).  In examining air 

traffic controllers, Vaughan (2002a: 22) records that institutional rules and formal training, 

together with practice, instilled policies and procedures that became tacit knowledge, 

demonstrating how organisations and organisational culture operate as powerful manipulators 

of cognition and practice; it becomes embodied, habitual, habitus.  Of interest to this 

dissertation, is its application for professionals’ formative training.  In shaping worldview, 

individual perceptions of risk and evaluative, as well as decision making, skills (rational 

choice), are tuned and synchronised to meet that environment into which the actor must 

operate.   

Again, in her study of the NASA Challenger disaster, Vaughan (1996) observed that leading-

up to the launch, institutional cultures of production (pressures to meet launch deadlines and 

acquire funding) escalated the bureaucratisation of NASA administration, institutionalised 

adherence to policy and procedure following, and instilled a culture that rule-following 

secured employee safety.  This culture, in combination with the culture of technical 

uncertainty, Vaughan (1996) emphasises, ultimately contributed to the disaster by 

entrenching cognitions and choices in NASA staff which overlooked and dismissed priorities 

relating to mechanical safety concerns of the spaceship.  Warning signs, evidenced through 

both mechanical faults and staff comments/complaints, arose on a number of occasions over a 

series of years, yet the cultures present within the organisation redefined ‘risk’ as ‘acceptable 
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risk’; signs of concern and mechanical flaws were perceived through the lens of normal and 

expected processes of aerospace engineering, objections to which were overruled in 

precedence of the need to meet organisational launch targets and follow standardised 

procedure: the normalisation of risk and deviance (Vaughan 2002a:17).   

Vaughan’s (2002a) work demonstrates how organisational culture can normalise modes of 

behaviour and render them to be perceived as ‘safe and acceptable’, which for those who sit 

outside of the culture, are clearly criminal, negligent and deviant.  A similar application of a 

sociology of organisations and mistake has been applied by Keenan (2012) to account for the 

concealment of clerical collar crime within the Roman Catholic Church.   

Organisational Culture and Abuse in the Catholic Church  

Keenan (2012) draws from the sociology of organisations to examine child sexual abuse 

within the Roman Catholic Church, identifying the criminal activity as a systemic and 

institutionalised phenomenon.  In demonstrating the similarity in how dioceses and 

archdioceses around the world have responded to clerical abuse situations and allegations, 

Keenan (2012) advances the view that clerical collar crime can only be analysed and 

understood through a multidimensional lens, one that incorporates the socio-religious and 

organisational contexts of the Church.  In a similar manner to Vaughan (1996), Keenan 

(2012, 2013) underscores three levels of analysis: the individual, the organisational (local) 

and the institutional.  Significantly, attention is given to the role of religious beliefs and how 

these weave throughout organisational/institutional structures and cultures to influence 

clerical responses and practices towards clerical abuse.  This stratified clerical culture, 

Keenan (2012) notes, is of critical significance to the occurrence of clerical collar crime, and 

the facilitation and silencing of child sexual abuse, noting that the influences of macro-

cultures will vary between dioceses and geographic centres (Pilgrim 2011; Conway 2014).   

Institutional 

The Catholic Church is a globalised entity that is hierarchically structured, governed and 

regulated; governance and judicial functions entrenched within Catholic theology and law 

(Canon Law), make the Church a unique and complicated entity to examine.  Keenan (2012) 

reasons that the Church’s clerical structure, function and consequential clerical culture, are 

inseparable to clerical collar crime. 

Three features of the Catholic clergy are complicit in the creation of clerical culture 

conducive to clerical collar crime.  Firstly, clergy operate within a clerical system that 
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functions in a monarchically-tiered manner, from: Deacon (knight), Priest (baron), Bishop 

(lord), Archbishop (duke), Cardinal (prince), Pope (king).  Clergy swear allegiance to clerical 

superiors in ordination as representatives of their king, the Pope of Rome, who exercises 

sovereignty over the global Catholic Church system as ‘Vicar of Christ’.  This hierarchical 

system is legitimised by Catholic theology which attributes the Catholic Church the status of 

the ‘one true church’ and the Pope, as the successor of the Apostle Peter (whom Catholics see 

as the divinely appointed successor of Jesus Christ), the sole authoritative leader of the 

Church (and Christianity per se).   

Secondly, within Catholic theology clergy possess the right to administer the sacraments, four 

of which (baptism, Eucharist, confession and last rites) are essential in the Catholic economy 

of salvation and the role of forgiving sin and reconciling man to God (for a more detailed 

commentary see Allison 2014).  Catholic laity cannot officiate any of the sacraments and are 

reliant upon them in their faith.  When performing their sacred duties, clergy are said to be, 

and are taught that they are, present ‘in persona Christi’ (in the person or place of Christ), 

and thus acting as spokesmen and intermediaries of Christ.  So, though powerful in relation to 

the laity, clergy are themselves subject to clerical superiors, making them, as Keenan (2013) 

states, “powerless”.   

Thirdly, in adopting the work of Sipe (see Sipe 1995; Doyle, Sipe and Wall 2006), Keenan 

(2012) argues that clerical celibacy, in light of a particular Catholic theology removed of 

relational sexual ethics, has historically been attributed to a distinction between the clergy 

and the laity, insofar as celibacy, nestled within clerical identity, perpetuates a notion of 

clergy as ‘super-human’.  The requirements of celibacy are, however, unrealistic for most 

clergy, with Keenan (2012) highlighting the reporting of a subterranean world of sexual 

deviancy within Catholicism (see Sipe 1995; Cozzens 2002; Frawley-O’Dea 2007).  This 

perspective is one of heavy debate (see Greeley 2004).  

This unique clerical system creates a significant cultural and spiritual power differential 

between clergy and the laity, a phenomenon termed ‘clericalism’ by Doyle (2006: 190).  

Clericalism permeates the clerical ranks through seminary education (which instils the 

theology mentioned above) and throughout church life for members of the laity, the two 

harmonising to legitimise and perpetuate a continuance of clerical culture.  This is said to 

particularly be the case in the more authoritarian pre-Vatican II clergy, though this is 

debatable (see Terry and Freilich 2012; Keenan 2012; Tripp 2015).  The laity, are cultured to 
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revere and submit to clergy as their ‘spiritual fathers’ (priests possessing the title of ‘father’), 

which in turn carries over into the organisational level.   

Organisational 

At the organisational level, the clerical structure and the Catholic theological worldview are 

highlighted in moulding behaviour of clerical superiors, and Catholic Dioceses 

organisationally.  Bishops have been shown to approach reports of clergy-child sexual abuse 

within a theological framework, defining the crime as a ‘sin’, providing absolution, and 

charging offenders to “go and sin no more”, assuming repentance and spiritual reform in this 

process.  The Roman Catholic sacrament of confession, Keenan (2012) claims, creates an 

unhealthy culture of detachment from ‘act’ and ‘gravity of consequence’; rather than 

perceiving the crime as a grievous offence against a child who requires healing and 

reconciliation, the act is seen solely as a transgression against God.  The matter becomes 

horizontal rather than vertical (see also Cornwell 2014).   

It is from this mindset that the Church propagated a so-called ‘theology of scandal’.  Keenan 

(2012) attests the Church sought out means of ‘silencing’ survivors and hiding offenders in 

order to prevent scandal and preserve the power of the church, a power that is inseparable 

from moral standing and uprightness.  Bishops, given their investment in their ecclesial office 

and their vows of obedience to the Pope and Church, perceived the protection of the church 

as their primary duty, and made movements of secrecy rather than transparency.  Clerical 

power and respect led to clergy being believed over that of the victim/truthful reporter of 

abuse, perpetuating secrecy and denial and formed an institutional strategy for responding to 

abuse allegations (see Wilson 2008).  

Keenan (2013) identifies the seminary (priest training university) as the field within which 

the clerical habitus is formed, a phenomenon titled ‘the shaping of clerical masculinities’, 

that perpetuates the Roman Catholic ethos promoting surrounding cultural, and situational 

factors that led to the abuse of children.  It is argued that the cleric is inured to perceive their 

masculinity as ‘clerical’, and that clerical identity is based on moral purity and sexual 

chastity, a position the priest cannot be seen to breach as he is deemed to be above the 

common man.  These pressures, Keenan (2012) reasons, create immense pressure which 

leads to secrecy and the compartmentalising of ‘sins’ and ‘imperfections’ and, by extension, 

sexual crime, which is further compartmentalised/neutralised, erroneously.  This culture 

fosters an adaptable climate amongst clergy of ‘rule keeping’, the displacement of shame and 
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guilt, self-preservation, and the ‘othering’ of survivors (Sipe 1995; Cozzens 2002; McGrath-

Merkle 2010).  Keenan acknowledges that this is ultimately an unhealthy and unrealistic 

understanding of what a cleric must be, propagating a model of priesthood within which the 

undertaking of relationships for emotional and sexual intimacy is advised to be normalised 

(Keenan 2012).   

Individual Level  

Keenan (2012) observes that at the individual level, the cleric’s occupation, organisation, 

organisational environments, and personal worldview are immersed within the Roman 

Catholic worldview (though not all abide to these) which ultimately renders them powerless, 

lacking in autonomy and emotionally disassociated from the institution within which they are 

spiritually immersed.  On an everyday basis, clergy embody the role of a Catholic cleric, 

perceiving phenomena through the lens of Catholic doctrine and theology and responding to 

events through the theological-legal framework of the church.  The cleric is trained to 

welcome reverence and deference; the cleric knows of and enjoys their power and prestige.  

The priest is trained to submit to his superiors as a religious duty.  This power and status, 

though intended for good, has been shown to have detrimental psychological effects for the 

individual, which Keenan (2012) states may manifest in their seeking of “comfort” in the 

context of child sexual abuse.   

The clerical life is isolating and one which restricts men from interrelating with others and 

from forming healthy and positive relationships (Wilson 2008; Greeley 2004).  Clerical 

power has enabled men to possess and nurture opportunities for offending, both through their 

ministry (programs and events), and the opportunities that arise to utilise their office to 

groom children for offending.  The role of priest itself is one within which the offender 

capitalises in being aware of their power, emboldening clerical offenders to exploit and 

manipulate this power by threatening victims with spiritual manipulation, and to revert to an 

historically relied upon image of their priestly office and revered public image, to dismiss 

accusations against them (known as ‘clericalism’, see Doyle 2006).  As mentioned above, 

clergy are trained to perceive events through the prism of sin, and fellow clergy as brethren 

within the clerical state.  Historically, this has led to the favouring of the testimony of a cleric 

over a survivor, facilitating protection of the church over the safeguarding of a child at an 

individual level.   
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This conceptualisation of clerical culture in creating a totalising system within which clergy 

possess power over and in the church system, has been addressed in a number of other texts 

which point to spiritual/religious capital as the source of clerical power, the formative 

influence in institutions that shape the clerical habitus of superiority, and the principal means 

through which the church system (congregations, hierarchies) reinforces divisions and shape 

environments that enable abuse (Tripp 2015; Berry 1992; Wilson 2008; Bourdieu 2007; 

Watzke 1972).   

Organisational Culture and the Individual: Habitus, Fields and Capital  

In his detailed theory of social practice Bourdieu argues that an individual’s behaviour within 

an institutional setting (practice) is multifaceted and complex: the product of the collision and 

processing of internal processes (habitus), external forces (the field) and capital: [(habitus) 

(capital)] + field= practice (Bourdieu 1984: 101; Page 2013).  Bourdieu’s algorithm is useful 

in application to clerical collar crime, specifically when attempting to explain why clerical 

cultures may influence and enable some clerics to abuse but not others.  Bourdieu’s algorithm 

recognises the co-existence and interdependence of individual agency within a domain of 

institutional influence, alongside the agent’s standing (power) within that space.  It is worth 

noting that what organisational culture describes in respect to a group of individuals Bourdieu 

(1984) allocates to an individual level.  Each component is elaborated, in turn, as follows.  

Habitus 

Habitus can be understood as the series of subconsciously-operating predispositions, 

transferred from and internalised through, the process of socialisation (primarily one’s family 

and educative institutions).  It provides individuals with an internalised schema by which 

she/he can navigate the choices and events in everyday life (Bourdieu 1979; Page 2013; Reay 

2004).  This schema conditions and shapes individuals’ perception and interpretation of the 

world around them (meaning, tastes) and codes a matrix of practices to utilise and respond to 

the myriad of situations and social phenomena individuals will encounter (Bourdieu 1979, 

1990; Reay 2004).  From this habitus individuals’ thoughts, attitudes, mannerisms, customs, 

and preferences originate; it is an embodied phenomenon (Bourdieu 1990; Reay 2004).   

Bourdieu discusses that one’s habitus is reflective of the nature of the social class and 

conditions from which individuals hail, and that it is in examining similarities between 

persons of comparable or identical social conditions that explain shared practices, tastes and 

behaviours (Bourdieu 1979, 1990).  Bourdieu (1990) draws attention to the example of 

handwriting techniques, but alternatively, habitus explains why one individual may prefer 
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watching movies to reading.  An individual’s habitus is, made sturdy by the process of 

socialisation, through repetitious utilisation through practice in response to events and stimuli 

or ‘external necessities’, resistant to change (Bourdieu 1977:82).  It is however, subject to 

ongoing change, in what Bourdieu describes as a ‘unique integration’ (Bourdieu 1977:87), a 

process wherein one’s habitus continually assimilates and is re-configured through exposure 

and experiences within differing environments (fields). These in turn underpins future 

changes to one’s habitus.   

Bourdieu (1977: 87) explains this process through the example of tuition and student 

formation.  The habitus the student brings to school is set through the conditioning of the 

family, and it is this schema that establishes individuals approaches to and perceptions of 

relational experiences with that environment, the experiences and cultures encountered 

therein, and the habitus presented by teachers and fellow pupils (such as views on science 

and religion, manners and forms of engagement, interests in sport and recreation).  The 

student’s habitus is organic and changes over time.  Students adopts schemes requisite to and 

taught within that domain, which are thereafter ‘transformed’, creating a new habitus from 

which she/he approaches subsequent stages in her/his life (refined philosophical worldview, 

honed manners and social scripts, diversified tastes).  This process evolves continuously as 

the actor enters new domains, such as university or the work place (Bourdieu 1977).   

Rather than being a process of radical transformation, alterations to the habitus is gradual and 

sequential, with each stage conditioning, but not pre-determining, one’s interaction and 

engagement within the next environment; like changing the colour of water through a series 

of dyes.  Thus the individual and her/his practices are ‘a product of history… in accordance 

with the schemes generated by history’ (Bourdieu 1990: 54); past actions and experiences 

construct the mode and lens through which future events are perceived and approached.  A 

point to be stressed here, though is that while the concept of habitus initially reads as 

advancing a set of conditioning factors that pre-determine individual behaviour this is not 

necessarily always the case, the opposite occurs which is made clear when applying the 

second layer of Bourdieu’s concept, fields (Page 2013).   

Fields 

A field can be understood as a structured social space within society, encompassing a 

configured network of positions and interactions, orientating around the pursuit, possession 

and execution of a prized commodity (capital), which, unique to the field, translates to power 
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within that domain (Emirbayer and Johnson 2008; Page 2013).  Positions within the field are 

characterised by their location in the nexus of the lattices of power structures that comprise 

the field, and the degree of capital contained within them (Emirbayer and Johnson 2008; 

Page 2013).  These positions are sought after by agents (individuals/institutions) within the 

field in order to acquire leverage in that domain.  Accordingly, fields are marked by constant 

contestation for capital; those within authority seeking to preserve the status quo and their 

domination of the field, countered by those in subordinate positions who seek to re-order 

power imbalances, and even re-define the value and nature of capital; the orthodoxy and 

heresy opposition (Emirbayer and Johnson 2008; Page 2013; Swartz 1997).   

Various settings have been conceptualised within the notion of ‘field’, such as the academic 

world and the penal field (Page 2013).  For example, the academic field is structured by a 

series of positions which orientate around the pursuit and accumulation of academic capital.  

This capital is attained through achieving milestones producing recognition for academic 

contributions, such as acquiring a doctorate, being published in a high ranking journal, and 

attaining large merit-based grants.  As one acquires greater academic capital, she/he become 

eligible for higher positions within the field, such as the rank of professor or director of a 

research institute, and accordingly, promotion to more prestigious posts in academic and 

research institutes (such as Oxford University).  Academics pursue additional capital as it 

bestows kudos of having ‘expertise’ (cultural capital) and remunerates with higher rates of 

pay (economic capital).  These high-ranked academic positions also grant the ability to 

manipulate the academic field, determining what constitutes academic capital (whether it is 

based on articles or books), and the requisite routes to certain positions within a field 

(graduate pathways, tuition fees, journal standards) (Page 2013).   

While the concept of habitus has been previously applied to the church and the formation of 

clerical practices by theologians, these works fail to describe Bourdieu’s framework and thus 

misrepresent the theory (see Sanks 2015; Brittain 2007).  Brittain (2007) particularly 

misrepresents the concept of habitus, seemingly from a theological objection to the concept 

on the grounds of favouring the theological concept of sanctification, whilst Sanks (2015) 

does not include an examination of fields within his work, omitting of Bourdieu’s description 

of change of individual behaviour within a field and the conceptualisation of practice.   
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Capital 

Capital is defined as the product of labour, manifesting in material or embodied forms, which 

translate into the execution of ‘social energy’ within social spaces to grant access to ‘profit’ 

by the agent (Bourdieu 2007: 83).  Capital is apportioned and constrained by the structures 

present within fields, and thus shapes the capacity of practices executed therein (Bourdieu 

2007: 83).  The efficiency of one’s capital is determined by the position of the actor within a 

field and their relation to other positions and actors in that field (Bourdieu 2007).  There are 

three ‘types’ of ‘capital; economic capital (materials and goods which are products of labour 

which serve as a commodity of exchange and power), social capital (immaterial connexions) 

and cultural capital (Bourdieu 2007). 

Cultural capital is the series of valued abilities and predispositions which grant fluency and 

advantage in social domains (Pakulski 2004:110).  Bourdieu (2011:86) states that since the 

source of cultural capital is less visible than the acquisition of economic capital, it is more 

likely to be valued as symbolic capital, or ‘legitimate authority and competence’.  Cultural 

capital manifests in three mediums through institutionalisation, embodiment, and material.   

Social capital marks the profit and advantage acquired through involvement in social 

networks and memberships in groups which support the capital owned within that group 

(Bourdieu 2007).  These networks affirm and strengthen the capital of its members, and 

perpetuates their capital in being associated with this membership.  The strength of the social 

capital is dependent upon the size of the network and the nature of the capital it mobilises 

(Bourdieu 2007).  Social capital is reproduced through a series of exchanges between actors, 

and membership is monitored and controlled to further maintain the power structures of that 

network (Bourdieu 2007).  For example, a Queen’s Counsel within the legal profession has a 

high degree of social capital in being networked with senior members of the bar (high 

ranking barristers, solicitors and judges), networks which may manifest in fraternities.  In 

such networks, there may be unspoken rules of membership eligibility (required years in 

practice, working in certain firms or on particular cases).   

Importantly, the three capitals can be exchanged for one another, but to varying degrees of 

success and speed, in a process Bourdieu (2011: 83) calls transubstantiation (by which the 

properties of one matter assumes those of another whilst maintaining the overall properties of 

the converted matter; not to be confused with the Catholic theological term of the same 

name).  For example, economic capital can be converted into cultural capital through tertiary 
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educative institutions, however this takes time (to undertake and complete a degree), and 

social capital can translate to cultural capital (bestowment of teaching award from 

involvement in academic elite social networks) (Bourdieu 2007).   

It must be stressed that not all forms of capital are valuable in all social domains, though in 

some circumstances there may be a degree of cross-over in a collection of domains (Page 

2013).  For example, training in criminal law and statutory interpretation has primary value 

within the field of criminal law, as well as value within the field of criminology insofar as 

knowledge of the law, criminal law policies, and the criminal justice system can inform 

criminological research given the area is cross-disciplinary in nature.  Theological training, 

however, though providing explanations for deviancy and criminality, does not have 

knowledge and expertise valued as capital within the secular field of criminology, but 

instead, carries some influence in philosophy.   

Together, these concepts are utilised to explain individual behaviour, or practice.   

Practice 

An individual’s practices within a field, therefore, is the product of that habitus 

(predispositions and skills) in combination with the capital they possess within the bounds 

and series of forces, freedoms and constraints placed upon them by their position within the 

field.  Bourdieu (1990) likens the field and his concepts to a sports-field or board upon which 

actors ‘play’.  As in a game of poker, individuals must possess a share of the capital valued in 

that field (one’s ‘buy-in’) in order to enter the field (a medical degree to practise medicine, 

theological certification to enter the ministry).  In entering the game, players accept that their 

involvement within the field is beneficial and thus subscribe to the ‘rules of the game’, the 

cultures, assumptions and processes that operate within that field (doxa).  Over time, actors 

within the field develop a ‘feel for the game’, incorporating into their habitus the doxa that 

enables individuals to manoeuvre and respond to situations that arise within the field, in field-

specific and a more advantageous manner (Bourdieu 1990; Page 2013).  Those who fail to 

work within the rules of the game are sanctioned and expelled from the field by those in 

power to maintain a favourable operational environment within which to perpetuate the status 

quo (Bourdieu 1990; Page 2013).   

For example, as a graduate student undertakes postdoctoral fellowships she/he, in being 

exposed to the field of academia, finds her/his habitus moulded to encourage greater 

interaction with the field in the pursuit of capital.  This process involves adhering to the doxa 
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in order to pursue publications and grants (co-authorship with seasoned professors) that build 

higher academic capital.  Individuals who seek to acquire capital through field-determined 

illegitimate means, such as plagiarism, are stripped of their capital and removed from the 

academic field.  This simultaneously affirms the rules of the game and preserves the 

dominance of field elites (Page 2013; Bourdieu 1990).  This understanding can be applied to 

this dissertation’s focus on clerical child-protective practices.   

A Consolidated Approach to Clerical Practice 

This dissertation amalgamates the contributions of the theoretical perspectives to examine 

clerical practice and culture within the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania.  It argues that clerical 

practice is to be understood as situated behaviour, occurring within a multi-dimensional 

framework, incorporating individual agency, organisational structures, societal context, and 

culture (societal, organisational, subcultural, macrocultural).  Clerical culture is recognised as 

the ‘DNA’ (ethos) of the organisation, present across each component of the Diocese; guiding 

and governing the habitus of all within it.   

Clergy are autonomous, yet malleable agents who operate within the Diocese (fields) by 

following the guide of their internal compass, the schema, which colours individual 

perception and behaviour, conditioning reactions to stimuli; the habitus (Bourdieu 1980; 

Chan 1997), worldview (Vaughan 1996), and individuals’ underlying assumptions (Schein 

2010).  Schema incorporate and radiate through one’s beliefs, ideologies, values, tastes, 

styles, and preferences (Bourdieu 1980; Chan 1997).  An individual’s habitus is constructed 

from formative institutions (family, school) and is thereafter impressed with exposure to 

subsequent fields and domains (Bourdieu 1980; Vaughan 1996; Chan 1997).   

In the case of the clergyperson key areas of formation include institutions (family, school, 

university), but also domains particular to Christianity such as the parish church, the 

university Christian group, the bible college/seminary and the Diocese in which she/he 

worships (Papesh 2004; Tripp 2015; Cozzens 2002).  The cleric is also influenced and shaped 

by mentors, books, and their peers.  Importantly, the theological traditions of these centres 

and people have a profound influence on forming the clerical habitus, in shaping 

understandings of church (ecclesiology), worship (liturgy), sacraments (sacramentology), 

salvation (soteriology); each influencing notions and practising of the priesthood and pastoral 

theology.  This habitus is not static, but ever changing, subject to the influence of broader 

factors and variables; particularly those deemed to possess symbolic capital or legitimacy, 
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those recommended as possessing notions and practises perceived as successful or 

functionally sound within a specific organisation/field (Bourdieu 1980; Schein 2010; 

Vaughan 1996; Tripp 2015; Papesh 2004; Tripp 2015; Cozzens 2002).   

Organisation, as a collective of individuals, is a social space possessing its own habitus, 

specific set of normalised modes of behaviour, idiosyncrasies, mutually shared perceptions, 

reactions, strategic practices and preferences; culture.  As habitus is the product of 

socialisation, delivered within a broader social context of social institutions (primarily the 

family and the school), so too culture is implemented through socialisation (leaders or 

training) and is immersed within a broader socio-political, socio-legal and socio-economic 

context (Schein 2010; Vaughan 1996).  As a means of social control, integration, and 

cohesion, culture engineers the cognition and conduct of those within its domain (the field); 

shifting values, behaviour, worldviews and eventually, practice as well as the non-sentient 

components of organisations (policies, procedures, architecture).  This assimilation of 

individual habitus to the organisational culture occurs through training, the influence of 

leaders and peers, out of the need to fit in, and a shared recognition and acceptance of the 

value of all that is produced by the culture; “structuring the structuring structure” (Bourdieu 

1980; Schein 2010; Vaughan 1996).  Culture manifests in a number of ways, both visible 

(artefacts and values) and covert (underlying assumptions), and can be traced across 

numerous levels of an organisation; as can its genesis (see Vaughan 1996; Schein 2010).   

This is not to say that all individuals are affected by culture equally; different levels of held 

power (capital) and position within the organisation (field) affect the degree to which 

organisational culture impacts behaviour, different cultures operating at alternate levels of 

organisations (between elites and recruits).  Therefore, some modes of behaviour and 

mindsets are not open to and/or practised by some, being reserved for others (Bourdieu 1980, 

1990; Schein 2010).  One’s organisational position modifies habitus.  For example, within the 

church, a bishop can act in different ways according to the status attributed to his office and 

by virtue of ‘becoming a bishop’, whilst a parish deacon, though possessing status, cannot act 

in the manner of a bishop; it is not in his habitus to do so (Keenan 2012).  The hypothesis of 

this dissertation states there are observable difference between the clerical habitus of those in 

lower positions to those in higher positions, in accordance with Bourdieu’s (1980, 1990) 

understanding of practice.   
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In a similar way, the Anglican Church, as a large and theologically diverse institution, 

comprises a number of subcultures, notwithstanding the presence of overarching 

organisational cultures (Schein 2010).  Culture needs to be examined through consideration 

of the broader societal context within which the organisational culture is situated (Vaughan 

1996; Schein 2010).  It is hypothesised that the Anglican Church in Tasmania, being a 

theologically “open” though mostly evangelical diocese, contains theological subcultures.  It 

is expected also that the history of sexual abuse within the Diocese, and the recent Royal 

Commission in Tasmania (the Hutchins Inquiry and the CEBS Inquiry) will be important 

considerations in determining the culture of the Diocese en masse.   

When examining practice it is imperative to note that the agent operates within that 

organisational field in a manner commensurate with their habitus, attempting to accord with 

the cultural forces at play, which at all times exert influence upon them.  Different levels of 

power and capital possessed by individuals will immerse them within different cultural forces 

which shape and enable particular modes of action and behaviour.   

The Framework of Analysis 

This dissertation, drawing from the aforementioned scholars, approaches the study of clerical 

habitus and culture by adopting a three-fold lens of analysis, comprising the interconnected 

cognition, conduct and culture as depicted in Figure 1.  The research questions of this study 

are purposely structured to evince data on the three domains, each concept examined 

independently within its own chapter to both simplify the process and hone empirical 

analysis.  Schein’s (2010) definition of culture and writing of the role of workplace 

socialisation through peers and leaders sets the foundations for the analysis.  The analytical 

lens (the “three Cs”) is adopted from Vaughan’s (1996) method in her Challenger study, 

providing “flesh to the bones” of Schein’s (2010) textbook theory.  Vaughan (1996) draws 

attention to the multi-layered nature of organisational culture, behaviour and deviance within 

a broader societal context.  Keenan (2012) applies Vaughan’s (1996) method to clerical 

abuse, and serves as a point of comparison for this dissertation.  Bourdieu’s (1984) concept of 

habitus is here employed as a functional means of explaining individual beliefs and 

behaviours and the extent to which these guide people’s lives within the field of the Church.   
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Figure 1: Framework of Analysis 

 
 

By identifying examples of the sub-bracketed themes the parent concept circle is explained.  

Cognition covers the underlying assumptions (Schein 2010) that inform how individuals and 

their peers perceive and respond to the world, the schema, and how this exists across the 

Diocese (Bourdieu 1984).  Conduct includes clerical child protective practice and the 

perceived normative child safe ministry behaviours across the Church.  The findings of these 

two chapters are consolidated to assemble portraits of clerical habitus and culture.  Habitus is 

the individualised product of beliefs, perceptions and behaviours that collectively guide a 

cleric in organisational life (Bourdieu 1984).  Culture can be said to be the habitus of an 

organisation, comprising a series of underlying assumptions and normative practises; these 

infuse into the individual’s habitus, their cognition and conduct, whether they be officially-

sanctioned or sub-cultural deviation (Vaughan 1996; Schein 2010; Bourdieu 1984).   

Changing Organisational Culture 

There is a collection of recommended pathways to change organisational culture, which in 

part is dependent on the manner in which one defines culture and understands its nature.  

Nevertheless, the process of reform is often slow and difficult (Hallett 2003; Ouchi 1981; 

Alvesson and Sveningsson 2008).  It is agreed that a dominant way of achieving reform is by 

changing underlying assumptions (Schein 2010).  Alternatively, change may be accomplished 

by altering required workplace behaviours and duties to adjust individuals’ predispositions.  

On occasion, it can be a collaboration of these two approaches (Alvesson and Sveningsson 

2008; Chan 1997).  In changing culture it is important to remember the sociological context 
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of the entity, such as its age and composition (multi-site, international), as well as the broader 

fields within which it is situated and how these settings exert forces of influence (such as 

financial market activity, political climate, legislative parameters) over the entity (Schein 

2010; Trice and Beyer 1993; Chan 1997).   

Younger organisations tend to follow a gradual process of culture change, slowly shifting 

norms, whilst an older entity more entrenched in its ways may require a more rigorous 

deconstruction effort (Schein 2010; Trice and Beyer 1993: 398-399).  Change is also 

dependent upon which component of the culture is identified for alteration (culture of 

insubordination), what portion is to be adjusted (subculture, macro-culture) and the degree to 

which this reformed culture is entrenched within the organisation (Trice and Beyer 1997).  

Additionally, it is important to note the political and power dimensions at play when culture 

requires change, as well as the existence of sub-cultures that hold resistant organisational 

positions to this change, and, by extension, to the power elite enforcing this top-down cultural 

change (Trice and Beyer 1993: 403-404).   

Generally speaking, the process involves wide-scale re-socialising of existing employees 

(formally and informally), changing of staff (to those socialised into new culture, retiring or 

terminating non-supporting employees), and a shifting of organisational structures to adjust 

the underlying assumptions and modes of interaction/operations within the entity (Schein 

2010; Trice and Beyer 1993; Alvesson and Sveningsson 2008).  Reformations to this extent 

entail changing artefacts (logos, slogans, decor, office layouts), hierarchies (managers and 

supervisors), promotion processes (move to selective merit rather than via seniority), 

technology and software (new machinery, new operating systems, new marking systems), 

workplace norms (how customer-relations are undertaken, how complaints are made, 

boardroom dynamics), leadership structures (executives, boards of directors, managers), and 

values (greed is not good, innovation will be rewarded) (Schein 2010; Trice and Beyer 1993; 

Alvesson and Sveningsson 2008).   

Indeed, change and reward can be a positive technique for change, but unless that which is 

newly implemented brings success and intrinsic satisfaction, these reforms will not stimulate 

change per se, in culture.  This must be achieved both in groups and individually, with the 

actor (Schein 2010; Trice and Beyer 1993; Vaughan 1996).  Implementation then, broadly 

involves three steps: (1) sharing of information about the new change; (2) actors accepting 

and coming on board with reforms, and; (3) execution of change by organisational agents 
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(Trice and Beyer 1993: 407).  Schein (2010: 299-314) provides a formula for approaching 

culture change in organisations for leaders.  Schein (2010) argues that it entails: (1) 

stimulating motivation to change; (2) re-learning concepts and standards; (3) internalising of 

new concepts, meanings, and standards.  The change needs to be framed to the organisation 

in terms of a clearly-defined goal, problem or task (rather than ‘cultural change’), and 

leadership needs to be realistic in their expectations of change, with engagement from both 

top and middle-level managers (Schein 2010: 311; Alvesson and Sveningsson 2008).   

It is accepted that the measure of change involves: 

1. Moving individuals to see the need for change (showing the weakness of existing 

ways, creating discomfort in retaining existing ways and/or present performance, 

giving assurance that a better and achievable way exists); 

2. Offering a new set of values and new patterns of behaviour;  

3. Demonstrating the efficiency of these new patterns and their achievability and non-

stressful nature, and; 

4. Enforcing/socialising new patterns and processes over time (Schein 2010; Trice and 

Beyer 1993).   

There is often a reluctance toward reforming culture because of the resistance people harbour 

toward new ideas and change.  It is important to make the concern of not changing (survival 

anxiety) greater that the concern of changing, through learning new skills/ways (learning 

anxiety) (Schein 2010:304-305; Trice and Beyer 1993: 374-378, 402-6).  Overriding 

resistance is critical, for any change will be superficial at best and largely out of compliance; 

change can only occur if organisational agents are congruent with the underlying assumptions 

of the desired culture (Schein 2010; Russell and McIntosh 2011; Alvesson and Sveningsson 

2008).  To adopt an example from Alvesson and Sveningsson (2008: 48-49), there is a 

difference between having employees smile at customers (compliance) and employees 

willingly relating to and serving customers, the latter necessitating a shift in the underlying 

assumption of the employee to one of sacrificial service rather than pleasing superiors.   

The process of integration encompasses formal and personalised training of organisational 

members which involve the agent in the learning with opportunities to apply the learning, 

under the supervision of mentors/coaches and to receive evaluation/feedback.  This is to be 

complemented by small-group and localised learning in work teams, the presence of role 

models in the new culture therein to encourage participation (such as duty manager), and 
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changing surrounding structures to enforce the reformed behaviour (such as in report logging 

software, disciplining/rewarding etc. see Schein 2010: 305-307).  Ongoing crystallisation is 

to be undertaken through enabling provision for the presence of the role model/mentors, as 

well as facilitating environments wherein the agent can adapt to the new requirements in their 

own way (Schein 2010: 310).  Though still under supervisory governance, these 

implementations ensure that deviant measures are not adopted in response to new tasks and 

department expectations (Vaughan 1996).  Once a response/process is met with 

success/results the new behaviour/cognition is likely to be ‘refrozen’ or cemented into 

organisational life.   

Conclusion 

This chapter has argued that behaviour within organisations is intertwined with organisational 

culture, and that rather than examining individual cases of behaviour within a corporation, 

one should examine the institution itself and its causative function in creating behaviour.  

Bourdieu (1984) presents a detailed formula in understanding behaviour, recognising the 

importance of socialisation, capital, and the environment in determining action.   

Organisational Culture Theory, advanced by scholars Schein (2010), Vaughan (1996) and 

Keenan (2012), demonstrates the relevance of Bourdieu’s (1984) ideas to organisational 

behaviour, emphasising the means by which the interconnectedness between individual 

agency (habitus), organisational structures and systems (fields, capital and culture), influence 

cognition and conduct of organisational agents (practice) in a tangible manner.  With a 

particular focus on the role of culture and the normalisation of deviance, Vaughan’s (1996, 

2002a) work highlights how rational choice is malleable and impressed by organisational 

culture, which is crucial for scholars of situational crime prevention.  Keenan (2012) adopts a 

framework supportive of that proposed by Vaughan (1996) and in applying it to child sexual 

abuse within the Catholic Church, highlights the importance of theology and doctrine in 

studying organisational behaviour.  It provides the groundwork for this dissertation in 

examining institutional responses to offending in the Anglican Church of Tasmania.   

Schein (2010) is useful for delivering a refined lens through which to examine organisational 

culture, detailing not only that culture is a layered phenomenon, but granting boundary 

markers and signposts for scrutinising organisational culture and linking that culture to 

individual behaviour.  Schein (2010) also addresses approaching organisational cultural 

change, which involves gradually shifting underlying employee assumptions through 
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processes of re-socialisation alongside organisational restructuring to reinforce the newly 

desired cognition and conduct.   

These multidimensional paradigms are merged and adopted in this dissertation’s examination 

of the Anglican Church of Tasmania to understand clerical culture and practice as it relates to 

child protective practices, and to theorise means by which these phenomena may be changed.   
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Chapter 4 

Situational Crime Prevention 

 

A review of the literature demonstrates that clergy-child sexual abuse is not linked to a 

singular cause.  In all cases of abuse, however, the following common variables are present: a 

motivated molester; a child; and the absence of interveners (suitable environment).  The 

environmental and opportunistic nature of sexual abuse has led to the employment of 

Situational Crime Prevention as a suitable paradigm for approaching the prevention of church 

abuse, and child abuse more broadly (see Leclerc, Wortley and Dowling 2016; Wortley and 

Smallbone 2013, 2010; Smallbone 2014; Smallbone, Marshall and Wortley 2011; Terry and 

Ackerman 2008; Terry and Freilich 2012).   

This chapter provides an overview of Situational Crime Prevention, detailing how it is a 

feasible strategy for approaching the prevention of clergy-child sexual abuse events.  An 

abridged history of the theory and its developments is first described, followed by discussions 

of the conceptual and theoretical foundations of the theory.  Literature applying the crime 

prevention model to clergy-child sexual abuse in the Roman Catholic Church is explored, 

providing discussion of the child-protective habitus and its links to the situational crime 

prevention model.   

What is Situational Crime Prevention? 

Popularised by Clarke (1997), Situational Crime Prevention (hereinafter ‘the perspective’) is 

a criminological crime prevention paradigm which orientates around observations of the 

causal link between the occurrence of crime, individual motivation, and the opportunities 

certain environments present for offending.  Situational Prevention scholars, also known as 

‘Crime Scientists’, argue that the relational interdependence of these factors form core 

components of each criminal act (Sutton, Cherney and White 2014; Clarke 2013).  For 

example, larceny usually occurs in poorly illuminated areas at opportune moments, where 

resistance is unlikely/feeble, whilst cybercrime occurs in locations where technological 

devices can be used to access internet domains which lack sufficient on-line protection.  

Central to the perspective is the observation that human nature is intertwined with the 

tendency to offend, so long as the right circumstances arise (Clarke 1997; Cornish and Clarke 

2003:72).  Environments therefore, both enable and precipitate offending (Kaufman, Hayes 

and Knox 2010).   
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With the support of an increasing pool of empirical scholarship, Crime Scientists contend that 

crime may be minimised and prevented through the alteration of environmental and 

situational variables (precipitating factors), tailoring prevention recommendations to 

specifically target particular crimes and environments (Eck 1997; Wortley 2001; Sutton, 

Cherney and White 2014).  The model incorporates ‘crime-specific analysis’, involving a 

five-stage process of:  

1. Identification (crime or deviation);  

2. Analysis (pinpointing causative variables, researching if techniques have worked 

elsewhere on similar issues/situations);  

3. Implementation of techniques (as listed below);  

4. Assessing the impact of the recommendations (has anything changed?);  

5. Reporting and distributing the findings (to improve the practice of Situational 

Prevention) (Cornish and Clarke 2003: 61; Guerette, Johnson and Bowers 2016: 105).   

Rather than seeking to address systemic causative factors for crime and criminality 

(inequality) or approach perspectives targeting the ‘sick criminal’ (psychological 

impairments) that seek to ‘cure criminality’, Crime Scientists accept the inevitability of crime 

as a core assumption and target that common denominator in crime which can be readily 

ameliorated, namely, environmental structures (Clarke 1980, 1997; Smallbone, Marshall and 

Wortley 2010).  This is particularly the case with child sexual abuse. 

Situational Prevention, as a criminological theory, was developed through the assimilation of 

several critical concepts and perspectives as discussed below.  

Behavioural Fluidity 

The popular assumption that human behaviour and individual decision-making is consistent 

and the autonomous product of the human will, irrespective of social context, is known as 

fundamental attribution error (see Mischel 1968; Wortley 2002).  This position misconstrues 

the independence of thought and personal agency, for individuals rarely operate and reason in 

‘splendid isolation’; but instead are subject to, and thus influenced by, the environments 

(physical or social) within which they are situated (see Mischel 1968; Clarke 1997; Wortley 

2002; Vaughan 1996).  For example, individuals behave more reservedly in a church service 

than on the football field, or when conscious she/he is being watched as opposed to when 

home alone.  Additionally, the characteristics of different environments stimulate different 

responses in people; for example, soothing music in shopping malls to reduce shop theft; 



99 

 

room layout (space and colour) and person-to-person interaction (energy of a football 

stadium) (see Shearing and Stenning 1996; Wortley 2002).  

Recognition of the role of environments on individuals’ behaviour, and thus its fluidity, is 

incorporated into the Situational Prevention perspective to demonstrate that criminal intent, is 

significantly influenced by environmental and situational factors. It compels the reader to 

distance oneself from relying upon an individualistic understanding of crime that sees 

criminal acts/omissions as solely the product of mens rea.  Rather than focusing solely on the 

routines of the victim, the theory describes the convergence of the activities of the victim and 

the offender in the occurrence of criminal acts, as discussed below (Wortley 2002).   

Environmental and Opportunity/Situational Factors 

Criminologists have focussed extensively on mapping the interrelationship between 

environment and crime and formulating responses accordingly.  Major works by Jeffrey 

(1971) and Newman (1972) identify the correlation between certain environments (poorly 

illuminated and subject to little surveillance) and the increased frequency and type of 

criminal behaviour (Geason and Wilson 1989; Clarke 1997; Wortley and McFarlane 2011; 

Eck 1997; Hayward 2007; Reynald 2011).  Each theorised that environmental alterations can 

create ‘defensible space’ as explored in ‘crime prevention through environmental design’.  

Other academics note how organisations manipulate and deliberately regulate environments 

(particularly through use of tacit means) to effectuate social control.  Shearing and Stenning 

(1996) show how Disney World’s use of barriers in the guise of gardens, costumed and 

charactered staff, and loud-speaker “friendly announcements”, orchestrated positive patron 

behaviour, encouraging the maximisation of profit and minimising the occurrence of 

disturbances that would frustrate customer flow and spending.  Situational context is crucial 

when conceptualising crime causation and arriving at theoretically crafted strategies “that are 

practical and efficient ways to manage the diversity of criminal offending” (Cornish and 

Clarke 2003: 75).   

Wortley (2002) diverges from the classical Situational Prevention perspective in submitting 

that environments do not solely provide opportunities for offending which are then identified, 

analysed and utilised by the individual, but that environments themselves may elicit criminal 

behaviour through encompassing and producing precipitators, a series of stimuli conducive to 

offending (Wortley 2002).  Acknowledging the roles of environments and the activities 

within environments, Wortley (2002) identifies four precipitators:  
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1. Prompts: phenomena which cue or trigger certain modes or patterns of behaviour 

through evoking specific moods, thoughts, and desires.  For example, weapons on 

guards producing aggression in inmates, a clerical collar eliciting a trauma 

response within clerical abuse survivors (see Wortley 2002); 

2. Pressures: exerted by physical and social environments to bring into conformity 

certain modes of behaviour.  For example, group deviation exerting pressure upon 

an individual to deviate for the purpose of social cohesion (see White 2006); 

3. Permissibility: justifications and techniques of neutralisation which arise within 

certain situations as a means of encouraging deviancy and dismissing moral and 

ethical principles.  For example, ‘we were not required by law to report 

knowledge of those crimes’ (see Guerzoni and Graham 2015; Wilson and 

Warkentin 2013); 

4. Provocations: phenomena which provoke deviant responses through evoking 

emotions conducive to deviancy (anger, stress, lust, sorrow).  For example, 

escalated restlessness in crowded environments, sexual arousal on exposure to 

sexually provocative material (see Wortley 2002; Wurtele 2012; Kim 2004).  

Provocations become powerful instigators when they threaten life and wellbeing, 

occur in insulated settings/environments, jeopardise or risk the 

attainment/retainment of core needs or aspirations, emerge repetitively, or when 

they surface as the ‘last obstacle’ preventing offending (Cornish and Clarke 2003: 

77).   

These additional conceptual frames separate Wortley’s (2002) crime prevention model from 

traditional Situational Prevention theorists, the latter favouring the assumption that existing 

motivations to undertake the relevant deviant behaviour, consolidate “cues” into the 

rationalisation process, rather than stimulating the desire to offend (Cornish and Clarke 2003; 

Simon and Zgoba 2010; Hayward 2007).  Cornish and Clarke (2003: 60) acknowledge that 

Wortley’s (2002) recognition of precipitating factors may indeed provoke offending in 

‘limited circumstances’, though prefer to incorporate his perspectives with causation, in part 

perhaps, because of their fear of opening the ‘black box’ of criminogenic motivation (see also 

Clarke 2017).  It can be argued that a level of harmony exists between Wortley’s (2002) 

environmental motivation perspective and the rational decision making model proposed by 

traditional theorists.  The environmental cues which elicit motivation for criminal behaviour 

may be seen as the instigator invoking the rational decision making process within offenders, 
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thereby ‘readying’ the individual for offending.  This can be viewed also as a preceding step 

to the traditional theory of assumed motivation and recognition of opportunities (Cornish and 

Clarke 2003: 81).  On these grounds, the works should be seen as complementary rather than 

contradictory.   

Given the widespread citation of Wortley and Smallbone in child sexual abuse literature and 

the importance of stimulation in the context of sexual offending, this dissertation adopts 

Wortley’s (2002) modified situational crime prevention model over that proposed by Clarke 

(1997) and Cornish and Clarke (2003).  Environmental settings and their significance in 

offending is recognised by the second component of Situational Prevention, Routine Activity 

Theory.   

Routine Activity Theory 

Routine Activity Theory, developed by Cohen and Felson (1979), identifies a positive 

correlational relationship between everyday activities, lifestyle choices and the occurrence of 

criminal acts (Chamard 2013; Reynald 2010; Hollis, Felson and Welsh 2013).  This 

particularly pertains to individuals’ daily patterns/movements and how routine renders the 

individual, their family or their property, susceptible to victimisation.  It elucidates, also, how 

societal changes to work and lifestyle patterns affect the occurrence of crime and deviance 

(Chamard 2013; Sutton, Cherney and White 2014).  For example, extended weekend 

employment shifts open non-supervised property to potential theft, and walking through 

dimly-lit streets at late hours increases individuals’ vulnerability to assault (Chamard 2013).  

Routine Activity Theory is particularly relevant to discussions of causation of child-sexual 

abuse, meta-analysis and research demonstrating that offenders predominantly target those 

within their vicinity to whom they have ready access (Marshall, Smallbone and Marshall 

2015; Leclerc, Chiu and Cale 2016; Gönültaş and Sahin 2016).   

Routine Activity Theory presents a threefold crime causation model, (see Figure 2) attesting 

that crime occurs when there is a convergence of ‘a likely offender, suitable target, and the 

absence of a capable guardian against crime’ (Clarke 1997: 11; Chamard 2013).  Therefore, 

when a capable guardian is absent, the likelihood of crime increases (Chamard 2013; for 

critique see Leclerc, Smallbone and Wortley 2013).  Scholarship has discussed repeat 

victimisation occurring at set times and places as a part of a routine of victims, including 

bedtimes (Parkinson 1997), being bathed (Wortley and Smallbone 2006), whilst being 
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transported in motorcars (John Jay College 2006), at youth groups in churches (Kaufman, 

Hayes and Knox 2010), and at sport events/training (Kaufman et al 2016). 

Figure 2: The Routine Activity Crime Pyramid 

 

This theory is not focussed on criminal motivations, nor the socially patterned nature of crime 

(class, age, sex, race), but proposes instead that individuals commit an offence when the 

opportunity arises or given the absence of deterrents; guardianship (Allard, Wortley and 

Stewart 2008: 408; Clarke 1997; Reynald 2010; see also Foubert, Tabacknick and Schewe 

2010).  A suitable target is determined by its: value; inertia (the degree to which it is 

susceptible to be taken, primarily consequent to weight and size); visibility (seen or hidden); 

and access (with ease or difficulty) (Allard, Wortley and Stewart 2008: 408; Chamard 2013).  

A capable guardian is any individual (pedestrians, employees or police) who can monitor 

targets and thus deter potential offenders (Allard, Wortley and Stewart 2008: 408; Chamard 

2013; Reynald 2010).  The presence of a guardian is shown to be an effective means of 

disrupting criminal acts, subject to limitations (Allard, Wortley and Stewart 2008: 408; 

Clarke 1997; McKillop et al. 2015; Reynald 2010; Hayes 2016).  Routine Activity Theory 

informs the opportunity structure component of Situational Crime Prevention, which is 

further fashioned through the Rational Choice Perspective (Sutton, Cherney and White 2014).   

Rational Choice Perspective 

Formulated by Becker (1968) Rational Choice Theory, as with classical theory, states that 

prior to criminal acts each individual, as a rational being, undertakes an active measurement 

of the pro et contra (the risks/costs and benefits) of a particular criminal action/omission at a 

particular time and place, to determine whether the possible pleasure outweighs the risk/harm 

involved in offending (Wortley 2002; Clarke 1997; Allard, Wortley and Stewart 2008; Li, 

Zhang and Sarathy 2010).  This process encompasses an analysis of the environment and 
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situation within which the individual is located, the surrounding present and absent variables 

(guardianship, surveillance, sufficient time), an evaluation of one’s abilities to undertake a 

particular action within the present environment, and a weighing up of the perceived or actual 

risks and benefits that the action may produce.  For example, individuals who intend to 

shoplift would examine to what degree they may be subject to surveillance, if the item of 

theft is of such a value that it is worth undertaking an illegal act to acquire it, and hypothesise 

the likelihood scenarios of being caught, prior to offending.   

When said action/omission occurs, it is deemed that the individual, as a rational decision 

maker, perceives that the benefits of the behaviour outweighed the perceived risks/costs at 

that particular point in time and within that particular environmental/situational context 

(Clarke 1997; Wortley 2002).  This rationalisation process is ultimately subjective in nature, 

reliant upon the perceptions, predispositions (habitus), norms and abilities of the individual; 

acknowledging it could be irrational to all but the offender (Allard, Wortley and Stewart 

2008; Vaughan 2002a; Li, Zhang and Sarathy 2010; Li and Cheng 2013; Leclerc, Chiu and 

Cale 2016).  As discussed further in proceeding sections, the same set of circumstances will 

not be perceived and acted upon in the same manner by two different individuals; one may 

possess a more skilful experience enabling a greater manipulation of time and space, leading 

one to offend, another to abstain (Allard, Wortley and Stewart 2008).   

Together, these criminological theories are effective when explaining the occurrence of 

criminal acts and omissions in Situational Crime Prevention.  Crime Scientists thereby offer a 

series of ‘techniques’ to “crime proof” environments to minimise and prevent criminal 

behaviour, acknowledging that each individual is capable of deviation if the ‘right’ 

circumstances exist, whilst accepting that not all can or will offend in the same set of 

circumstances (Clarke 1997).   

Offender Typologies 

The situational perspective recognises differences between; the experienced criminal (Anti-

Social Predator/Predatory Offender), the occasional offender (Mundane 

Offender/Opportunistic Perpetrator), and the one-off offender (Provoked Offender/Situational 

Perpetrator).  It acknowledges also the distinct set of skills or predispositions, offending 

patterns, and subsequently tailored deterrents, for malefactors (O’Leary, Koh and Dare 2017; 

Cornish and Clarke 2003; Wortley 2008; Wortley and Smallbone 2010; for another variation 

on these typologies see Wortley and Smallbone 2014).   
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Anti-Social Predator/Predatory Offender 

An offender is often metaphorically equated to a predatory creature who actively ‘prowls 

around like a roaring lion looking for someone to devour’ (1 Peter 5:8).  This premise depicts 

the offender as an abnormal deviant beyond social constraints, who possesses the skills, 

experience and predispositions to recognise and utilise opportunities (at times inconspicuous) 

to deviate, and has the power (social and cognitive) to manipulate environments to fashion 

opportunities to offend.  Their lives orientate around criminogenic desires and actively 

pursuing opportunities to offend (Cornish and Clarke 2003: 57-58; Marshall, Smallbone and 

Marshall 2015).  Cornish and Clarke (2003: 61) comment that since the Anti-Social Predator 

is intent upon offending, the situational techniques required are: 

‘those that attempt to disrupt instrumental aspects of the crime-commission process… 

increase perceived effort, increase perceived risks, and reduce anticipated rewards… 

tailored to the degrees of competence and determination exhibited by the predatory 

offender’.   

In the context of child sexual abuse, the Anti-Social Predator is commonly perceived as the 

sexual offender.  Wortley and Smallbone (2010) quantify that these offenders comprise 

roughly 23% of all child sexual offenders, of which 5% are ‘specialists’ (their criminal 

history was solely related to child abuse), whilst 18% had prior convictions including non-

sexual crimes (theft) on their criminal records.  Predators are more likely to have been abused 

themselves, and were predominantly victims of abuse over long periods of time.  Wortley and 

Smallbone (2010) suggest this reflects a need for emotional intimacy.  It seems that the 

predator is both “born and made”.  In the John Jay study (2006), it was determined that 19% 

of the offender priests were ‘specialists’ having more than one allegation of abuse against 

their name (Talon and Terry 2008).   

Mundane/Opportunistic Offender:  

These are individuals who harbour desires to offend, yet abstain through fear/pressure of 

maintaining the identity of being a ‘moral citizen’ (Cornish and Clarke 2003; Marshall, 

Smallbone and Marshall 2015).  When offending these deviants are more commonly charged 

for regulatory or minor offences at law, and utilise techniques of neutralisation to justify and 

excuse their behaviour in line with their motivations to retain good standing.  This motivation 

significantly reduces risks of crime displacement (Sykes and Matza 1957; Wortley and 

Smallbone 2010; Cornish and Clarke 2003).  It is argued, therefore, that these offenders are 
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better targeted by amplification of situational prevention technique of ‘removing excuses’, 

‘increasing risk’ and ‘reducing reward’ (Cornish and Clarke 2003). 

Wortley and Smallbone (2010), identified that the ‘opportunistic offender’ comprised 41% of 

their sample.  Opportunistic offenders were found to deviate later in life, possess existing 

criminal offences for non-sexual related matters, did not maintain extended abusive 

relationships with victims, and tended to offend against family members.  These statistics 

mirror findings within the John Jay College (2006) study; where 61% of offender clergy 

targeted one victim and the period of abuse lasting less than one year was evident in 41% of 

cases.  The profile suggests offenders were opportunistic within an organisational causative 

dimension rather than predatory or ‘flawed’ offenders.   

Provoked/Situational Offender:  

This typology comprises individuals ‘triggered’ to offend by environmental/situational 

variables present in time and space, and precipitators broadly (see Wortley 2001; Cornish and 

Clarke 2003; Marshall, Smallbone and Marshall 2015).  Importantly, this class of offender 

includes those who would otherwise not deviate were they not incited by precipitators so 

intense in nature (Wortley and Smallbone 2010; Cornish and Clarke 2003: 70).  This is not to 

say that they are immune to provocation, as all have ‘needs and desires’ they seek to satisfy, 

but rather that they ‘tip over’ into offending as a consequence of responses to factors such as 

stress and anger, and the opportunity deviancy affords to alleviate these agitations (Cornish 

and Clarke 2003:71; Calkins et al. 2015a, 2015b).  These offenders are more likely deterred 

by an increase in risk and effort (Cornish and Clarke 2003).  In the context of child sexual 

abuse, Wortley and Smallbone (2010) reason these offenders do not have an entrenched 

sexual predisposition towards children, but otherwise succumb to provocations (driving a 

child home, babysitting, bathing children) that pathway to offending.   

Wortley and Smallbone (2010) provide evidence that this offender typology necessitates a 

need for caution when formulating Situational Prevention techniques in crime prevention 

plans.  Specific awareness is crucial in recognising that certain techniques in isolation may be 

sufficient enough to deter certain offenders, but in other situations, prove ineffectual (Leclerc, 

Chiu and Cale 2016; Calkins et al. 2015a, 2015b).  This is particularly the case when 

considering the difference between the skilled and pre-meditative predatory offender in 

contrast to the situational offender.  For best practice, it is advisable and prudent to 

implement a holistic and systematic plan to create the broadest and most protective system.   
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Situational Crime Prevention Techniques 

In considering the aforementioned criminological perspectives, Situational Crime Prevention 

offers a raft of measures to address the individual contributory variables in crime causation.  

By virtue of its status as a growing field of study, there is no one set of Situational Crime 

Prevention techniques (hereinafter ‘techniques), but rather several sets that utilise similar 

ideas and contributions, with some variation.  Previously, the techniques offered by Clarke 

(1997) were cited as the primary model of response, surpassed by the contributions of 

Wortley (2001) which were partly accepted by Cornish and Clarke (2003) in their revised 

suite (see also Clarke 2017; Wortley 2017).  Notwithstanding the variances between these 

sets, the techniques boast five categories of crime prevention themes, with a series of specific 

actions, namely: Increase Effort; Increase Risk; Reduce Rewards; Reduce 

Provocations/Precipitators; Remove Excuses.    

Increase Effort 

This relates to all techniques rendering the successful execution of a crime greater in exertion 

and difficulty, to deter potential offenders from attempting criminal conduct.  These 

procedures orientate around installing physical barriers and apparatuses that obstruct and 

frustrate potential abusive behaviour.  For example, preventing access to children, except 

those who have been screened (controlling access), having parents chaperone children at all 

times at crèches (target hardening), and controlling movements of individuals in churches 

(deflecting offenders) (Wortley 2001; Clarke 1997; Terry and Ackerman 2008).   

Increase Risks 

Measures that increase the likelihood, perceived or actual, of criminal behaviour being 

detected to deter potential offenders.  This stems from reasoning of the Rational Choice 

Perspective that: if the risks outweigh the benefits, the act will not be attempted.  Prevention 

measures encompass initiatives of increasing surveillance by holding children’s ministries in 

public spaces (natural) or under direct supervision, and implementing CCTV (formal) and 

formalised guardianship of places and people through the recruitment of parents or volunteers 

at churches (guardianship and bystanders) (Wortley 2001; Clarke 1997; Terry and Ackerman 

2008; Foubert, Tabachnick and Schewe 2010).   

Reduce Reward 

These techniques aim to minimise the possible rewards of committing an offence, thereby 

reducing the desirability of undertaking that particular behaviour (Wortley 2001).  This 

involves concealing or removing targets, making property uniquely identifiable to a person or 
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place, and otherwise limiting the benefits of said action (iPhone tracer) (Wortley 2001; 

Wortley and McFarlane 2011).   

Reduce Provocations/Precipitators 

Systems and processes that aim to minimise external factors that may instigate non-

conformist behaviour.  Within this category, a distinction is drawn between the mechanisms 

offered by Cornish and Clarke (2003) and Wortley (2002).  The former prescribes a set of 

four consolidated techniques under the title ‘Reduce Provocations’, whilst Wortley (2002) 

offers 16 under the title of ‘Controlling Precipitators’.  Each allocation, however, actively 

prioritises the removal of stressors and frustrations (preventing priests from conducting 

intimate acts with children such as changing or bathing), the elimination of provocative 

stimuli (enforce clothing codes for swimming), and the accentuating of policy 

implementation and praxis aimed at minimising social pressures to offend (see also Leclerc, 

Wortley and Dowling 2016).   

Remove Excuses/Reduce Permissibility  

Implementation of measures to prevent or remove the ability of utilising rationalisations to 

commit or justify particular modes of behaviour, seen through setting rules, reminding 

individuals of desired conduct and cognition (through signs and reminders), and encouraging 

compliance (training in child safety) (Clarke 1997; Wortley 2002; Wortley and Smallbone 

2010).   

The techniques are intentionally broad in scope, in part because of the theoretical foundations 

of Situational Crime Prevention, but principally to enable provision of greater flexibility of 

application to particular incidents of crime or deviancy in question.  Not all crimes possess 

the same variables to be addressed, but each have shared causative components which may be 

addressed through the implementation of situational crime prevention techniques.  For 

expansion on these techniques refer to Kaufman, Hayes and Knox (2010).   

Situational Crime Prevention and Clergy-Child Sexual Abuse 

There is consensus in academic literature acknowledging a correlative link between 

situational factors, deviant motivation, and the occurrence of child sexual abuse.  The genesis 

of child sexual abuse is far more complicated than simple possession of deviant sexual 

interests (Leclerc, Chiu and Cale 2016; Calkins et al. 2015; Farmer, McAlinden and Maruna 

2016).  Indeed, statistical data and survivor and perpetrator accounts consistently confirm that 

abuse has significant situational dimensions, occurring in secluded or isolated settings free 
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from surveillance (such as in homes), that offenders actively recognise environmental cues 

and manipulate locales to create opportunities for offending (being alone), and that 

perpetrators execute an evaluation of scenarios to assess whether offending can occur in that 

location, at that time (Leclerc, Chiu and Cale 2016).  Wortley and Smallbone (2010) and 

others, endorse this view affirming that there is sufficient evidence to support the contention 

of the situational nature of child abuse, as discussed in Chapter 1.   

Indeed, there are several layers to the genesis of child sexual abuse which pertain to the 

possession of dispositional factors (intention) and opportunities.  Marshall, Serran and 

Marshall (2010) highlight that these two features will not correlate at all times, but that there 

may be the intention or disposition to offend yet not the opportunity to carry out these 

compulsions, whilst Kaufman et al. (2010) level emphasis on the perception of the offender 

to recognise opportunities and activate, which offer environments conducive to offending.   

Wortley and Smallbone (2010), in noting the absence of studies testing the efficiency of 

situational prevention techniques on recidivism, recommend a suite of 12 techniques, 

consolidating the recommendations of Wortley (2002) and Cornish and Clarke (2003), under 

the categories of increasing risk, increasing effort, reducing permissibility, and controlling 

prompts.  Similar techniques were adopted by scholars from the John Jay College as the 

preferred approach for preventing clergy-child sexual abuse within the Roman Catholic 

Church (Tallon and Terry 2008; Terry and Ackerman 2008; Terry and Freilich 2012; White 

and Terry 2008).  To avoid unnecessary duplication the approaches will be examined 

simultaneously below.   

The utilisation of Situational Prevention techniques in approaching the minimisation of 

clergy-child sexual abuse is sagacious not only in considering the nature of child abuse, but 

also in recognising the unique socio-religious and organisational contexts of church 

institutions within which child abuse has occurred.  Clergy possess multifaceted power as a 

product of their spiritual office (both as teacher and mediator, as well as one of leadership), 

their knowledge of the Scriptures, their relational/social giftings, and in being an adult.  This 

procurement of power and authority can readily act as enablers to child sexual abuse.  Church 

environments, in being older facilities, are not often easily subject to surveillance, and their 

clergy possess, relatively speaking, considerable time with and access to children.  This 

procurement of power and status contributes to the notion of “clergy as elite”, a status imbued 

by virtue of their office, which itself is enshrined with images of trust and safety, enabling 
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them to manipulate environments, and, if situations of offending arise, employ techniques of 

neutralisation to defend their character (see Wilson 2008; Tripp 2015; Sykes and Matza 

1957).  Furthermore, Situational Prevention techniques are dual-purpose, insofar as they are 

designed to be implemented at the needed organisational level to influence and fashion 

church environments alongside the values and practices of clergy and church workers, but 

they may also be adopted at the micro level by the clergy themselves.   

The John Jay College scholars, in incorporating the findings of the foundational John Jay 

Reports (2004, 2006, 2011), provide applications of Situational Crime Prevention techniques 

to the Roman Catholic Church, with a particular emphasis directed towards diocesan-led 

initiatives (Terry and Ackerman 2008; Terry and Freilich 2012).  How these apply 

specifically to the church context, is hereinafter elaborated for clarification: 

Increase the Effort 

Crime is more likely to occur when the effort required is minimal.  By increasing the exertion 

required to facilitate abuse, the chances of child abuse actions transpiring are minimised.  

Controlling access involves literally that, rigorously monitoring the access of people to the 

target in question, in this instance children.  In its application to the church, it is 

recommended that churches move away from and minimise clergy having alone time with 

children, recommending that this can be achieved instead through operationalising group 

engagement with children (Terry and Ackerman 2008; Terry and Freilich 2012).  This 

recommendation is cautiously advised, noting the benefits that one-to-one time with pastors 

can offer youths (Terry and Ackerman 2008: Ferguson 2011).   

Target hardening is the process through which targets are rendered more difficult to access or 

interfere with, commonly through the implementation of barriers and otherwise obstructing 

an offender from carrying out criminal activities.  This commonly involves using locks, 

screens, and physical barriers.  The screening of candidates for the priesthood and 

seminarians is advised, noting the difficulty in such processes given the unreliable nature of 

criminal record checks and the need for intensive character and sexual predisposition 

offending screening (Wurtele 2012).  Academics suggest education in assertiveness training 

and self-protection strategies for church minors is critical for target hardening, 

notwithstanding the mixed feedback and varied support for these programs (Walsh et al. 

2015; Finkelhor 2009).   
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‘Reducing facilitators’ or ‘controlling tools’, targets the means that stimulate, lead to or 

‘facilitate’ a criminal act (a weapon) (Wortley and Smallbone 2010).  The appropriate 

recommendation here is that the Catholic Church act on reducing drug and alcohol possession 

and its use amongst clergy (Terry and Ackerman 2008: 653).  It is also recommended that the 

Church target the possession and access of pornography by its clergy (Wortley and 

Smallbone 2010).   

Increase Risks 

Child sexual abuse is a crime which is reliant upon secrecy and the absence of risk of 

detection, factors upon which abusers are known to capitalise to offend (Wortley and 

Smallbone 2010; Leclerc, Smallbone and Wortley 2013).  Scholars stress the use of 

guardianship and surveillance (Terry and Ackerman 2008; Terry and Freilich 2012) to 

combat this situational dimension.  Guardianship is a Situational Prevention technique that 

stems from the Routine Activities formula, foregrounding that with the presence of others 

(observers) crime is less likely to occur (Reynald 2010).  Guardianship here is recommended 

through educating parents and child guardians about child abuse, its indicators, stages and 

methods on how to prevent abuse, as supported by broader criminological research (Reynald 

2010; Wurtele 2012).   

Surveillance entails the implementation of measures to increase the susceptibility of actions 

being noticed, and thereby frustrate/prevent.  This can involve “natural surveillance” (being 

in a busy park in the middle of town) or “formal surveillance” (hiring security personnel).  

For the Church, it is urged that increased surveillance be advanced through the installation of 

CCTV, alongside formal surveillance measures in the form of patrol-persons (wardens) 

allocated to the Church and during its activities.  By educating parishioners on child abuse, 

church communities can significantly transform into communities of guardianship through 

creating mindful bystanders (see Reid 2006; Foubert, Tabacknick and Schewe 2010; Reju 

2014).  Terry and Freilich (2012) endorse the implementation of ‘zero tolerance’ measures 

within church institutions alongside periodic audits and formal reviews of clergy to evaluate 

the presence of questionable conduct and potential risk factors; creating greater and more 

transparent channels of communication between the various levels of church bureaucracy.  

While guardianship formation and zero-tolerance cultures must become requisite reforms, it 

is important that this level of critical monitoring does not become too invasive to the point 

where it may foster scapegoating, witch hunts and outbursts of moral panic, as unintended 

consequential complications (Li, Zhang and Sarathy 2010).   
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Reduce Provocations/ Control Prompts 

These techniques are concerned with abrogating the situational factors that elicit stimulations 

for offending.  In the case of sexual offending, this would involve forbidding clergy from 

engaging in intimate interaction with children, such as bathing or changing children, 

alongside minimising specific activities amongst children in the care of clergy, such as 

wearing particular items of clothing, not changing in front of clergy, nor swimming with 

clergy.  Terry and Ackerman (2008: 655) recommend reducing the creation of emotional ties 

between child and priest which could, in some situations (retreats or counselling sessions), 

form the foundation for precipitators to criminal decision making.  Whilst acknowledging 

that the cleric-child mentorship relationship should not be curtailed entirely, they note that 

specific time restrictions for periods of interactions between cleric and child is advised, 

particularly during confession in the Catholic context, and insist the mandating presence of 

guardianship to regulate precipitators become standard across all institutional clergy-child 

interactional dimensions.   

Terry and Freilich (2012) note the importance of dioceses supporting their clergy to minimise 

the stress and workloads of their agents, particularly noting that the clergy, like all care-based 

professions, undertake considerable emotionally, spiritually and intellectually demanding 

workloads (see Rossetti and Rhoades 2013; Doolittle 2007; McMinn et al. 2005; Meek et al. 

2003; Wells et al. 2012; Hoge 2011; Mace and Mace 1981; Lewis et al. 2007; Tripp 2015).  

In addition, they advocate that stress support seminars and clerical networks be implemented 

to assist in supporting clergy, addressing their vulnerabilities while emboldening them to 

maximise their autonomy and self-control, so as to better manage the conflicting interplay of 

the power imbalances of clerical life (Terry and Freilich 2012; Keenan 2012).   

Remove Excuses/Remove Permissibility 

These techniques seek to lance attempts of individuals at justifying their behaviour prior or 

post offending.  Education is recommended to remove the utilisation of distorted 

justifications for offending amongst clergy, delineating clear outlines of consequences of 

offending, and personalising victims and removing perceptions of objectification.  This is 

advised to be undertaken on a personal level with clergy, as well as on a diocesan level with 

codes and procedures regulating behaviour, interaction with children, and responses to child 

abuse reports and allegations (Terry and Ackerman 2008; Terry and Freilich 2012).   
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Reduce Rewards 

Terry and Freilich (2012) include this category in their list of recommended techniques, a 

class designed to model the occurrence of an offence less desirable.  As mentioned in 

previous chapters, it has been documented that the clerical life is often isolated, both in terms 

of geographical location and the cultural climate within clerical circles, which separate the 

clergy from the laity.  Isolation of this nature presents a risk factor to church offending 

(Morrison 2005; Kane 2008; Tripp 2015).  To rectify this, it is suggested the clergy be 

actively encouraged by diocesan bodies to form networks and relationships amongst same 

age peers and other mentors to reduce clergy from seeking out emotional and/or sexual 

intimacy with children.  The diocese can accomplish this by allocating clergy into support-

based groups or via the formation of church events and networks, providing avenues through 

which the emotional needs of the clergy can be met and additional layers of accountability 

and supervision, installed (Terry and Freilich 2012).   

The Situational Crime Prevention Habitus (Micro-level Crime Prevention) 

As detailed in Chapter 3, individual behaviour is formulated through ongoing processes of 

socialisation and is integrated through processes of affirmation of the usefulness and 

legitimacy of practice.  Bourdieu’s (1984, 1990) concept of habitus provides a succinct 

model conceptualising the manner in which behaviour is learned, and in explaining cognition, 

conduct and practice.  Vaughan (1996, 2002a) and Schein (2013) also illustrate how the 

workplace culture moulds and further defines one’s habitus and, subsequently, practice.   

The role of Situational Prevention at a macro-level and meso-level is discussed in length 

within the literature, but the micro level does not receive the same degree of attention.  It 

raises the question: to what extent do Situational Prevention techniques mould one’s habitus?  

This dissertation questions whether these techniques have broader reach in influencing not 

solely particular environments (re-creating settings to minimise provocations and curtail 

opportunities to offend), but in impressing the individual’s inner schema, so that she/he 

perceives environments differently, seeing environments through the lens of Situational 

Prevention, recognising “dangerous” environments and settings, and responding to these pre-

emptively through executing a series of practices and actions.  These discussions are 

advanced in Chapter 9.  A number of the techniques listed above are recommended as ones 

which could be internalised and exercised by individuals (see Appendix III).   

Clearly, these techniques are only recommendations, harmonising strategies proposed by the 

Crime Prevention literature coupled with the Researcher’s limited degree of knowledge of 
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clerical life, ministerial practices and ministry.  It would be interesting to test whether these 

measures are utilised by the clergy and the degree to which they are exercised on an everyday 

basis.  A further point of interest would be to measure how these strategies could be further 

modified to achieve a Situational Prevention habitus.  This question is explored in more 

detail in Chapter 9.   

The Situational Prevention Model for Parishes (Meso-level Crime Prevention) 

As detailed in Chapter 8, not all church environments are the same, neither architecturally nor 

socially (number of staff/volunteers), which potentially complicates the whole-scale 

implementation of preventative measures in church systems.  Additionally, churches tend to 

experience high turnover rates of leaders (clergy and lay) or attendance, making the problem 

of consistently administering situational measures, difficult.  Alternatively, the provision of 

situational preventative concepts may be abstract to the parish leadership team, or it may not 

be clear as to how to fit the prevention strategies to the parish context.  Kaufman, Hayes and 

Knox (2010) recommend the Situational Prevention Approach, an evaluative tool by which 

organisational staff and leaders may readily assess the context-specific risks towards children 

and implement tailored measures to minimise and extinguish these risks (see also Kaufman et 

al. 2010; Kaufman et al. 2016).  In its evaluative component, it systematically examines the 

broad elements of child sexual abuse events (see below).   
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Figure 3: Kaufman et al.’s (2010) Situational Crime Prevention Model 
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The model encompasses a 6 part process of consultation and implementation, including: (I) 

Risk assessment consultation with staff (team gathering to evaluate abuse-enabling risks in 

their organisation); (II) Confirmation of core risks with staff (dialoguing with staff to confirm 

reported risks and affirm the identified core risks); (III) Linking of risks to prevention 

strategies; (IV) Prioritising the addressing of core risks; (V) Implementing determined 

strategies, and; (VI) Monitoring and periodic cross-checking of implemented strategies 

(Kaufman, Hayes and Knox 2010: 350-354).  With the assistance of a Diocesan trained 

professional in Situational Crime Prevention techniques acting as a consultant, this model 

could be implemented in each church in denominational networks with greater ease, creating 

an additional layer of accountability in parish life.   

Limitations and Criticisms 

Despite the efforts of crime scientists to defend the applicability and suitability of the 

paradigm in preventing crime and child sexual abuse more specifically, there are limitations 

to this model which should not be ignored.  The most common critique of situational crime 

prevention is that of crime displacement, that is, that if situational techniques were applied to 

one space the criminal would simply move elsewhere (Sutton, Cherney and White 2008), 

remains a point of contention (Guerette and Bowers 2009).  This is a significant consideration 

when analysing the causative issues of clergy-child sexual abuse; even if the church or 

workplace of the cleric was so modified to deter offending it must be remembered that most 

child molestation has occurred within the homes of the offender or the victim.  It is not yet 

clear as to how situational crime prevention can be implemented on the domestic level, 

though scholars have attempted to move into this domain (Leclerc, Smallbone and Wortley 

2013; Hayes 2016; Kaufman, Hayes and Knox 2010).  Undoubtedly, this represents a 

compelling weakness of the paradigm in addressing clerical child sexual abuse, particularly 

when one notes that the individual who should protect the child (the adult) is in many 

instances, the offender (Wortley and Smallbone 2010).  It can be said that arguments in this 

context, though theoretically sound, are deficient in empirical support.  

Another issue of the model is that of resources, as not all institutions have the finances nor 

person-power to implement situational prevention techniques (Sutton, Cherney and White 

2008).  In the case of the church, it is clear that wealthy inner-city parishes have a greater 

advantage in this regard in contrast to the less financial and under-resourced rural parishes 

(see also Harder and Haynie 2012).  Additionally, the geographical location of the parish is a 

considerable factor influencing the effectiveness of situational prevention techniques, as 
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discussed in Chapter 8.  Notwithstanding these critiques, situational crime prevention 

provides a holistic method of approaching child protection in the church more-so than the 

traditional “look for the offender” approach.  

Conclusion 

This chapter has provided an overview of Situational Crime Prevention, detailing its 

theoretical underpinnings and criminological framework for crime reduction.  In recent years 

this paradigm has been applied more specifically to child abuse, noting the situational nature 

of the crime and the varying typologies of offenders, with most not driven by a fixed 

pathological deviant sexual interest in children.  Situational Crime Prevention offers a set of 

techniques for minimising crime, that can be tailored specifically to a range of crimes and 

offences.  Given the difficulty of identifying sexual predators, situational prevention offers a 

holistic approach to reducing sexual abuse through not only landscaping environments to 

reduce opportunity for offending, but also in curtailing precipitators that may presently reside 

and work in these locales.  The challenge here questions how situational techniques may be 

incorporated into a micro-level response used by clergy, an idea explored further in later 

sections.  There are significant shortcomings with the paradigm, particularly in its weakness 

in approaching a crime that is largely domestic in nature, arguably beyond the reach of 

situational prevention techniques.  That said, Situational Crime Prevention models remain 

valuable in forcing a broader examination of risk factors and solutions to abuse acts, 

supported by a rich empirical foundation.   
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Chapter 5 

The Anglican Diocese of Tasmania:  

Structure, Context and the Clergy 

 

Thus far this dissertation has examined the role of organisational cultures and institutional 

features in shaping the cognition and conduct (habitus) of organisational agents, both 

theoretically and in how this has transpired literally in respect to clerical collar crime.  To this 

a contextual overview of the field of the Anglican Church in Tasmania is offered in this 

chapter, explaining the socio-religious composition of the institution, its structures and 

institutional features, its agents, and recent history.  Initially, a précis of Anglicanism will be 

presented, incorporating a history of Tasmanian Anglicanism.  An overview of the ecclesial 

and institutional structures of the Anglican Church is then discussed, supplementary to an 

account of Anglican theology to elucidate a socio-religious contextualisation of the 

institution.  An overview of the Anglican clergy, the clerical formation process, the clerical 

role, and the clerical identity completes this chapter.   

Anglicanism Abridged  

Anglicanism is a denominational branch of the Christian faith (see Dickson 2014; Grudem 

2009), which traces its origins (ecclesiastical and theological) to the Ecclesia Anglicana, 

Church of England (for a history of the Church and the Reformation see Arvis 2007, 2013; 

Heal 2003; Shelley 1995; MacCulloch 2009; Merle d'Aubigné 2012).  Anglicanism is located 

worldwide in ecclesial jurisdictions called Provinces (of which there are 44, 38 member 

churches and 6 extra provincial churches), the product of colonial movements of the British 

Empire and British immigration by which the Church of England travelled, and the 

missionary work by organisations such as Church Missionary Society (Anglican Consultative 

Council 2017a, 2017b, 2017c; Pickering 2004; Kaye 1995).   

Despite adopting much of the language, structures and features of Roman Catholicism, global 

Anglicanism comprises a collection of independent church entities called Dioceses, led by a 

bishop or archbishop, which typically federate in regions called Provinces overseen by a 

Primate.  Each diocese is aligned to the spiritual and figurative leadership, though not by 

direction or command, of the provincial primate and in turn, the Archbishop of Canterbury.  

Federal communion and the decisions and advice of the primate/Archbishop of Canterbury 

are obiter dictum, not legally binding on dioceses (the relationship between diocese and 
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province, and by extension, province and communion, is contested, see Avis 2007: 58-80; 

Welby 2016; Anglican Consultative Council 2017a, 2017b, 2017c).   

Despite stemming from the same “theological mould”, homogeneity is not present across the 

Anglican Communion given differences in theological standpoints and traditions shaping 

practice and governance (Chapman 2012; Jensen 2012; Poulos 2017; Pickering 2004).  Every 

diocese within the Anglican Communion shares a use of and adherence to (largely and 

loosely) the so-called historic formularies of the Church (Prayer Book, Book of Homilies and 

39 Articles) alongside the Ordinal, in their liturgical and administrative operations; though 

the actual practices and operations of these dioceses are governed by the religious tradition of 

the Diocese and its agents (see Arvis 2007, 2013; Bray 2012; Chapman 2012; Heal 2003; 

Poulos 2017; Jensen 2012).  Each diocese, including Tasmania, has a common structural 

composition, possessing a bishop to lead it, a synod to govern it, a Diocesan Council to 

administrate it, tribunals to administer ecclesial justice, parishes within which worship and 

teaching is undertaken, and an entity to determine clergy’s ‘fitness for office’ and the 

suitability of aspirants’ for ordination (Anglican Church of Australia General Synod 2016: 

19).   

The Australian Anglican Communion 

The Anglican Church of Australia (hereinafter ‘the Communion’) is a province of the 

Anglican Communion containing 23 dioceses, Tasmania being extra-provincial in its own 

right, that is, ‘not connected to a geographic province’ (Church Publishing Incorporated 

2015: 200; Anglican Church of Australia General Synod 2016).  The Communion was 

formed in 1962 with the drafting of a national constitution, The Constitution of the Anglican 

Church of Australia (hereinafter ‘the Constitution’), making the church legally independent 

from England, the Church assuming the title of “The Anglican Church of Australia” in 1981 

(Anglican Church of Australia General Synod 2016).  The Australian Anglican Communion 

is spiritually headed by Archbishop Philip Freier as primate (symbolic leader), and meets 

collectively in a General Synod (federal parliament) every four years to discuss matters of 

doctrine and governance.  Though this federal entity exists, any statutes of the General Synod 

must be affirmed by each diocese’s synod before they become diocesan law, as stipulated in 

section 30 of the Constitution (Anglican Church of Australia General Synod 2014).  Fletcher 

(2008: 183) summarises Australian Anglicanism as a ‘communion of independent national 

branches bound spiritually, but not legally to each other and to Canterbury’.   
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Tasmanian Anglicanism 

The emergence of Anglicanism in Tasmania commenced with the arrival of Reverend Robert 

Knopwood in Hobart Town in 1804, with Governor Collins and the settlers of Van Diemen’s 

Land (Barrett 1942; Stieglitz 1954; Stephens 1991).  At this time, the ecclesiastical 

jurisdiction of Van Diemen’s Land fell within the Diocese of Calcutta, India, following 

which it was assumed within the Archdeaconry of New South Wales (Barrett 1942; Stieglitz 

1954; Stephens 1991).  Knopwood held pastoral responsibility for all people in the 

Tasmanian colony, and was known for being a travelling preacher and pastor (Barrett 1942; 

Stieglitz 1954; Stephens 1991).  As settlements expanded other clergymen arrived to the 

colony, including the Reverend John Youl in 1818 (based in Launceston and George Town), 

and the Reverend William Garard in 1825 (based in Sorrell) (Barrett 1942).  During this 

period, early church buildings were constructed, namely the original St David’s Churches 

(1810 and 1819), St John’s Launceston (1825) and the Chapel of Ease at Bellerive (1826) 

(Henslowe 1978).   

Letters Patent issued in August 1842 created the Diocese of Tasmania, making it a self-

governing entity and the oldest diocese within the Australian Anglican Communion; Dr 

Russel Nixon was made the Diocese’s first bishop, installed into office in July 1843 (Stieglitz 

1954; Barrett 1942).  Tasmania’s first Synod was held in 1857, culminating in the creation of 

the Church Constitution Act the following year (Barrett 1942).  The Anglican Church in 

Tasmania was responsible for the establishment of various institutions of education, such as 

Launceston Church Grammar School (1846, merging with Broadland House Church of 

England’s Girls Grammar School est. 1845, in 1972), The Hutchins School (1846) and St 

Michael’s Collegiate (1892) (Barrett 1942).  The history of the Diocese is marked by 

conflicts between north and south, evangelicals and Anglo-Catholics, most notably debate 

concerning the ordination of women, and more recently, troubles with the decline of the 

church in Tasmania (Stephens 1991; Collins 2010).  The Church in Tasmania has had 11 

consequential appointments of bishops since Dr Nixon, Bishop Bromby (1864-1882), Bishop 

Sandford (1883-1888), Bishop Montgomery (1889-1901), Bishop Stephen (1914-1919), 

Bishop Hay (1919-1943), Bishop Cranswick (1944-1962), Bishop Davies (1963-1981), 

Bishop Newell (1982-2000), Bishop Harrower (2000-2015) and Bishop Condie (2016-

present) (Stephens 1991; Boyce 2002).  Bishops Newell and Harrower are the most relevant 

to the scope of this dissertation given their involvement in the handling of abuse matters.   
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The Anglican Church in Tasmania comprises 48 parishes, with an estimated 2,770 members 

(Jones 2016).  According to the Church’s website, there are 138 clergy licenced within the 

Diocese, 98 of whom are deemed ‘active clergy’ (employed or in a working capacity 

regularly), with the remaining 40 clerics comprising retired clergy and individuals who 

possess a limited licence to ‘officiate’ (that is ‘run’ or ‘preside’) at church services (Anglican 

Church in Tasmania 2017).  The Rt. Revd. Dr. Christopher Jones serves as the Vicar General, 

The Very Revd. Richard Humphrey serves as the Dean of the Cathedral, Mrs Jennifer 

Cavanough the Safe Ministry Coordinator, Ms Annete Sims the Director of Professional 

Standards, Ven. Stephen Carnaby serves as the Director of Ministry, and Mr James Oakley 

the Director of Business Services of the Diocese (Anglican Church in Tasmania 2017).   

The composition and structure of a Diocese with reference to that of the Tasmanian Diocese, 

is explored in the following sections.   

The Diocesan StructureThe Anglican Church structure is unique insofar as it combines a 

clerical hierarchy with lay-people involvement in its governance and operations.  This 

arrangement is commonly conveyed through the expression ‘episcopally led and synodically 

governed’, that is ‘spiritually led by the clergy, but governed by democratic means’ (Jones 

2016; Poulos 2017).  This sits as the via media between other traditions; the Roman Catholic 

Church being predominantly clerically-led, whilst congregations such as the Brethren are 

congregationally-led (Pickering 2004).  The extent of its democratic-nature, however, must 

be questioned, as clergy command high degrees of cultural and social capital within the 

Synod. 

The Church can be understood as incorporating a series of interconnecting spheres, not unlike 

the Westminster parliamentary system, with smaller regions operating independently yet 

within the overall jurisdiction of larger governing and legal entities.  These regions include 

the Diocese itself (akin to state government jurisdiction), the archdeaconries/MSO regions, 

and the parish (local council). 

The Diocese 

A Diocese is the name of a region which sits under the theological jurisdiction of a bishop, 

the chief-priest of the clergy and spiritual leader of the Church (Avis 2013).  The Tasmanian 

Diocese of Tasmania is ‘coextensive’ with the state of Tasmania and its presiding bishop is 

presently the Right Reverend Doctor Richard Condie (s6. Anglican Church of Australia 

Constitution Act 1973).  Though the bishop is the figurehead of the Church, he must govern 
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in collaboration with the Synod (church parliament) and administrate with support of the 

Diocesan Council and the Diocesan administration (registrar, legal counsel, treasurer, and 

Director of Ministry), except where he is provided prerogative (Jones 2016; Harrower 2015).   

The Synod comprises of representatives of clergy and laity from each of the parishes of the 

Diocese, as well as the Diocesan Council, the Advocate, and others appointed by the bishop 

as outlined in the Synod Ordinance 2014 and the Youth Involvement in Synod 2016 statutes.  

Synod convenes annually to draft and pass legislation (called ordinances or canons) for the 

operation of the Diocese, and review those canons proposed by the General Synod for 

implementation in the Diocese.  Similar to the Tasmanian parliamentary system where the 

Governor must assent to legislation, so too must the Bishop for church legislation (General 

Synod of the Anglican Church of Australia 2016: 19).  The Synod also appoints the Bishop, 

members of Diocesan councils and committees, with the vote of majority (questionably 

ascertained by voice rather than hands or ballots).  The rules for Synod are present within the 

Synod Handbook & Standing Rules and Orders of Synod, accessible on the Diocese’s 

website.   

The Diocesan Council, regulated and empowered by the Diocesan Council Ordinance 1947 

comprises a body of clergy and lay people which meet in the absence of the Synod (like 

parliamentary cabinet) to ‘manage, direct, and regulate all financial, administrative, and other 

secular business of the Anglican Church of Australia in Tasmania’ (s3 Diocesan Council 

Ordinance 1947, cited in Jones 2016).  Other entities operating from the Diocesan level 

include the Diocesan Office, the Office of Safe Church Communities, ministry tribunals and 

the Office of Professional Standards, the latter three described elsewhere (see Chapter 6).   

 

The Archdeaconries  

Archdeaconries form a collection of smaller regions that make up the Diocese as a whole, and 

are established to provide additional administrative and clerical oversight in support of the 

Bishop of Tasmania under the auspices of ‘archdeacons’ (Anglican Diocese of Melbourne 

2012).  In Tasmania these regions are known as ‘Parish Mission Support Networks’, of which 

there are two as of 2016, the Northern and Southern regions, headed by ‘Mission Support 

Officers’ (hereinafter ‘MSO’) formerly known as ‘archdeacons’.  The work of the MSO is 

more pastoral than administrative as in other dioceses, and MSOs are generally rectors or 

priests in charge of other parishes (Missionary Diocese of Tasmania 2010).   
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Parishes 

Parishes are the heart of the Anglican system and the foundational stones of a diocese.  A 

parish is a region under the spiritual auspices of a cleric (the incumbent), titled ‘rector’ or 

‘priest in charge’, or in some instances, a team of clergy referred to as ‘enablers’, within 

which communities of faith meet in groups of people called congregations (Crosse and 

Watson 1948).  Parishes differ in size and structure; some may incorporate a number of 

church centres, house multiple clergy (including stipended and non-stipended, that is, paid 

assistant ministers and non-paid honorary or retired clergy), and have numerous 

congregations or not.  Many urban parishes have one church building with several 

congregations.   

Congregations, too, vary in number, demographics and the liturgical style they follow in their 

worship.  Some are youth services which use contemporary liturgical patterns and styles 

(modern music, no clerical garb, infrequent communion) others are more traditional and 

comprise older parishioners and service style (the ‘Prayer Book’), or are designed for 

particular people groups (such as Chinese services) (General Synod of the Anglican Church 

of Australia 2016).  In the situation where parishes possess more than one cleric, internal 

hierarchies are established where the rector or priest in charge serves as the ‘manager’ and 

‘spiritual superior’ to his parish colleagues (Anglican Church of Australia General Synod 

2016).   

In a similar fashion to the Diocesan Council, parishes are managed and administrated by the 

incumbent in partnership with lay-members in what is referred to as Parish Council, in 

accordance with the Parish Administration Ordinance 1995 (hereinafter ‘the Parish 

Ordinance’).  Parish Council is appointed at the annual general meeting of the parish, the 

total number of members determined by the parish, with some members appointed by the 

parish (2/3), others by the incumbent (1/3: the treasurer, secretary, church wardens (1 

appointed by the incumbent) synod representatives, parish elected members, and incumbent 

elected members.  The role of the Parish Council includes but is not limited to: control of 

parish finances and clergy salaries; managing and overseeing the maintenance of church 

property and burial grounds; and supervise and support the ministries of those serving within 

the parish (see s5 of the Parish Administration Regulations).  

The incumbent is imbued with numerous powers, outlined in section 3 of the Parish 

Administration Regulations (hereinafter ‘the Regulations’) and section 36 of the Parish 
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Ordinance, namely: to chair any parish committee meetings; to have access to any parish 

property at all times and regulate who has right of entry; appoint and terminate individuals in 

positions of ministry (paid and volunteer) within the parish; and most importantly, have 

jurisdiction over preaching, teaching, discipline and liturgy within the parish.  The incumbent 

is assigned to a parish through the process of nomination, which is overseen in a synod-

established committee comprising of Diocesan clergy as well as some parish representatives, 

a process finalised by the bishop, as expressed in section 23 of the Regulations.  It is worth 

noting that the position of rector is one of life-tenure, making appointed clergy difficult to 

remove from office (Olsson and Chung 2004).  In recent years in the Diocese of Tasmania, 

clergy have been appointed ‘Priest in Charge’, perhaps to circumnavigate this issue.   

Section 36(2) of the Parish Administration Ordinance 1995 provides, simultaneously, checks 

and balance on the decisions and actions of the incumbent and the parish council in relation 

to adherence to the canons of the Diocese.  The Parish Council generally meets monthly, 

though in practice the general day-to-day running of the parish rests in the hands of the 

incumbent.   

The Clerical Structure  

The clergy are individuals who have been ordained (made a cleric) by a bishop, or in the case 

of a bishop the Primate of Australia, into the Holy Orders (ranks) of deacons, priests and 

bishops for the service in the church.  Clergy remain in these orders for life, unless their 

orders are revoked, and thereby retain degrees of power and influence in the church.  As with 

other professions such as lawyers in a legal jurisdiction, in order to practise ministry in an 

Anglican diocese a cleric must possess a diocesan licence.  Licences differ between dioceses, 

but generally stipulate what the licensee can do (minister the sacraments, preach, lead 

congregations), prescribe where the minister may practise (Diocesan-wide, or in a particular 

parish), and for what period of time.  It is customary for retired clergy to maintain a restricted 

licence to practise in place of an absent rector/priest in charge (serving as an associate or 

honorary associate minister).  Consequently, all clergy are in many respects, leaders in their 

parishes and in the broader church.  In Tasmania as of 2018, the holding of a licence is now 

conditional to certain degrees of theological education.  

Clergy occupy a number of positions within society, serving as educators (teachers and 

university lecturers), chaplains (schools, hospitals and defence forces), administrators (within 

the church bureaucracy, church-affiliated institutions such as Anglicare, or para-church 
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organisations), missionaries, and evangelists to name but a few (Anglican Church of 

Australia General Synod 2016).   

The three ranks of clergy possess different theological significances which will be detailed 

briefly herein. 

Deacon 

Deacons are the lowest rank of clergy.  Their role is to aid the priest under whom she/he is 

charged with teaching in the church, assisting in the administering of the sacraments 

(baptism, Eucharist), and carrying out ministerial and pastoral work in the parish and the 

surrounding neighbourhood (The Church of England in Australia Trust Corporation 1978; 

Avis 2013).  The role of deacon, though originally a vocational office in its own right, is 

primarily used as a ‘stepping stone’ or ‘probationary term’ to the priesthood, as opposed to 

being a position held by people throughout their vocation (Jensen 2012; Avis 2013).  

Deacons are given the title ‘The Reverend” and are entitled to don clerical garb. 

Priest 

Priests are charged with the same spiritual responsibilities and title of a deacon, namely to 

teach the Word of God and pastor the faithful, but are permitted to administer the sacraments 

(baptism and communion), and pronounce absolution and blessings (Avis 2013: 75).  Priests 

lead communities of faith as their ‘shepherd’ and the people perceive their priest as a spiritual 

guide and leader (Greeley 2004; Ramsey 2009; Poulos 2017).  Some theological traditions 

apportion different sacramental roles to priests and thereby relate to them differently (for 

example Anglo-Catholics and the Eucharist) though irrespective of this, priests possess 

particular sacramental and spiritual roles that are predominantly held by them, rather than 

members of the congregation or deacons (Avis 2013; Jensen 2012).  The vast majority of 

clergy are in the order of priests.   

Bishop 

The bishop (titled ‘the Right Reverend’) is the spiritual leader of a diocese.  In some regions 

called an ‘archbishop’, charged with responsibility to oversee: the evangelisation of the 

Gospel and the preservation of ‘sound doctrine’ within the region charged to him; the 

spiritual health and vibrancy of parishes; the ministry, wellbeing and disciplining of clergy 

who minister in the Diocese; the employment and training of future clerics; chair Diocesan 

Council and other councils in the Diocese; chair the Synod and assent to or veto its legislation 
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(Avis 2013; General Synod of the Anglican Church of Australia 2016).  The two are men in 

this order in Tasmania, Doctor Condie, Bishop of Tasmania and Doctor Jones, Vicar General.   

Other Clergy 

Outside of the Ordinal’s three classes of clergy, are other positions of leadership or rank, 

including curates, archdeacons, canons, archbishops and the primate.  These stations are 

inconsequential to the focus of this thesis, aside from noting that they denote positions of 

varying prestige in Anglicanism.  For more information see Harwood-Jones (2014).   

Clerical Theological Traditions of the Anglican Church 

The theological landscape of the Diocese of Tasmania is largely evangelical, with a majority 

of clergy having been trained at Ridley College (Melbourne) and Moore College (Sydney).  

According to France and McGrath (1993: 3) evangelicalism is recognised by its adherence to 

four main principles: the authority and sufficiency of Scripture; the 'uniqueness of 

redemption through the death of Christ on the cross'; the importance and requirement of 

personal conversion; and the importance and requirement of evangelism noting the imminent 

return of Christ.  This movement to an evangelical diocese is traced to Bishop Harrower who 

served as an evangelical missionary in Argentina and a vicar in the Archdiocese of 

Melbourne, and who subsequently brought a new generation of evangelical ministers to the 

Diocese.   

Tasmania has a history of being an Anglo-Catholic diocese, Harrower’s predecessor, Philip 

Newell, being of this tradition.  Anglo-Catholicism is a tradition of the Anglican Church 

which favours and adopts numerous theologies and practices of Roman Catholicism, the 

resurgence of which is traced to the 19th century Oxford Movement (1833-1845), championed 

by Oxford scholars Pusey, Newman, Froude, Keble and Hurrell (Faught 2003; Yates 1983).  

Anglo-Catholicism is marked by its use of clerical garb, support and endorsement of 

apostolic succession and episcopal leadership, traditional means of worship (bells, candles, 

traditional music), a following of catholic understandings of the Eucharist and the sacraments 

(the early church fathers), and a suspicion of reformation theology (Faught 2003; Yates 1983; 

see also Pickering 1989).  Newell was known for insisting on maintaining clerical garb, 

traditional liturgical practices and preserving favour of Catholic theology (Anglican Diocese 

of Tasmania 1980; Newell 1991; Nash 2011).   

Evangelicalism is an historical movement, transcending denominational boundaries, that 

traces its origins to the 16th century Reformation.  These values permeate the beliefs and 
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practices of evangelical clergy, and therefore the clerical culture, leading to the prioritisation 

of the preaching of God's Word and the sharing of the Word, a divergent shift from the focus 

on ritual and ceremony (including clerical garb and the Book of Common Prayer), to one 

advancing the need for evangelism, the importance of partnered ministerial work with lay-

people, and a diminished view of the ordained ministry and episcopacy (for more on the 

esteem of the deaconate and clerical hierarchies see France and McGrath 1993; Jensen 2012; 

Null and Yates 2017).  The present Bishop, Doctor Condie, is strongly evangelical in his 

convictions as a former lecturer at Ridley College Melbourne.  To date, his episcopacy has 

focussed on a return to biblical doctrine, discipleship and the evolvement of higher biblical 

literacy amongst clergy and laity.   

The Clerical Formation Process 

The clerical formation process is generally standardised across the Anglican Communion, 

involving shared stages of discernment, training, ordination and post-ordination training 

(curacy).  Differentiation of and across the formation process exists, dependent upon the 

predispositions of the diocese and its bishop, processes subject to change from one bishopric 

to the next, the Diocese of Tasmania being an example of this.  The Diocese’s former bishop 

John Harrower was more lenient in the educational credentials of the clerics he appointed 

(not all had formal theological training) whilst the current bishop, Dr Richard Condie, has 

articulated his want for more thoroughly trained clergy, henceforth (Condie 2017).  

Overwhelmingly however, the clergy role has undergone a continuous process of 

‘professionalisation’ since the 18th century, postgraduate studies in theology now being the 

standardised requirement for ordination (Nesbitt 2007; Edwards 2004; O’Day 1979; Jacob 

2007).  This section provides an outline of the clerical formation process, noting that it is 

generalised consequent to the absence of material on the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania’s 

website.  

Clerical formation commonly commences with individuals (‘aspirants’) expressing interest in 

pursuing ordination and theological study with their parish priest or pastor, commonly 

referred to as a ‘call’ (Nesbitt 2007).  Depending on the pastor and the aspirant, the pastor 

may direct the aspirant to the Diocesan vocations office or suggest a period of discernment 

involving prayer and reflection and/or trialling different forms of spiritual responsibility 

within the church, such as preaching or leading bible studies (The Church of England 2017).  

This period may extend from a number of months to a number of years.   
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When referred to the Diocesan vocations office, the aspirant will be examined for their initial 

suitability for candidacy for ordination.  This examination is undertaken by an examining 

chaplain or a vocational officer, but may involve the bishop.  Inquiries are made as to the 

aspirant’s personal faith, devotion, character, abilities, and motivations.  In addition to the 

meeting of spiritual and medical criteria, individuals are contemporarily subject to increasing 

psychological, medical and criminal checks, to screen candidates for competency, long-term 

employability, paraphilic or other deviant tendencies (Jones 2016).  In the Tasmanian 

Diocese, the current practice is for aspirants to undertake an exhaustive questionnaire 

alongside being examined by the Director of Ministry services and undertaking 

psychological, medical and criminal record examination, a process currently under review 

(Jones 2016: 34).  This is a development from the old system of an examining chaplain panel 

which scrutinised character, but did not have the scope nor rigour to detect child molesters 

(ironically and most tragically a convicted child molester, Lou Daniels, once sat as an 

examining chaplain in Tasmania).   

The successful aspirant then undertakes a period of theological training at a bible college or 

university, generally over 3-4 years, in person and/or via distance education.  The Diocese of 

Tasmania presently favours sending its students to Ridley Theological College in Melbourne, 

or Moore Theological College in Sydney, though this is presently being reviewed with the 

onset of on-line theological education (Jones 2016; Anglican Diocese of Tasmania 2018).  

Ongoing training during theological studies may be required by the diocese in a local church 

or through a theological institute (for example, the Anglican Institute in Melbourne).   

At the completion of theological training, clergy are ordained into the Holy Orders of Deacon 

and assume curacy, a period of priestly apprenticeship and parish-based training.  The curacy 

period varies between dioceses, though in Tasmania, this period traditionally extends for two 

years.  During curacy, the cleric is placed in an associate position within a parish and is 

trained by a senior clergyperson in ministry, pastoral care, preaching, and liturgy.  After the 

first year, the deacon is ordained into the Holy Orders of Priest.  Following the curacy the 

cleric is deemed eligible to run parishes in his or her own right, at the discretion and 

appointment of the bishop.  The clergyman may move parish over time with promotions or 

growth in expertise, or remain at a single parish- though this is increasingly less common 

(Nesbitt 2007).   
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Clerical Role, Clerical Life and Clerical Culture  

The ancient and established Christian clerical profession, while retaining its core functions, is 

evolving in its practice and appearance in response to a modernising world and the shift of 

Christianity in that world; increased secularisation, urbanisation and globalisation (Nesbitt 

2007; Hoge 2011; Smidt 2016).  It is within this culture of flux that the clergy (and their 

congregations) must be studied (Nesbitt 2007; Hoge 2011).  In addition, when examining the 

clergy one must be mindful of the religious tradition from which the priest and their 

congregation hails, as each shape clerical role, life and culture (see Edwards 2004).   

Role 

The cleric plays a vital role in the life of the church and the faithful, as teacher, mentor, carer 

and administrator (Edwards 2004; Smidt 2016; Hoge 2011; Monahan 1999).  The cleric is 

involved in the key seasons of the Christian life, baptising people, administering communion, 

preparing couples for marriage, officiating holy matrimony, visiting and caring for the sick 

and the dying, burying the dead and comforting the mourning (Edwards 2004).  On a weekly 

basis the pastor preaches and teaches the Bible from the pulpit on a Sunday and in smaller 

study groups, throughout the week, as well as meeting individuals for personal tuition 

(‘discipleship’).  Clergy provide counselling and pastoral care, and extend advice and 

guidance to parishioners in respect to life decisions, troubles and concerns, sorrowful events, 

illness and questions concerning God, the Bible and the Christian faith (Edwards 2004; 

Monahan 1999).  Some clergy teach at a local theological college, university or school (Smidt 

2016), while others may take on administrative roles conjunctive to their parish work, serving 

on boards and committees, assisting in the running of the Diocese, or associative arms of the 

Diocese (for example Anglicare) (Harwood-Jones 2012).  In a number of Tasmanian 

churches, retired clergy routinely lead and preach at services, visit the sick, assist in 

administration, and undertake pastoral care.  

Clerical Life 

Aside from the clerical role, studies of clerical life have focussed typically on the working 

conditions of the clergy, work satisfaction and clerical mental health (Hoge 2011; Nesbitt 

2007).  The clerical life is renowned for being emotionally and physically taxing given the 

diverse and exertive nature of their work (caring and teaching), coupled with and fuelled by 

religious-based pressures of seeking the salvation of people (Lewis et al. 2007).  The 

clergyperson’s working hours are long, with over-time and/or in rest time commonplace.  

Statistics point to clergy working more than 50 hours per week, though this varies depending 
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upon the position the cleric holds within the church.  Some clergy have fewer “contact hours” 

by nature of their position, for example, school chaplain versus parish pastor (Nesbitt 2007; 

McMillan 2002; Poulos 2017; Papesh 2004).  The number of hours clergy spend on their 

multiple tasks varies from individual to individual, depending on the size of the congregation, 

the seniority and experience of the pastor, the number of staff at the church in which the 

pastor works (clergy and lay-workers), and the broader commitments of the pastor (Monahan 

1999).  

Clergy stress and burnout are too common, with various academics attesting to the 

psychological drain and hardships of the clerical profession irrespective of denomination 

(Lewis et al. 2007; Turton and Francis 2007; Brain 2004).  The clergyperson encounters a 

number of relational challenges in seeing and shouldering the needs of her/his people and is 

the target of frequent criticism and public ridicule (Lawless 2013; Wagner 2015) from those 

outside of the church to whom she/he is tasked to evangelises.  The cleric, too, faces the 

matter of having their life, and that of their family, always on display and open scrutiny by 

members of the congregation and public, placing strain on marriages as well as on their 

children’s development (Hoge 2011; see Mace and Mace 1981; Tripp 2015).  The cleric often 

feels isolated, literally in being commonly the only member of staff, and psychologically in 

attempting to meet the unrealistic expectations placed upon him/her by the congregation in 

the role of ‘pastor’ (Tripp 2015).   

More broadly, in the Western world the clergy are experiencing a shift of their social and 

cultural capital and living in an increasingly secularised world, with the accompanying 

pressures of de-denominalisation of the marketplace of religion (and denominations) (Hoge 

2011; Smidt 2016; Strhan 2015).  This has affected clerical job security; a lack of positions 

for clergy or dwindling congregations, have led to more bi-vocational clergy, lay-leaders and 

honorary clergy (in some instances requiring retired clergy to take on some of the workload) 

as opposed to the traditional full-time parish priest (Ammerman 2005; Nesbitt 2007).  This 

changes the dynamics of parishes and how the cleric relates and works with their 

congregation, influencing how much of the ministerial tasks of the clergyman are shared or 

delegated (Monahan 1999).   

Clerical Culture 

As expressed earlier, attention to clerical culture as instigated by governmental and academic 

inquiry has questioned the role of organisational (clerical) culture in enabling clergy-child 
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sexual abuse (Keenan 2012; Palmer and Feldman 2017).  To date, much of the research on 

clerical culture has investigated the Roman Catholic Church (Wilson 2008; Keenan 2012; 

Papesh 2004; Doyle 2003; Gilligan 2012; Guerzoni and Graham 2015), and though the 

Roman Catholic context is unique in Christianity (for it is a sacramental system, as opposed 

to a synthetic or Word-based system for Protestant churches, see Sproul 2012: 51-52; Allison 

2015) similar power systems can be observed in operation within Protestant churches.  

Indeed, in each system, that which is deemed central to the faith (sacraments or proclamation 

of the Word) creates a separation of power which accordingly structures clerical and 

congregational cultures, shaping clergy and lay interactions and the apportionment and 

assignment of roles, responsibilities, expectations and assumptions (Wilson 2008; Tripp 

2015; Sproul 2012).  In both denominations, we see the interconnection between clerical 

power, clerical culture, and congregational cultures (Wilson 2008; Tripp 2015).   

It is argued that knowledge is the distinguishing feature between church members and the 

pastorate in evangelical Christianity, which in Tripp’s (2015: 11) view creates unhealthy 

clerical and congregational cultures.  The professionalisation of clergy through the 

standardisation of seminary education (with the Master of Divinity prerequisite) instils a 

focus on academics and knowledge within seminarians, degree prestige (master over the 

equally valid bachelor) leading to an evaluation of worth and suitability for ordination and 

pastoral service on knowledge rather than character, integrity, pastoral skills and competency 

in clerical skills (Tripp 2015; Wilson 2008).   

In turn, congregations look increasingly at the credentials and intellectual powers of clergy as 

the marker for suitability for ministry, attributing higher degrees of knowledge to superior 

levels of holiness.  As within Roman Catholicism, there is an underlying assumption that the 

pastor will be holy and pious, by virtue of being a pastor, a tautology which rests on the 

symbols and cultural capital of the clerical role, contributed to by former ministers of 

religion, tradition, and sacred texts (Wilson 2008; Tripp 2015).  This creates a chasm between 

clergy and lay people, leading the congregation to not invest in and support the pastor 

(“she/he is okay because she/he is the pastor”), which in turn creates, in Tripp’s view (2015), 

pressure for the pastor not to reveal or confide any sign or evidence of transgression or 

weakness (“I am a pastor, I can’t show fault”).  The pastor is thus increasingly isolated 

personally from her/his congregation, encouraging a dual-living of a pastoral and personal 

life, deepening distinctions between laity and clergy, further enforcing existing power 

paradigms, and constructing cultures of isolation and secrecy that enable and precipitate 
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abuses of clerical power and authority.  Religious scholars and commentators note that this 

becomes a self-perpetuating cycle, which is then passed on to subsequent pastoral generations 

by virtue of socialisation; a “professionalisation” of the pastorate (Tripp 2015; Wilson 2008; 

for further discussion see Piper 2013).   

Conclusion  

This chapter delivers a socio-historical snapshot of the Anglican Church and its key 

components to contextualise the Church in Tasmania, its structure and purpose.  An overview 

of the history of the church, internationally and nationally is supported by a précis of its 

institutional features, clerical hierarchy and key actors.  Topics central to this dissertation 

relating to clerical role, lifestyle and culture elucidate who the clergy are, what they do, and 

the context within which they operate.  This chapter scaffolds a framework through which the 

sample of the clergy in this research can be analysed and discussed.   

 

 

  



132 

 

Chapter 6 

Anglican Diocese of Tasmania:  

Child Abuse Training, Policies and Procedures 

 

To this point, the established context from which this dissertation examines clerical collar 

crime in Tasmania is the backdrop of abuse exposés and government inquiries in Australia 

and internationally, and the contextualisation of the Anglican Church of Tasmania as 

rendered through its history (including abuse history) and organisational features.  This 

chapter builds on these foundations, investigating the training processes, policies, and 

procedures that underpin the dual arms of Anglican Diocese of Tasmania’s child protection 

system, the ‘Safe Church Communities’ and the ‘Professional Standards’.  Each operate 

through a series of ordinances (church legislation), including the:  

• Safe Church Communities Ordinance 2009; 

• Professional Standards for the Protection of Children and Adults from Sexual 

Misconduct 2005;  

• Protocol for Professional Standards for the Protection of Children and Adults from 

Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2005;  

• Faithfulness in Service 2012; 

• Ministry and Tribunal Ordinance 1988. 

In addition to these ordinances is the associated resource of The Professional Standards 

Committee’s ‘A Resource for Clergy and Parishes’. 

Within this chapter an outline of both the ‘Safe Church Communities’ and the ‘Professional 

Standards’ systems is given, detailing their operative functions and the requirements of the 

relevant legislation and subsidiary policies and supportive documents.  Each system is 

addressed in turn for the purpose of furnishing a collective critique at the chapter’s 

conclusion.   

Safe Church Communities 

Safe Church Communities is the ‘screening and training’ program for church workers and 

volunteers working with children, as well as committee members, within the Anglican 

Diocese of Tasmania, as enforced by the Safe Church Communities Ordinance 2009 

(hereinafter ‘the ordinance’) (Jones 2016).  The system was legislated in 2009, consolidating 

and then replacing existing Diocesan screening and training programs, such as the ‘Safe 
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Ministry process’, ‘Safe Ministry with Children and Young People’, and ‘A Code of Practice 

for the Protection of Children within our Churches’; operative since the late 1990s (Jones 

2016).  The system is based predominantly on ChildSafe, a child protection training and 

management strategy system developed by Scripture Union Australia, with the insertion of 

the Faithfulness in Service code (Jones 2016).   

The Diocese’s website stipulates that the Safe Church Communities program was installed to 

‘ensure that church workers are fit for their office, supported in their roles and have the skills 

and knowledge to contribute significantly to the development of safe and healthy church 

communities’ (Anglican Diocese of Tasmania 2017b).  The ordinance, however, states that 

its purpose is to operationalise an authorisation framework to which all clergy and church 

workers must comply in order to work in particular ministries (2b) and to ensure ‘church 

communities are safe places for all’.   

Though the system professes to broadly address safe ministry, both on-line and within the 

ordinance, the inclusion of part two and three of the program suggests that Safe Church 

Communities is directed primarily towards protecting children and preventing child sexual 

abuse within the church.  As reflected, until recently, in diocesan flyers and wider advertising 

publications which many included images of young children.  This premise that Safe Church 

Communities is predominantly about protecting children and creating safe ministry cultures 

was unanimously supported through statements by participants in the dissertation interviews, 

the system considered by most respondents as synonymous with the idea of child protection.  

In the Diocesan training PowerPoint, the following statements of intent are presented for the 

adoption of the system: 

The prime objective of ChildSafe processes are [Sic.] to keep children and vulnerable 

people safe from abuse, accident, harm and injury. (Slide 59) 

Why has the Diocese adopted the ChildSafe management system? 

• Serious harm and abuse can and does occur anywhere 

• Community expectations have changed 

• Ignorance is no excuse when a child is harmed 

• Common sense can differ, so we need a system to identify and manage risks and 

to educate workers 

• Our standards of care need to be high so we re- establish trust with the 

community (Slide 65) 
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This is an important consideration for discussions of clerical behaviour that will be elaborated 

further in proceeding sections of this chapter. 

Safe Church Communities incorporates a three-pronged accreditation process:  

• Signing to a declaration of adherence to the requirements of Faithfulness in Service; 

• Undertaking the screening requirements via an application to the Diocese and receipt 

of the Working with Vulnerable People card (incorporating a Police check); 

• Undertaking the Diocese-led ChildSafe training program.   

For logical coverage, each component is addressed individually. 

Faithfulness in Service  

Faithfulness in Service (hereinafter ‘the Code’) is the code of conduct for ministerial 

practises, behaviour and lifestyles of church workers, clergy and committee members within 

the Diocese.  The Code was adopted from the document of the same name produced by the 

General Synod in 2004 (hereinafter ‘the Federal Code’), and replaced the existing 1999 Code 

of Ethics operating in the Diocese.  The two documents have critical dissimilarities as 

identified by Jones (2016), none of which will be detailed in this dissertation.  Clergy are 

required to read the Code and sign an assent to its principles and requirements.  The training 

for the Code, incorporated within the SCC training and enforced through the Ministry and 

Tribunal Ordinance 1998, is required only once (Safe Church Communities Training Policy 

2015).  It involves a run-through of the core values and principles of the Code via an 

accompanying PowerPoint presentation.  

The Code states its purpose as providing behavioural and ministerial guidelines to equip 

church workers and the clergy to ‘faithfully serve’ those entrusted to them in their ministry 

(page 4).  These guidelines are adopted from principles from the Holy Scriptures and other 

key Anglican authorities such as the Book of Common Prayer, the Anglican Constitution, 

Federal and Diocesan ordinances and Church legislation (page 4).  Section 3 of the Code, 

‘Putting this Code into Practice’, outlines that adherence to these principles will ‘protect the 

safety of others and themselves’ (3.1) and that inconsistencies ‘with this Code are neither 

tolerated nor covered up’.  Scope exists to permit deviation from the Code where it is 

‘impractical’ to do so, allowing ‘the exercise of judgement… to ensure the safety of those to 

whom they minister and themselves’ (3.5).  Such diversion is distinguished from ‘wilful 

disregard’ and ‘failure to meet’ the Code’s requirements, in which case ‘guidance and 
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specialised help’ is required, except in the case of child sexual abuse which mandates 

reporting (3.9).   

The Code is enacted through clause 24 of the Ministry and Tribunal Ordinance 2014 

(hereinafter ‘the Tribunal Ordinance’) and is present within Schedule 5 of that ordinance.  

The Diocesan Council is authorised by clause 24 of the Tribunal Ordinance, to amend the 

Code provided that a two-thirds majority is acquired (most recently amended in 2016).  The 

Code is divided into five sections, each relating to domains which could be described as 

traditional areas of individual “failings”, immoral behaviour and/or illegal conduct on the part 

of the clergy and church workers.  Specifically “serious failings” relate to:   

1. Pastoral relationships;  

2. Children;  

3. Personal behaviour (including substance abuse);  

4. Sexual conduct (including pornography and child exploitative material);  

5. Finance (including gambling).   

Each section outlines requisite behavioural standards and an accompanying explanation of 

how those standards would appear in practice, the provision of guidelines enabling ease of 

implementation into ministerial operation.  For the sake of relevance and brevity, discussion 

herein will examine areas specifically related to children and child sexual abuse.   

Pastoral Relationships 

A pastoral relationship constitutes any interrelation between a member of ministry team in 

the Church (ordained or lay) and another individual which is formed through and operates 

within the provision of pastoral care, counsel and/or mentoring, and instruction.  In its 

definition of pastoral care, the Code defines pastoral relationships as incorporating ‘pastoral 

ministry’, which in addition to the understanding provided, encompasses provision of 

medical attention, and stresses the inherent responsibility that the church person has over the 

individual to whom she/he is pastoring (page 7).   

This section outlines 5 standards for its clergy in the context of pastoral ministry, namely, to 

provide safe and positive learning environment to fellow clergy, to place the interests of 

others first, to not discriminate, to maintain confidentiality unless required by law or in the 

interest of safety, and to ensure others may cover when the cleric is absent.  Guidelines 

‘explain and illustrate best practice and highlight practical ways to achieve’ the Church’s 
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expectations in this area (p24).  Three categories are addressed within this section, namely 

boundaries and self-care, confidentiality, and communications.  

Boundaries and Self-Care within the Pastoral Relationship 

Relating to practice, the section details guidance for executing pastoral relationships, with 

specific emphasis of ‘boundaries’ and ‘professional development’.  The cleric is reminded to 

work for the hours employed, within their own capacities and expertise, to undertake self-

care and regular breaks, and to refer complex or difficult matters and/or seek counsel.  Clergy 

are instructed to maintain emotional and sexual boundaries with those they encounter, to 

place one’s professional role before personal friendships, and to adhere to procedural outlines 

if developing romantic attraction to those to whom they minister.  This is grounded within the 

mandate to prohibit instigating perceptions of giving or showing favouritism to children, and 

the directive to undertake professional development and mentoring. 

Confidentiality in the Pastoral Relationship 

Clerical confidentiality and communication are contentious topics given the current 

reputation assigned to the church following the unveiling of abuse allegations that clergy 

intentionally and systematically concealed information of abuse, through ritual, by leader 

instruction, or to otherwise prevent scandal (Guerzoni and Graham 2015; Dunne 2004).  This 

section seeks to provide counsel for clergy in this difficult area. 

Advice directs that clergy need to be mindful of confidentiality when seeking counsel from 

superiors and provide only the basic facts, illustrating the difference between the divulging of 

information and a confession of information.  In the former, direction is given that highlights 

the limitations of clerical confidentiality prior to consultations (though no particular 

situations are given) and a following outline of the principles of the sacrament of confession 

under the Confessions Canon 1989.  It then advises that clergy should check their 

responsibilities at law, though fails to outline this.  This is inadequate considering the 

section’s purpose is to ‘explain and illustrate best practice and highlight practical ways to 

achieve’ matters pertaining to confidentiality in pastoral relationships (p 12).   

Communications in the Pastoral Relationship 

The section stresses that all church workers and clerical interactions, whether in a formal or 

informal capacity, are to be recognised as ‘a pastoral encounter’, and that one should meditate 

on the ‘impact’ of one’s ‘words and actions’ (s 4.32).  This advice is particularly prudent 

when taking into account that the cleric or church worker embodies the power of their office 
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at all times (Celenza 2007; Greeley 2004).  Practical recommendations are provided 

regarding communications (avoiding innuendos and inappropriate content), being conscious 

of one’s dress (not explicit/inappropriate), the appropriateness of the time and location when 

meeting with an individual as well as being aware of the potential effects the environment or 

setting may have on the consultee/congregant (4.34).  Adhering to use of acceptable language 

is recommended when on-line, particularly as internet communication loses privacy in a 

unique manner in contrast to verbal communication (4.35).  Finally, it is advised that records 

of communications and appointments with people are documented and stored, noting points 

of communication and any counsel or resolutions made (s 4.36).   

Children 

This chapter of the Code is the largest of the document, presenting a thorough overview of 

how one should interact with children, recognise and respond to cases of child sexual abuse 

(victims and perpetrators), and the parameters within which church activities should be 

conducted in order to minimise the likelihood of sexual crime events.  Instruction specific to 

discipline, physical contact with children, communication, photographs, and record keeping 

are discussed.   

Section 5.17 outlines some of the common signifiers of child abuse, listing indicators of 

typologies of emotional, physical, sexual and spiritual abuse, neglect harassment/bullying, 

and grooming, consistent with existing child abuse literature, albeit underdeveloped 

(Goodyear-Brown, Fath and Myers 2011; Craven, Brown and Gilchrist 2007).  Several 

commonly identified characteristics of abusers are distinguished in 5.18, though these can be 

challenged as vague and of limited applicability in equipping clergy to readily discern 

offenders.  Situational factors are not mentioned, nor personal susceptibility to offending.  

Section 5.171 counsels clergy and church workers in practical terms about how to respond 

when a child reveals that they are being or have been abused, and conforms to and builds 

upon literature in the field (Flam and Haugsvedt 2013; Lyon, Ahren and Scurich 2012; Faller 

and Everson 2012).  Responses affirming the child in speaking up, assuring the child that 

they are not culpable for their abuse, and careful listening is advised.   

Section 5.172 outlines reporting procedures, stipulating when to report to police, a school 

authority, the Department of Health and Human Services, and the Director of Professional 

Standards.  This section is as not clear, in some instances instructing reporting solely to the 

Diocese and in others the police.   
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The remaining points of the section outline considerations for child safety elaborated in the 

categories of: screening of church workers and volunteers (5.20-5.21) and external service 

providers (5.25); supervision of children (5.26); the appropriateness and safety of activities 

(5.27-5.33) and venues (5.34-5.36); health and safety (5.37-5.39); transport (5.40-5.41); 

discipline (5.425.43); physical contact (5.44-5.45); communication (5.46-5.47), photographs 

(5.48); and record keeping (5.49-5.51).   

Referenced within these categories are instructional prescriptions for appropriate adult-child 

ratios in supervision contexts; the prohibiting of nudity and sexual conduct, the dissuading of 

secretive initiation ceremonies, the provision of standards when meeting children one-to-one 

(not meet with children in the cleric’s private dwelling , to have another adult present where 

appropriate, inform others of the meeting and document records of meetings- 5.33), 

avoidance of situations of being alone with children; ensuring environments are subject to 

surveillance (5.34) including in motorcars (5.41), the installation of child abuse prevention 

strategies in the church for rectors/PIC (5.42), to avoid physical contact of sexual nature and 

outlining appropriate physical contact (5.45), appropriate methods of on-line communication 

(5.78), attaining permission for photographs (5.48), and the formalising of reporting storage 

and security processes attendance and around screening documentation (5.49-5.51).  

Collectively, each of these reforms represent effectual crime prevention techniques that 

impact positively on situational contexts that might encourage offending.   

Personal Behaviour, Sexual Conduct and Financial Integrity 

These sections of the Code outline areas of character and conduct expected of clergy and 

church workers, and are comparatively brief in contrast to other sections.   

The personal behaviour expected of priests aligns with moral and legal expectations that they 

remain above reproach, abstain from bullying, abuse and harassment of others and one’s 

family (6.5-6.6), avoid use of offensive language (6.12) and prohibited substances (6.9), and 

pornography (6.13), and follow the law except when it contradicts the Bible or ‘unjustly 

prohibits the practice of religion’ (6.14).  The effects of abuse are discussed and how it 

affects the cleric (6.15).  The impact of bullying and the environments and cultures that 

enable bullying are described, as well as proposed preventative measures targeting abusive 

behaviour in the home (6.16-20).  Clergy are instructed to seek help when stressed or facing 

difficulties (6.18-20), and to be sanctioned with ‘discretion’ when using improper language 

(6.21) or restricted material (6.22).   



139 

 

Appropriate sexual conduct of clergy and church workers is examined in section 7 of the 

Code, outlining the prohibition on abusing any person, and of hiring or being in an 

establishment which sells sexual services and pornographic and sexually explicit material 

(7.5).  Sexual activity is reinforced as being only permissible within a heterosexual marriage.  

Observance that the uncovering of indecent sexual activity within the clergy has negatively 

impacted the Church is noted, re-affirming that the primary role of the clergy is to shepherd 

and protect God’s people (7.1-7.4).  Clergy are warned to avoid situations within which they 

would be ‘prone to temptation’ or where ‘conduct may be construed as a breach of the 

standards of sexual conduct in this Code’ (7.7).  Further, they are instructed to seek 

permission and take care when counselling congregants about sexual matters or when making 

physical contact (7.6).   

Financial integrity, the final segment of the Code, outlines the need to be honest, just, and 

transparent in financial dealings (8.1-8.3; 8.7-8.13; 8.15-16), avoiding debt and financial 

crimes (8.4-8.6), and to be guarded in accepting gifts (8.14).  Curiously, a prohibition against 

gambling is not contained within the Code, though the Diocese has expressed opposition to 

gambling on a regular basis in its synods.   

Diocesan Screening Requirements 

For clergy, the Diocesan screening process is three-fold:  

1. A referee check (two people who have known the applicant for a period of more than 

two years). This is self-explanatory and requires no further comment;  

2. Application for and receipt of a Working with Vulnerable People Card from the 

Tasmanian Department of Justice, a card which incorporates a criminal history check 

for crimes including but not limited to those of sexual nature, driving and property 

offences, crimes of dishonesty, violent offences and crimes against a person (see the 

Registration to Work with Vulnerable People Act 2003 (Tas)).  No referees are 

required in this check;  

3. Clearance from the Anglican National Register Check, a nation-wide accessible 

Anglican database containing notes of complaints and allegations against clergy or lay 

people within the Australian Communion in relation to sexual abuse and misconduct 

against children and adults, and other criminal matters or concerns, as formed by the 

National Register Canon 2007 (Safe Church Communities Ordinance 2009; Anglican 

Church of Tasmania 2014; Anglican Diocese of Tasmania 2015).   
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These requirements can be wavered by the Bishop in the case of a retired clergyperson 

wanting to officiate.  All clergy require re-endorsement of training, and the other application 

processes mentioned above in order to retain their certification, and by extension, their 

licence, as specified in Schedule 1 Part C.  This is required on a three-yearly basis.   

Since 2014, clergy seeking a clerical licence to officiate, ordination and clerical office, are 

required to ‘complete a comprehensive screening questionnaire’, a psychological examination 

and medical check (Jones 2016: 34).   

Screening Test 

Screening tests are based on a federal template for vetting applicants for ordination and 

ministerial positions (the Safe Ministry Check).  They involve a series of questions about 

employment, criminal and sexual history to detect prior-evidence of misdemeanours and the 

receipt of disciplinary sanctions in employment and at law, as well as any charged or 

uncharged criminal offences (Anglican Church of Australia 2006).  Only one question asks if 

the applicant has ever had ‘sexual contact with a person under the age of consent’ though 

never being officially charged (Anglican Church of Australia 2006: 5).  The same questions 

are then asked to be completed by several referees.   

It is not clear how and whether Diocesan authorities would respond differently to individuals 

who admit a past incident/conviction of sexual contact with a minor of an abusive nature 

when aged as a minor themselves, or those who had sexual contact as a minor within a dating 

relationship (teenage dating).  In each instance there is a violation of Tasmanian criminal law, 

though the latter does have defences available at law (see Tasmanian Law Reform Institute 

2012).  Notwithstanding this, uncertainty remains as to whether underage consensual sexual 

contact, if not prosecuted by Tasmania police or the Department of Public Prosecution, would 

still lead to a mandatorily recording of these individuals on the Anglican National Register 

and thereby (mis)position the applicant as a person of risk?  This requires clarification from 

the Diocese.  

Psychological Examination and Medical Check 

These measurement and appraisal procedures involve a complete medical check, the 

applicant undertaking personality assessment to diagnose any psychopathologies.  

Completion of a booklet of personal history which includes an examination of psychosexual 

issues alongside family background, work history, individual interests, and health, to name a 

few, is required.  These questionnaires are followed-up in an interview with a clinical 
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psychologist (Anglican Diocese of Australia Professional Standards 2012).  A report is then 

provided to the Bishop which includes discussion and analysis of psychological factors.  Trait 

characteristics linked to: self-esteem, aptness for team working, interpersonal skills, time 

management abilities, sexual maturity, motivations, social and psychological maturity and 

complacency are examined (for complete list see Anglican Diocese of Australia Professional 

Standards 2012: 3).  The process appears robust, particularly in comparison to the former 

candidate screening process.  It is not clear, however, as to what degree it adopts value-based 

interviewing screening methods, as recommended in the literature as the preferred practice 

(Wurtele 2012).  Three outcomes are available to the examining psychologist: (1) pass 

applicant on grounds of an absence of observable risk; (2) delay the approval of the candidate 

on grounds of additional investigation being required, and; (3) inform of the presence of a 

risk of misconduct.   

ChildSafe Training 

As mentioned previously the Diocese has adopted the ChildSafe training and child safety 

program, developed by Scripture Union, as a component of its modus operandi to reform 

child protection policy.  The system’s training and accreditation is overseen by the Safe 

Ministry Co-ordinator Jenn Cavanough and the Director of Business Services James Oakley 

(Safe Church Communities Training Policy 2015).   

The Ordinance outlines the varying degrees of training that different clergy in the Diocese 

must complete in Schedule 1 Part B.  The program consists of a four staged system: 

• Member (incorporating M1 and M2 Modules)  

Initial training for volunteers who are involved in children and youth ministry, though 

do not lead groups in their own capacity; 

• Leader (incorporating L1 and L2 Modules) 

Training for those in a position of leadership of individuals partaking in children and 

youth ministry; 

• Co-ordinator Level 

Training to equip those to oversee SCC within a parish and ensure that measures to 

establish a ‘safe and healthy church community’ have been undertaken, a 

responsibility resting with the incumbent , though specific duties (such as 

accreditation and training of leaders) and responsibility may be delegated to other 

individuals in the parish; 
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• Organisational Level (Risk Management)  

[information on this is not publically available, though it is assumed it is held by the 

Diocesan Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator].  

 

Training requirements of the Diocese include initial training and refresher training, the two 

being very similar in content.  Training is offered and delivered in several mediums by the 

Diocese: training seminars titled ‘Mission Network Training Events’ offered annually in 

Launceston and Hobart; in the parish by an authorised instructor ‘trainer’; on-line training; 

through reading the ChildSafe Training manual alongside a local co-ordinator-level trained 

person.  Vis-à-vis training, individuals are run through a PowerPoint incorporating material 

from the ChildSafe training manual and an overview of the Code, and complete an 

assessment quiz.  The on-line training is similarly ordered, necessitating procession through 

training material followed by a self-administered electronic assessment (short-

answer/multiple choice) component (Safe Church Communities Training Policy 2015).  As 

stipulated within the SCC Ordinance, all clergy, save the ‘Diocesan Authorised Priest for the 

Hearing of Private Confessions in Relation to Child Sexual Abuse’, ‘Youth Ministers’, and 

‘Chaplains and Ministry Workers who regularly engage in one-to-one ministry with 

children’, are required to be trained to ‘co-ordinator level’.  Discussion that follows will focus 

on the co-ordinator level training.   

Training Component 

The training granted by the Diocese is delivered by the Safe Church Communities Co-

ordinator, a local trainer, or via on-line training.  It is divided into 6 components, covering: 

Faithfulness in Service; Keeping People Safe (discussions of power, boundaries and pastoral 

relationships); Child Protection (types of abuse, signs of abuse, effects of abuse, cycle of 

abuse, responding to abuse); ChildSafe System and hierarchy of responsibilities (Team 

members, leaders, Co-ordinators and risk management officer, the endorsement process); 

Safety Management Principles and Permission to Proceed (risks and risk management, duty 

of care, logging of incident reports); ChildSafe Co-ordinator.  Throughout the training 

program there are opportunities for group discussion and scenario problem solving.  Of 

particular relevance to this dissertation is the ‘Facts and Myths’ component, wherein 

questions regarding offender and victim profiling are posed (‘sex offenders are older men?’ 

and ‘child abuse only happens in poor and dysfunctional families’).   
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The Faithfulness in Service component provides an overview of the Code, its purpose (to 

codify and unify clergy in their professional and pastoral standards and practice), its benefits 

for clergy (to assist in the formation of safer and more transparent churches centring on a 

forgiveness and healing ethos), the importance of following it, and several key sections of the 

Code: Pastoral Relationships (boundaries, leadership and power); Children and Child 

Protection.  This latter section, drawn from the M1 module, details the types of abuse: 

emotional; neglect; physical; and sexual abuse.  For child sexual abuse a definition is 

provided and its impact outlined, the victimisation and grooming process detailed, and 

guidance provided for responding sensitively to abuse reports, as well as exploring barriers to 

acting on abuse information, and how to determine ‘reasonable grounds’ for reporting.  

Personal Behaviour (sexual conduct, physical conduct, financial integrity) is also covered in 

the session.   

The training also addresses risk assessment and the ‘safety-risk level matrix’, which outlines 

the ChildSafe system in its hierarchy and the duties it assigns to incident reports, Permission 

to Proceed (event safety clearance process with the Diocese), discipline of team members in 

the ChildSafe system, duty of care, reasons for adoption of ChildSafe system (noting the need 

to re-establish trust with the community), responding to critical and emergency events, and 

the Safety Management Online (hereinafter ‘SMO’).  SMO is an on-line accountability and 

tracking system through which training, accreditation and parish ministry events are 

managed.  All ministry events attached to a parish must receive consent to proceed, 

permission being granted by the incumbent or parish safe church co-ordinator if deemed safe 

and when the required risk assessment criteria have been satisfied.  Each program has an 

accompanying form to complete, detailing the emergency response plan in place, information 

relating to all proposed activities, the collection of medical information for participants, and a 

risk assessment check list inventory.   

Discussion 

Of concern within the training program is the understated importance of environmental and 

situational factors and their role in enabling and precipitating child sexual abuse events.  The 

role of locale is not canvassed, nor is consideration given in the framework of training 

sequences as to how clergy and church workers should respond if/when they recognise the 

onset of experiences of sexual attraction to/fantasising of children.  Though indeed the code 

does instruct adherents not to abuse, and provide scope to acknowledge that individuals could 
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sexually abuse against children (in linking child molestation to an abuse of power, s 5.5) and 

to avoid circumstances of temptation (s 7.7) there is no direct discussion on individual 

susceptibility to offending.  In the section of child sexual abuse no warnings are given as to 

being mindful of temptation, nor on how to respond to such feelings.  Instead, the focus is 

always external, responding to abuse events and survivors, and looking out for the offender 

around you, but not within oneself (s 5.18).   

The Professional Standards System 

The Diocese’s Professional Standards system was created by the Professional Standards for 

the Protection of Children and Adults from Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2006 and is guided 

by and enforced through the Protocol for Professional Standards for the Protection of 

Children and Adults from Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2006 (hereinafter ‘the Protocol’).  It 

was formed, as section 1A of the ordinance describes, to ‘establish processes for responding 

effectively and fairly to complaints of sexual exploitation, abuse, assault, and harassment’ by 

clergy and church workers.  This system incorporates the Director of Professional Standards, 

the Professional Standards Committee, the Professional Standards Board, and the Protocol 

which guides Church responses to allegations of child sexual abuse against church workers 

(not to be confused with general clerical misdemeanours covered under the Ministry and 

Tribunal Ordinance 2016.  This section details the components of the system, and elaborates 

on the Protocol and its provisions.   

The Professional Standards Committee 

The Committee, established under Part 4 of the Ordinance, serves as the investigatory branch 

of the Diocese responding to information and allegations pertaining to sexual abuse events 

and illicit sexual behaviour made against church workers.  It also advises the Church on 

pastoral care needs and potential legal action from a complainant, amongst other roles (clause 

20).  Appointed by and at the discretion of the Diocesan Council, the Committee must 

comprise a minimum of five members, individuals selected on the basis of expertise in the 

disciplines of law, ministry, child protection, social work, and counselling, as well as having 

existing learning and experience in responding to survivors of sexual abuse.   

One member must be a representative from outside of the Anglican Church, and another 

member is to be appointed by the Bishop to act as a liaison between the Committee and the 

Bishop of Tasmania (clauses 9-10).  The Committee is to appraise the Diocesan Council 

(clause 18) of all yearly outcomes via a submission of an annual report.  Church workers and 

the Bishop are required to refer any ‘information’ to the Director or a member of the 
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Committee as soon as possible (clause 24(1)), unless reasonable grounds exist maintaining 

that the Committee already possessed knowledge of that information. This requirement is not, 

however, enforced under threat of sanction.   

The Committee’s executive officer is the Director of Professional Standards, assigned to 

oversee and facilitate the implementation of the Protocol (see clause 6), liaise between other 

Professional Standards Boards in other dioceses, and provide counselling and support to 

complainants (clauses 21-23).  Ms Annette Simms serves as the current Director.   

The Committee is charged with the jurisdiction to investigate complaints brought before it 

regarding ‘information’ (allegations of sexual misconduct) of ‘Church Workers’ (individuals 

who at present or were in the past, were employed by or held a position of authority in the 

Anglican Diocese of Tasmania or within another diocese residing in Tasmania) (s 2, 20(2), 

25(1)).  The Ordinance defines sexual misconduct as sexual harassment and assault, the 

viewing of child pornography, exposing or providing child exploitation material or 

pornographic material to children, sexual behaviour in violation of the Faithfulness in 

Service, and an omission of a church worker to act on knowledge of such acts committed by 

another Church Worker (clause 2).   

When information received by the Committee pertains to a child who has been or is currently 

at risk of harm, the Committee is required to mandatorily report that information to law 

enforcement and child protection agencies (clause 20(1)(j), 25(1)(a)).  When investigating 

allegations relating to an adult, two investigators may be appointed, one of whom will not be 

a member of the Anglican Church of Tasmania if the allegation is against a member of the 

clergy (clause 25(2)).  If the victim is a child, two investigators may be appointed, each of 

whom will have experience in and knowledge of abuse cases (clause 25(1)(b)).  The role of 

the interviewer is to accumulate information in the form of statements, recorded 

conversations and statutory declarations pertinent to the line of investigation (clause 28), to 

which the respondent has a right of reply (clause 29).  The Committee may partner with 

equivalent bodies in other dioceses if needs arises (clause 26).   

Following an investigation, the Committee may cease to undertake further investigation if it 

considers the allegations vexatious, lack sufficient reliable evidence, are subject to 

investigation by another competent body or are the focus of legal proceedings, or in instances 

where the complainant has failed to provide evidence after a ‘reasonable request’ (clause 27).  

After consideration of the variables involved in the case, the Committee may recommend to 
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the Bishop, or to the Diocesan Council if the matter relates to a member of the clergy, that the 

individual in question be suspended or placed on probationary order (prohibiting from 

working in the Anglican Church), the latter of which may be revoked at the discretion of the 

Bishop or the Professional Standards Board (clause 2, 30, 32, 33).   

If the matter is deemed not to infringe or call into question the fitness or suitability of the 

Church Worker to maintain their post, the Committee is given broad power to ‘recommend 

whatever action it considers appropriate, including counselling, mediation, provision of an 

apology or retraining, or referral as a ministry issue under the Ministry & Tribunal 

Ordinance’, though this need not be referred to the Board (clause 54(1)(a).  In the situation 

where the respondent disagrees, or where the Committee’s investigation adjudicates that the 

fitness of the Church Worker is in question, the matter is to be referred to the Board.  The 

Board is charged with the duty to consider and the power to determine whether the individual 

should be removed from office (temporarily or permanently) or curtailed by restrictions 

(clause 54(1)(a), 54(1)(b)).  This is to be sanctioned in the form of a report (clause 55), and 

within 14 days of submitting that report, the Committee shall refer all material pertaining to 

that case to the Board (clause 56).   

The Professional Standards Board  

The Board is a quasi-judicial tribunal body of the Church, which possesses the jurisdiction to 

investigate and rule on questions regarding the fitness of Church Workers brought to its 

attention by the Committee or an equivalent body (clause 37).  The Board is periodically 

assembled to hear and rule on matters of misconduct of a sexual nature, as investigated and 

referred by the Committee.  The Board is assembled from a panel of twelve members 

appointed by the Diocesan Council (clauses 39-40).  The panel is to comprise five clergy (of 

no less than seven years’ experience), five lay persons (who possess experience or training in 

the field of sexual abuse), and a ‘President’ and ‘Deputy President’, each of whom are 

required to have served as a barrister or solicitor in the Supreme Court of any State or 

Territory and have no less than 10 years’ experience (clause 39; clause 57 of The Constitution 

Canons and Rules of The Anglican Church of Australia 2014).  For each matter or ‘reference’ 

brought before the Board, the panel hearing the matter is selected by the President or Deputy 

President, questions of law are determined by the President or Deputy President (where 

absent, questions are referred to one of these individuals), with all other questions determined 

by majority vote of those members present (clause 42).   
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The Board operates in a tribunal-like manner, governed by the rules of ‘equity and natural 

justice’, with a focus on decisions being made on the ‘merits of the case’ and in following 

‘good conscience’ (clause 42).  Evidence may be received through word or writing, and may 

be supplemented through law court and tribunal records (clause 42(4)(5)).  In Board sessions 

all parties may be represented by a legal practitioner (clause 63(a)), and individuals may call 

witnesses (clause 63(c)(i)), unless the respondent has been convicted of a crime to which the 

Board meeting relates, in which case the meeting becomes ‘procedural’ in nature (clause 

63(d)).   

Additional investigation may be invoked by the Board (clause 50).  The Board shall meet at a 

place decided by the ‘presiding member of the Board’, providing notice to those involved in 

the matter (respondent and other parties) (clause 61-62).  As in a tribunal, appearing parties 

(respondent, plaintiff, and other invited parties) before the Board must be given ‘reasonable 

opportunity to call or give evidence, to examine or cross-examine witnesses, and to make 

submissions before the board’ (clause 63), save where the Board has documentation from a 

criminal or civil court or tribunal, or a diocesan certificate of dismissal, on grounds of sexual 

acts (clause 63).  Decisions made will consider the evidence present in light of diocesan 

ordinances and their behavioural requirements (clause 68).  The Board is given the power to 

make a series of rulings recommending action to be undertaken by the Bishop, outlined in 

clause 69 and 69A, which includes but is not limited to: suspension, counselling and re-

training, removal from office, revoking of clerical licence, removal from Holy Orders, or any 

other penalty the Board deems appropriate.  The Board may also dismiss the case if they 

judge the allegations to be ‘false, vexatious or misconceived’ or if finding ‘it is more likely 

than not’ that the matter occurred (clause 69A).  In each case a report shall be presented to 

the Bishop, the respondent and the Director of Professional Standards (clauses 69A-70), the 

Bishop is thereby empowered to act on the advice given by the Board (clause 71), the 

consequences of which are outlined in clauses 72 and 73.  These clauses, alongside clause 74, 

underscore the duties of the bishop subsequent to his rulings, such as submitting a report for 

entry in the National Register and detailing the events in the Registry of the Diocese.  The 

Ordinance provides grounds for review of these decisions under Part 8A of the Ordinance. 

Right of Review 

When the Bishop, in adhering advice from the Board, laicises (that is to make a cleric one of 

the laity, commonly referred to as ‘defrocking’) the respondent from Holy Orders, or 

suspends or removes the respondent from their employment within the Church, the Ordinance 
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provides a right of appeal (clauses 75A-75B).  The respondent may submit a written 

application for review to the Director of Professional Standards within two weeks of the 

Board’s ruling to initiate the motion for review (clause 75A, 75J).  Several grounds of review 

are available under section 75C of the ordinance, namely: 

• A breach of ‘natural justice’ in the decision making of the Board (‘the right to be 

given a fair hearing and the opportunity to present one’s case, the right to have a 

decision made by an unbiased or disinterested decision-maker, and the right to have 

that decision based on logically probative evidence’ Butt and Hamer 2011); 

• Negligence in following ordinance procedures, and that this failure ‘materially 

affected’ the Board’s decision;  

• That the Board breached its jurisdiction in making its decision; 

• That the decision ‘was so devoid of any plausible justification that no reasonable 

Board could have made it’; 

• That new evidence which, if presented to the Board, could have ‘materially affected’ 

the decision of the Board.   

The Reviewer is an individual recommended and appointed by the President of the Law 

Society of Tasmania or his/her representative, and is to be a Legal Practitioner who has more 

than 5 years standing (clauses 75A, 75K).  The Respondent must pay half of the reviewer’s 

fee (clause 75L), emolument determined by the Reviewer (clause 75O).  If this is not paid 

within 7 days, the application for review will be null and void.   

The Reviewer is granted freedom to undertake the review in any manner they deem fit 

(clause 75M). From the ordinance, the reviewers must appear to not be constrained by a time 

limit.  The review shall be restrained to the subject of review (clause 75P), as opposed to a re-

trial.  Clause 75N of the Ordinance provides that the Reviewer is empowered to: 

• Determine in favour to the Respondent and set aside the decision, or quash the appeal; 

• Refer the matter back to the Board for further consideration, with directions; 

• Declare the rights of the Respondent in relation to any matter; 

• Give directions to the Board or Respondent as seen fit to ‘do justice between the 

parties’.  

The decisions of the Reviewer are to be then assigned to the Director of Professional 

Standards (clause 75N), which are subsequently submitted to and entered into the National 
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Register (75H).  In instances where the matter is referred back to the Board, the Board may 

decide that: (1) no further action shall be taken; (2) that the directions and recommendations 

of the Reviewer will be followed in accordance with Part 8 of the Ordinance or, in advancing 

these recommendations; (3) exercise discretionary governance of the matter in accordance 

with the powers afforded to it under the ordinance (clause 75I).   

Protocol for Professional Standards for the Protection of Children and Adults from 

Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2006 

The ordinance serves as an accompanying law alongside the Professional Standards for the 

Protection of Children and Adults from Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2006 (hereinafter ‘the 

Protocol’), the Protocol containing, as its title suggests, the procedures of the Anglican 

Diocese of Tasmania on receiving and responding to information and survivors of child 

sexual abuse within the Church.  The Protocol was updated and simplified in February 2017.  

The opening two sections of the Protocol outline that the Church’s approach is to have a 

serious commitment to complaints, the provision of pastoral care, preventing further harm 

and re-victimisation, full transparency and accountability, and total compliance in providing 

an apology of accountability to survivors (clauses 1.1-2.1.2).   

Clause 3 of the Protocol establishes the procedures for responding to information to 

allegations of church worker misconduct, establishing a telephone helpline as the first point 

of contact for information and referrals regarding abuse within the Church (clause 3.1), and 

outlining the process of formally responding to complaints (clause 3.2).  In mirroring the 

Professional Standards Ordinance, the protocol outlines that the Committee will report 

matters pertaining to child abuse to police and other ‘statutory authorities’, as obligated by 

state law (clause 3.2.3), and that the Committee will assist adult complainants report to the 

Police (clause 3.2.4).  Of note is the commitment accepted by the Church to have 

‘responsibility for the welfare of the persons involved’ if investigation is underway by Police, 

and their pledge to assist the Police in any such investigations (clause 3.2.5).  All information 

is to be recorded and archived (clause 3.2.6, clause 12).   

The Director of Professional Standards will offer to appoint a support mediator to individuals 

who report allegations.  The appointee will be a person who is knowledgeable of and can 

provide information about abuse issues, understands ministry issues to boundaries and power, 

Anglican Church and legal processes, and competent in support and listening skills and 

confidentiality (clause 4.2.1).  These support individuals will provide advice on options 

available to the complainant, provide a ‘listening presence’, and keep the Committee and the 
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Director briefed on their actions in relation to the complainant (clause 4.2.1).  Details of this 

brief are to be accompanied by the provision of materials to inform the complainant of the 

Church procedures and policies when responding to abuse allegations, providing counselling 

which will initially be supplied at the expense of the Diocese (clauses 5-6).   

Subsequent clauses of the Protocol build upon the components of the Ordinance.  Clause 7 

highlights the roles and function of investigators under the Professional Standards for the 

Protection of Children and Adults from Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2006.  Clause 8 

documents ensure fair treatment of and to respondents, providing that they are to have access 

to support (personal and legal) and are to be informed of the nature of the allegation against 

their person, in compliance with the Ordinance.  Clause 9 stipulates guidance for mediation 

and conciliation where appropriate.  Clause 10 provides avenue for complainants to seek 

address of any alleged failure of due process in respect to previous handlings of abuse 

reports, in accordance with s 54 of the Ordinance.  Clause 11 notifies that the Bishop is to be 

‘kept informed of all matters that come before the Committee’, as well as requiring the 

Bishop to ‘report all information relevant to the Protocol’ to the Committee.  The Bishop is 

bound to refrain from influencing those involved in response proceedings to abuse 

allegations.  Clause 13 highlights grounds for co-operation with other Dioceses (Anglican 

and Non-Anglican), as outlined in the Ordinance, and clause 12 the maintenance of records. 

Clause 14 mandates that the police will be contacted by the Committee of all complaints 

where the matter is a ‘serious criminal offence’, and where the person is a child believed to 

be at risk; on reasonable grounds child protection authorities shall be notified.  Where the 

complainant is an adult, permission is first required before the Church reports.  Where the 

complainant requests that details not be reported, the Committee will anonymously report the 

matter, without revealing the identity of the complainant.  This can be said to be a sensitive 

manner of appealing to the needs of the victim as well as upholding a moral commitment to 

justice. 

Other Relevant Ordinances, Police and Documentation 

There are a number of additional sources which are provided by the Diocese in relation to 

handling and responding to clergy child sexual abuse events and allegations.   
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Professional Standards Committee: A Resource for Clergy and Parishes 

This resource (hereinafter ‘Scenario Document’) was designed as a practical guide for 

individuals in leadership positions within the Church outlining how they might respond to 

several child abuse scenarios, applying the principles of the Code.  These scenarios are: 

• Abuse of a child by a youth leader (of contention here is that while the document 

outlines the matter as criminal the police are not advised to be contacted); 

• A child confides being a victim of domestic violence; 

• The rector being alone with children on a regular basis, causing suspicion.  

The document lays out the procedures to follow with reference to church ordinances and the 

Faithfulness in Service code.   

Safe Church Communities Quick Reference 

This 24 page document is a codification of the Diocesan training, outlining matters of: 

ChildSafe endorsement; child abuse; camps and overnight stays; critical incidents and their 

response; Permission to Proceed; privacy; risk assessment; Safety Management Online; youth 

groups.  Each sub-category is accompanied by a definitional summary and listing of key 

requirements under the SCC.  This reference was clearly on display in the office of some 

clergy during interviews for this dissertation.   

Ministry and Tribunal Ordinance 1998  

Section 3 of the Ordinance stipulates that the Diocesan Council may appoint a committee of 6 

individuals, named the Sexual Misconduct Response Committee, to advise the Bishop in 

matters pertaining to sexual misconduct, developing guidelines and protocols for events 

relating to misconduct the mechanisms by which institutions/the law are advised to respond 

to offenders, and establish a register of qualified personnel for appointment to the Diocesan 

Tribunal.  The Committee is to comprise of individuals ‘possessing appropriate expertise and 

experience in assessing sexual abuse or harassment and understanding the needs of victims’.  

No mention of this Committee exists within the ordinance, despite commonalities with the 

description given to the Professional Standards Committee.   

Pastoral Support and Assistance Scheme 

The Diocese offers a compensation scheme for survivors of church abuse, which is headed by 

the Director of Professional Standards.  In order for the scheme to be accessed, complainants 

must first report the alleged incidence of abuse and await full investigation by the Church, the 

process detailed in the Protocol.  Thereafter, when evidence is acquired to attest to the 
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occurrence of the alleged abuse, the complainant may then lodge for compensation.  The 

Diocese website outlines that ‘the grant is intended to provide some financial reparation in 

the form of assistance toward the person’s future’ (Anglican Diocese of Tasmania 2017a).  

The claim is then evaluated by an ‘independent assessor’ who does so with the assistance of 

medical assessments requested from the complainant, and in accordance with the rules of 

evidence.  The complainant may receive compensation for a total figure of $75,000, which is 

then processed and paid by Diocesan Council (Jones 2016: 61-62).  The complainant is 

required to sign a deed of release upon receipt of the funds, counselling costs being removed 

from the total awarded amount (Anglican Diocese of Tasmania 2017a).  It is unusual that no 

reference to this Scheme is contained within the Professional Standards ordinances (see 

section 77 of the Professional Standards Ordinance), nor any other ordinance of the Diocese.  

How it then authoritatively operates at a canon law level remains unclear.  

Guidelines for Parish Safety where there is a risk of sexual abuse by a person of concern 

A document for clergy and church workers for managing the presence of an individual 

deemed a ‘person of concern’, that is one charged with a sexual offence record or who is 

being or has been, treated for ‘disordered sexual behaviour’ in a parish (hereinafter ‘the 

guidelines’).  It seeks to balance the need of protecting others with the need of being gracious 

to the person of concern, in accordance with the principles of the Gospel.  The document 

signposts the principles for the incumbent to implement with the offender, structured like a 

legal contract.  The person in question is required to affirm their commitment to spiritual 

renewal and the rejection of reoffending, and assent to the requirements imposed on them by 

the parish.  These conditions insist the offender is supervised when using restrooms, abstains 

from any involvement with children activities in the church, is monitored and directed by a 

supervisor when attending specific church events, is not permitted to be alone with children 

and specific persons, must sit in a specified area of the church, to name a few.  This contract 

is signed by the individual and the parish representative.   

The guidelines stipulate that the incumbent inform the parish of the individual’s offending 

when it has been proven to have occurred; where not, individuals are to be informed as 

required (for example Parish Council).  Wisdom cautions against the informing process 

preventing individuals from re-offending by allowing them to be ‘hounded out of the parish’, 

arguing that would potentially place the offender and others at further risk.   
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This is not to say it is a custodial sentence; the guidelines emphasise that the offender needs 

to be and should be supported, and recommends the establishment of a support team of 4-6 

who are knowledgeable of or have otherwise been trained in, understanding child sexual 

abuse, sexual criminality and the criminal justice system.  The appendices of the guidelines 

provide information on matters such as child molesters, sex offending statistics, theological 

issues and considerations, and a model contract.  Within this information, reference is given 

to situational and environmental factors that cause child molestation.   

The theological position outlined within the guidelines has merit.  It maintains that offenders 

are to be ‘treated as human beings made in God’s image and deserving of God’s love’ (p 18).  

It states that the offender ‘should be accepted as the recipient of God’s forgiveness’ and 

outlines that the Church is an environment and community seldom found elsewhere, within 

which one can be welcomed and assisted in rehabilitation and the discovery of a changed life.  

This emphasis on forgiveness and compassion is caveated with the acknowledgement that 

offenders, like all people, are as sinners subject to the risk of temptation to re-offend, and 

thereby requires ‘strict supervision and clear guidelines’.  This position of forgiveness, 

importantly, does not guarantee the resumption of ministerial roles in the church.   

Conclusion 

This chapter has detailed the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania’s canon law and policies in 

operation to respond to child sexual abuse and child protection.  This is actioned principally 

through two departments and systems, the Safe Church Communities and Professional 

Standards, in unison with a collection of policies created to assist the interpretation of each.  

The Safe Church communities incorporates both an accreditation and training process, built 

on the resources of the ChildSafe system and state-based requirements of the Department of 

Justice.  The Professional Standards system provides a process by which allegations are 

reported, investigated and handled by Church authorities, reported to civil authorities (police 

and child protection) and which manages the integration of offenders into parish 

communities.  The Pastoral Support and Assistance scheme formalises an avenue of 

compensation and counselling support for survivors of sexual abuse, resembling a model of 

investigation, assessment and provision, operational within Anglican and Catholic systems 

around the nation.  A suite of documentation is accessible to clergy on the Diocesan website 

in support of the two systems to assist clergy understand and comply with all requirements.   



154 

 

Chapter 7  

Cognition: Clerical Attitudes Toward Child Sexual Abuse and 

Child Safety 

 

This chapter presents part one of the examination of clerical culture in Tasmania.  It explores 

the mindset that Anglican clergy possess towards child sexual abuse, child protection, and 

Diocesan policies and procedures as indicated by respondents’ answers to interview 

components in relation to the second research question of the dissertation.  The investigation 

of attitudes is crucial in attempting to uncover predisposition of offending and the engrained 

beliefs and perceptions through which clergy navigate their day-to-day working life, testing 

these for consensus across the research sample.  To find a common perspective is important 

not only in understanding the individual clerical habitus, but also to understand the clerical 

culture of the Diocese.  Of particular relevance to this research are questions driving current 

discussions on abuse causation; attitudes toward Diocesan child protective training; opinion 

of clergy towards colleagues’ attitudes towards Diocesan training; participant 

conceptualisations of the clerical cultures of Diocesan child protective training in Tasmania; 

and impact of increased media scrutiny of child abuse offending on daily ministerial life and 

practice.   

Clerical Attitudes towards Child Sexual Abuse Causation 

Of the research sample, 28 participants were asked to offer feedback to the question, ‘what do 

you think causes child sexual abuse in the church?’ (Question 11, see Appendix I).  Several 

clerics were excused from responding to the question because of various factors, including 

concerns about participant agitation, maintaining rapport with participants or as a 

consequence of time constraints.  Answers appeared in 12 core categories, as depicted in 

Table 4 below, noting that answers to the core themes are discussed collectively thereafter.   
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Table 4: Clergy’s understanding of child sexual abuse causation 

Cause Percentage 

1. Predisposition 

(Answer specifically noted predisposition or 

implied it, e.g. ‘evil people’ or ‘offenders get into 

a situation where they have access to children’ 

and ‘warped sexual desires’) 

53% 

2. Sin and Satan 26% 

3. Clerical Power 23% 

4. Environment/opportunity/choice 21% 

5. Paedophilia  15% 

6. Sickness/Illness 12% 

7. For self-assertion/power <1% 

8. Clerical Culture <1% 

9. Selfish human nature <1% 

10. Lack of Accountability <1% 

11. Church selecting the ‘wrong people’ <1% 

12. Being an abuse victim <1% 

 

Product of the Mind: Predisposition, Paedophilia, Deviant Sexual Interests, and Illness 

Responses to question 11 were not solely restricted to ‘paedophilia’, as the primary corrective 

factor but more broadly referred to underlying generic predisposition, “human nature”, or 

“sickness/illness”.  Understandably, this variance in terminology reflects participants’ 

difficulty in articulating understanding in technical or more informed language, or it could be 

that clergy are in fact conscious that paedophilia (pathological predator) is not the sole 

precipitator of child molestation.  Respondents’ feedback of pre-disposition towards abuse 

was both direct (stating ‘predisposition’ or an inclination to offend) or indirect (the researcher 

identifying predisposition in answers not strictly stating paraphilic desires); the emphasis 

below being that of the researcher: 
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“So I do not think that the institution itself causes it, like, in a person disposed to 

commit it… Yeh, so I am just defining them as abusers, whether they are disposed or 

conditioned or whatever. On some level it is their choice to do it” 

Reverend Mary 

“I think the nature of the offenders is to get into a situation where they have access to 

children” 

Reverend Levi 

“People getting into church and positions of power” 

Reverend Caiaphas 

“[I]t seems that we’ve selected the wrong people” 

Reverend Simeon 

Other participants expressed their understanding of abuse, strictly through an individualised-

lens of mental illness, ‘sickness’ or otherwise ‘warped’ sexuality: 

“So I think, sexual attraction to children is either a mental illness or certainly an 

aberration of the mind” 

Reverend Haggai 

“The same thing that causes sexual abuse anywhere else, for me it is a brain 

sickness... And I don’t understand it sorry. I have never had paedophilic thoughts or 

whatever, just not my thing. Kids are kids. I feel sorry for these people. I wish it didn’t 

happen. But it does” 

Reverend Silas 

“That would mean that people who do those things to children maybe “sick”, using 

inverted commas of the fingers again, which means that they need help. That they may 

not fully understand what they are doing, but on the flipside, you have people who 

very much know what they are doing, who are using skills and techniques, such as 

grooming for example, because they know what it takes to get around the system, and 

to manipulate someone who is vulnerable” 

Reverend Josephus  

A smaller portion of the sample identified paedophilia categorically as the root cause of child 

sexual abuse: 
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“Why is there abuse in the church? Because there is abuse in society, you know, this 

is certainly a church issue but it is by no means only a church issue…  No… It was 

after [abuser] we started introducing all that. [the Church] never wrote one down for 

paedophilia because it was not on our radar!” 

Reverend Cornelius 

“You know with what has happened over the years with paedophilia and so forth that 

has been going on, the Diocese understand it now” 

Reverend Philemon 

“I think the Royal Commission has exposed a college in the past, which, may not at 

the official level been sanctioning abuse, but certainly at the interpersonal level was a 

hotbed of paedophiles” 

Reverend Theophilus  

“I think that child abuse by clergy uh, in our church comes from two directions, one 

that clergy are seen as safe so paedophiles have become clergy” 

Reverend Lazarus 

Notwithstanding these distinctions, there is commonality in responders’ perceptions of abuse 

as being a phenomenon linked inextricably to individual’s psychopathology or as fixed sexual 

preferences, rather than being a precipitation stemming from opportunity.  Overall this 

position is not surprising, given the common misconceptions of paedophilia and abuse 

existing in society as a whole, and the common shifting of blame to the ‘sick offender’ by the 

church, the scope and focus of abuse in Diocesan training (see Chapter 9) following the 

increased media exposure of offending within religious institutions.   

Precipitated by the Situation: Environmental and Opportunistic Factors 

Interviewees did label child sexual abuse a product of environmental factors, though did so 

only after identifying a predisposition of some form as the primary cause of offending.  That 

is to say that clergy favouring environmental causative factors clarified that opportunity and 

environments were capitalised only by those with predispositions to offending (enabling), as 

opposed to environments being the principal precipitator to offend (precipitating).  This 

discerning of the situational from the individual level was discussed in ways such as: 
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“I think the nature of the offenders is to get into a situation where they have access to 

children, so I think that is often in position of authority or with children” 

Reverend Levi 

“I think there’s [in] some way a lack of accountability, easy access to young people, 

they’re probably the two biggies I think of” 

Reverend Rufus 

“Why do paedophiles thrive in the church, scouts and schools? Because [of] 

opportunity” 

Reverend Theophilus 

Clergy emphasising the presence of opportunities that enable/stimulate criminal sexual 

decision making, phrased responses that echoed religious language, commenting that 

offending could be caused by individuals succumbing to temptations to offend, as these 

responses (emphasis added) demonstrate:  

“I guess the other side is you encourage a community based on faith, hope and love, 

its suppose to be a loving community, which means there is likely to be kissing and 

hugging, being generally friendly with people as part of ministry and part of 

community you want. [For] some there is a twistedness in their personality, other 

times it may be simply falling into inappropriate choices which go places they 

shouldn’t. A well-working Christian community does provide a context for some who 

has those predilections [this community spirit, which therefore makes it], distinctly 

possible [for abuse] to happen… [Don’t] lump them all together… for some of them it 

might have been a one off moment of weakness, but for others it is an engrained 

predilection” 

Reverend Ephraim 

One cleric strongly admitted recognition that they themselves may be compromised by 

environmental and situational factors, rather than acknowledging this reality with 

hypothetical third parties:  

“If I am meeting with women or teenagers I meet in public places, so I had one of the 

teenagers want to meet and talk about some serious issues, you know, stuff about 

gender identity and fluidity, so really big stuff for a 16 year old to deal with, and she 

wanted some advice as to how to react… She didn’t want to have the conversation 
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around anyone else, so she didn’t want the parents there or anyone else, so in that 

point in time you are torn between “how do I give this topic and discussion the 

importance it deserves, erm, and allow this person the freedom and privacy to 

address the problem at the same time making sure it doesn’t look like we are doing 

anything we shouldn’t be doing, and where we are not in a position where anyone 

might have that perception or, for a lack of better way of describing it “fall into it” 

you know, intense situations, in private can at times lead to emotional situations. I 

just don’t want to be there. I just don’t want to put myself in that place” 

Reverend Naphtali 

Another cleric, supporting the notion of environments as enablers for offending, 

acknowledged how a cleric may gradually move into offending over time: 

“Theologically, sin, temptation, there has to be a deep brokenness inside someone to, 

sexually assault a child. Like. There is a deep line of things that has been happening 

in people’s lives to get to that point. And there are warning signs all the time before 

then, of clergy who should probably stop working. They are either too overworked, 

their marriages are not healthy. They don’t have anyone to talk to about those things 

not working, they’re finding that their relational needs, that part of our sexuality, are 

being met through the relationships they are having with people under the age of 18. 

Erm, so they are not putting in these boundaries themselves, proactively going “ I am 

not going to share with you these things” or “I am not going to seek in you that 

connexion”. I am just guessing this is how it happens, because I think this is how all 

sexual deviance works, again, I struggle personally to see how one would do that with 

someone under their care. Yeh. I guess there would be a long, long line of unhealthy 

things before on would get to that” 

Reverend Shadrach 

The clarity of language in identifying potential areas of institutional causation and the wider 

sentiment of this response, mirrors that which was conveyed through a more theological 

framework by participants.  

Product of Sin, Satan and Temptation 

In a number of the interviews, participants openly expressed their understanding of abuse 

events through the prism of their theological worldview, linking it to the doctrine of ‘sin’.  

According to Protestant Christianity, each individual is recognised as being by nature ‘fallen’ 
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(that is inherently without goodness) and thereby naturally inclined to commit evil acts (steal, 

commit adultery, lie, manipulate) and otherwise contravene the laws of God (Grudem 2009).  

As one interviewee conveyed:  

“This is not the Biblical account of humanity, as I was saying, there’s a great realism 

about the capacity of evil that lies in every person, that all are tempted, and that our 

desires can be skewed as human beings, that we can want good things in a bad way, 

or too much, or a good desire and be then perverted. And, this is within all of us” 

Reverend Hushai 

Accordingly, sin is seen by clergy as the undercurrent and underlying cause of abuse, both 

through the inherent sinful nature leading to abuse (predisposition) or through sinful nature 

rendering one more susceptible to temptation within certain settings (situational): 

“You know, inappropriate desires, expressions of inappropriate desires, 

inappropriate use of power in relationships. I mean from a theological perspective we 

would call that sin, all those things, under that category in the wider sense” 

Reverend Nicodemus  

“Sin, manifesting in people having warped sexual desire, or not understanding what 

proper sexual ethics are so therefore approaching children sexually” 

Reverend Ephraim 

“Certainly paedophiles were married, and there were those that were single … in our 

broad context this [paedophilia] is sin” 

Reverend Gideon 

“Sin, human sinfulness. The abuse of those power relationships and opportunity. 

Reverend Theophilus  

“The simple answer is Satan” 

Reverend Hosea 

Other clergy adopted language of a more forceful nature, defining child molesters as ‘evil’, 

projecting greater blame on the individual, and in so doing deflecting attention away from or 

‘turning a blind eye to’ institutional structures in offending:  
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“Having a healthy respect for sin is a helpful thing, people will self-delude, people 

will.  One of the problems is often trying to work out at what point is this person sick 

and at what point is this person evil.  And I’m not sure I’ve really worked that out 

sometimes” 

Reverend Ephraim  

“Could there be people who are outright evil before they enter the ministry? I believe 

there could have been… Are we too scared we might be struggling with desires, which 

may not be for children, but may eventually, way down the road, manifest themselves 

in that very very evil way” 

Reverend Shadrach  

“So using the word “sin” I see that as using the softer word. “Evil” is the not so soft 

word” 

Reverend Josephus  

“We talk about the life of a person who is such an evil person” 

Reverend Job 

“all people are sinful and capable of uh great evil um, and that no one is perfect on 

this side of glory, and the corporal level of the impact of sin is the ability to blind 

people and to our desire to cover things up and try to you know, turn a blind eye to 

things” 

Reverend Hushai 

Clerical Power as Enabler of Clergy-Child Sexual abuse 

A number of clerics cited the role of clerical power in spawning clergy-child sexual abuse, 

and in so doing, identified it as a crucial enabler of abuse, rather than merely one of a series 

of ‘underlying’ causative factors for abuse.  In acknowledging the significant influence of 

clerical power in abuse events, all but one of the respondents cited power as the sole 

motivator of executing deviant sexual interests.  One participant accentuated the influences of 

power in synchronising the operation of a triad of causative agents, sin, power and 

opportunity.  This view is consistent with the position advanced in the Faithfulness in Service 

policy and criminological literature, discussed in previous chapters, which point to clerical 

power as enablers of abuse (Keenan 2012; Frawley-O’Dea 2007; Death 2015; Reju 2014).  In 

most cases, the referencing of power by academics is coupled with advertency of clergy’s 
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deviant sexual desires and pre-meditated plans to offend against children, as opposed to being 

present within situations where power would enable the execution of sexual acts against 

children.   

“Yeh, there is a power imbalance in the first place by the robes and by the position, 

and that can be misused, and this is where your paedophilia and that type of thing 

come from that misuse of power” 

Reverend Leah 

Discussion: Cognition at Work  

The qualitative data amassed for this dissertation presents an interesting collection of 

findings, particularly when one calls to mind the theological worldviews of the clergy.  We 

observe that the common (mis)understanding of child sexual abuse, that is that it is solely the 

by-product of individual predispositions or deviant sexual interests (that is, a fixed 

phenomenon, “born this way”), which impulsively drives the offender to exploit their clerical 

power and the opportunities afforded by clerical office, to compulsively offend against 

children, is held by the clergy.  At times, this is explained through the theological lens of 

participants, placing such predispositions under the product of ‘sin’ in a ‘fallen world’, with 

reference to the Christian understanding of all humans being sinful by birth and thus subject 

to sinning, particularly manifesting in a select few to engage in abusive acts against children.  

Some clergy acknowledge that individuals may, as sinners, slowly commence abusive 

behaviour as a consequence of mismanaged risk factors and personal boundaries, or simply 

by making bad decisions- thereby endorsing the role of situational factors as precursors to 

sexual offending.   

Clergy here, in holding to these perceptions, are conforming to the common misconception of 

child sexual offenders as being predominantly driven by deviant sexual desires (Levine and 

Risen 2004; Loseke 2003; Lumby 1999; Plante 1996; DeMarni Cromer and Goldsmith 2009).  

Scholarship has shown that confusion here is not reserved to the clergy, but found amongst 

other professionals, such as social workers and teachers.  Beale’s (2017) doctoral research, 

part of which focuses on social workers’ attitudes and towards child sexual abuse, found that 

the sample was mixed in attributing abuse to deviant sexual fantasies of the offender, or 

executed out of the need for ameliorating stress.  Participants, in having received instruction 

on child abuse in their university education, were said to not holding ‘stereotypical views 

about perpetrators being strangers or monsters, or fitting a particular profile’ but rather that 
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‘the perception that the majority of CSA was perpetrated by someone who had formed a 

relationship with the child’ (Beales 2017: 193). 

Studies conducted on teachers demonstrate mixed competency with child sexual abuse.  

Márquez-Flores, Márquez-Hernández and Granados-Gámez (2016) found that of a sample of 

450 Spanish teachers 56.4% believed that child sexual offenders were ‘mentally ill or 

disturbed’, and 64.2% believed that they could not contain their sexual desires.  Similarly, 

others have shown that teachers believe that offenders are often strangers, recording the 

prevalence of the paedophilic monster myth (Dinehart and Kenny 2015; Hurtado et al. 2013).  

Greco, Guilera, and Pereda (2017) findings are contrary to those above, however, as a study 

of 184 Spanish school employees, 55.2% of the sample believed that molester parents are not 

mentally ill- pointing to an acceptance of the role of situational factors in sexual abuse.  

Of interest in this study, however, is the inconsistency of reasoning of clergy, in part openly 

acknowledging the ‘depravity of man’ in their admission that all are capable of sin, that 

others are consequently likely to be predisposed to, and/or over time partake in abusive acts, 

though not readily applying the same reasoning to the clergy themselves.  While upholding a 

theological framework that sees all humans as ‘sinful’ and thus all able to commit abhorrent 

acts, a majority of clergy do not attribute this principle as relevant to discussions of  the 

sexual abuse of children in the church, deflecting causation instead to the flawed individual 

ailed by an issue fixed to particular individuals genetically impaired by an ‘illness’ or 

otherwise an individually (innate) engrained sexual predisposition to sexually offend children 

(sinful nature manifesting in individualised tendency to abuse, rather than universally).  Only 

one cleric (Reverend Naphtali) commented openly on his potential risk of transgressing 

boundaries with teenagers where opportune situations arose, and for this reason had 

rationalised his practice to avoid involvement in highly emotional counselling sessions with 

children and/or interacting with young people in a non-public space.  Another (Reverend 

Shadrach) indirectly acknowledged the importance of keeping personal boundaries and in 

subsequent dialogue linked the absence of boundaries to abuse events.   

The singularity of this admission is perplexing, noting the frequent mentioning of the clerical 

practice of not being alone with members of the opposite sex to avoid temptation and 

accusations of impropriety, which, in some cases, was likened to not meeting with children 

alone.  This anti-isolation principle is referred to by clergy/theologians as the ‘Billy Graham’ 

rule, and entails the ‘avoid[ance of] any situation that would have even the appearance of 
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compromise or suspicion’, particularly in the case of men meeting with women (Taylor 

2017).  Respondents in this research voiced varying degrees of concern as to ‘accusations’ 

and ‘temptation’.  Nonetheless across male and female participants, there was uniform 

acknowledgement of clergy moving away from interactions to avoid temptation (with female 

participants mentioning that the interview context with me was an ‘exception’ to their normal 

practice).  Some male clergy admitted to having been in tempting situations in the past with 

physically desirable and vulnerable adult members of the opposite sex, and shared those 

stories as testimony justifying their present and ongoing safe ministry practices with women.  

This was not expressed in the same way by any clerics, however, in relation to children. 

Overarching the data is the theme that clergy seemed immune to, or did not openly admit to, 

being at risk of offending or being able to abuse children themselves, on the grounds that 

child sex abuse is caused solely by a fixed sexual interest or pathology rather than 

precipitated by situational/environmental contexts operating within Anglican Church 

institutions.   

Clerical Attitudes Towards Child Protection Policies and Training 

This section describes the responses from clergy in relation to the Safe Church Communities 

system in the Diocese.  Responses were drawn from sections of the interview as they arose, 

but predominantly stemmed from answers offered in response to broad questions inquiring as 

to how clerics’ perceived: 

• The culture towards safe-church ministry in the Diocese; 

• What further measures could be implemented to child protection in Tasmania;  

• The responses of the Diocese to child protection needs.  

Responses were categorised into the direct opinions of interviewees held on issues dealing 

with:  

• The Safe Church Communities system in Tasmania (this includes all incorporated 

under the ordinance, including the training and accreditation system, commonly 

referred to as ‘ChildSafe’ or Safe Church Communities, though the two were used at 

times interchangeably), and; 

• Observations and reflections of the thoughts/opinions/perceptions of other clergy - 

this was sometimes articulated plainly (“my colleague said this”), whilst other clerics 

focussed on the notion of ‘clerical culture’.   
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Analysis of the data in this section notes respondents’ reliance on stories and the de-

personalising of opinion, with several clerics couching response through references to 

‘friends’ who were experiencing a certain position or emotion, whilst others responded to the 

positive or negative experiences of training or enacting the Child Safe system in their 

ministry through generic recollections of training events.   

An additional point of significance when approaching this data, is that the interviewees came 

from a range of ministry positions (field) with differing levels of exposure to and interaction 

with children, and assumed/exercised varying measures of power and gravitas within the 

church.  This understandably shifts their position on Child Safe.  Older clergy with less 

involvement with children based on their declining parishes, privileged a different stance to 

clergy in parishes running children’s Sunday schools and youth group programs.  Positions of 

seniority, or long-standing presence within the Church, can produce greater preferential 

treatment of the Church’s programs, as documented by scholars of clerical collar crime and 

organisational theory alike, depending on the field they inhabit (Condie 2010; Keenan 2012; 

Doyle 2006; Wilson 2008; Papesh 2004).  Given the reduced clerical population in Tasmania 

and the need to preserve anonymity, a critical and debated analysis examining independent 

clerical fields is not undertaken in this dissertation, much to the regret of the researcher, and 

perhaps detriment of this dissertation.   

Instead of investigating via age, submissions of clergy are grouped under two broad 

typologies of ‘individual admissions’ and ‘clerical commentary on culture’.  Further sub-

categorisation allocated responses to a ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ perspective, consistent with 

the method used in Chapter 8 when analysing clergy admission to following the SCC.  

Findings were diverse across the sample, with clear patterns difficult to deduce.  This 

polarisation or dichotomy of views is further analysed in Chapter 9 when discussing clerical 

habitus and culture. 

Positive Clerical Attitudes Towards Safe Church Communities 

More than half of the sample provided positive feedback when questioned on the Diocese’s 

SCC system, an outcome that corresponds positively with established studies (Morrison 

2005; Kane 2013).  Clergy recognised the value and necessity of the SCC (though in some 

interviews positive response was used as a concession or precursor to criticise the system).  

The majority were unanimous that it was a ‘really good system’, clergy were willing to 

comply with and to follow.  Contributing to this positivity was acknowledgement that the 
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system had been improved over time, particularly in the context of streamlining the training 

requirements and making it easier for clergy and church workers to understand, undertake, 

and practice.   

The training was seen as ‘effective’ in being an ongoing form of development, ‘rigorous’ in 

its content, ‘clear’ in its outlining of clergy behavioural standards, and ‘valuable’ in providing 

‘useful practices’ preventing accusations of impropriety and that provide clergy with the 

‘tools [they] need to be safe’ and ‘keep us [clergy] safe’.   

More broadly, there was a sense that there was little else that could have been accomplished 

by the Diocese in the implementation of the SCC system, respondents agreeing that it was the 

best system of its kind in the Australian Anglican Communion: 

“I don’t think I need to add anything extra to what the Diocese has already put in 

place. I think we have what is known as the “Rolls Royce” version of child protection 

now, so you go to other churches and I’m, they will have their child card coz that’s 

required, but we have these other levels on top of that”   

Reverend Cornelius 

In later interviews, there was evidence of the recurrent theme of SCC being impeditive to 

ministry (discussed further below).  The researcher consequently prompted several 

participants to elaborate on the notion of SCC as impeditive and/or their view on clergy who 

held that opinion, to find that some clerics denounced this negative image of the SCC 

(discussed further below):   

Guerzoni: “What do you see, because you can understand that some pastors would 

think that having the other person in the room can frustrate ministry.  What would 

you say to that sort of attitude, or that ChildSafe practices impede ministry?” 

Reverend Mary: “I don’t think it impedes it. So, I think you have to be a little bit more 

prepared, erm, and sometimes that is in a structured way. [Redacted] wants to speak 

with someone quietly you need to make sure they are outside this glass door, you 

know, where you can see them, or you have already mentally prepared. If I have to 

talk with someone, someone I think who may be helpful in that situation will be this 

person. So it’s just an extra step of ministry that just becomes normal, you know? I 

mean it is a shift in thinking, but once you’ve started thinking like that you are fine”  
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Overall, respondents’ positive commitment to the safe ministry training was typified by the 

comments of one cleric, who admitted that they would rather not run youth ministry if it were 

not a safe ministry (that is, incorporating the SCC requirements).  Despite this, in later 

interviews, there was evidence of a recurrent perception of SCC being obstructive and 

inhibitory to ministry.   

Negative Clerical Attitudes Towards Safe Church Communities 

Negative attitudes and opinions towards the SCC appeared in several key themes across the 

sample, namely: time, training, and requirements.   

Time 

Clergy expressed frustration and annoyance at various components of the SCC impacting 

their time, particularly, taking away time from ministerial work.  Participants expressed this 

sentiment by labelling SCC as a “distraction” from and an ‘intrusion’ into ministry work.  

Others commented that the administrative work (Permission to Proceed, following up child 

safe registration in the parish) is “burdensome”, and a “huge extra load” which takes up “so 

much time”.  Underpinning these comments is a recurring theme of the ‘time consuming’ 

drain of the SCC and the stress it imposes on clergy to keep up with readings of policy.  One 

cleric commented:  

“I think the national Church now has the appropriate guidelines, probably hundreds 

of pages of appropriate guidelines”  

Reverend Isaiah 

Another added that on occasion, Permission to Proceed forms for youth ministry were not 

filled out on the basis that they were time poor.  Indeed, the time requirements of the SCC is 

an artefact of clerical humour.  On several times throughout his candidature the researcher, 

whilst in conversation, has heard clergy joke about not doing certain ministries or otherwise 

putting off doing administrative work because of its time consuming nature.   

Guerzoni: “Have you done Permission to Proceed for that group [Reverend 

Redacted]?” 

 Cleric: “Nope, trying to put that off as long as possible” 

Training 

Resentment towards the SCC training was evident across the sample.  Participants expressed 

discontent with having to take time out, often on a Saturday, to complete the re-training 
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requirements or to re-learn material when update provisions were implemented to the system 

across the years.  One cleric stated that they “couldn’t care less if I didn’t do it [the training]”.  

Additionally, various complaints were raised about its content and format of delivery.  

Though there were isolated cases of the SCC being described as ‘complicated’ in its content, 

others conversely dismissed it as “too easy”.  Several clerics admitted finding the on-line 

system (SMO) difficult to navigate and use, whilst others praised its ability to speed up the 

training process.   

A cluster of clergy expressed concern with the difficulty of the content of the training, 

particularly the on-line training forums, others criticising the ‘limited effort’ required to 

satisfy mandatory accreditation requirements.  Four clergy were of the opinion that the on-

line SCC training, and by extension the vis-à-vis training, was something that did not require 

personal immersion or effort.  In a similar vein, several clerics raised concerns that the 

training has been made/is “too easy”, was “common sense” and lacking in depth.  One 

participant remarked that its simplicity prompted clergy to think that ‘it could have been done 

at home’ rather than warranting a training day.  Several noted that the on-line course material 

could be easily reviewed to correct error or uncertainty of content, thereby guaranteeing ease 

and rapidity of completion at the expense of conscious effort and genuine reflection.  One 

participant, commented that on-line training was viewed as a task to swiftly complete, as 

opposed to a highly prioritised, valued and integrated component of their ministerial self-

growth: 

“So I don’t think I have ever sat there and done the training and thought “gee how 

can this be improved” I have just raced through it very quickly, ticked the answers I 

thought was [sic] correct, affirmed that they were, and said “that’s done for a little 

while… you just sit down at home on the iPad thinking “okay, I got to remember that 

because I have to do a test in a minute” and you answer the test and you forget about 

it, and go onto the next thing.” 

Reverend Obadiah 

It was evident in the sample that clergy perceived the SCC training was an additional “tick a 

box” chore to their ministerial work rather than being an integrated component of their 

professional learning and practice.  Reverend Mary’s closing comments capture and surmise 

this sentiment, but simultaneously noting, reluctantly, its necessity: 
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“I have to say that although, as I alluded to before, the nuisance of getting your 

training up to date, you know it’s just another thing we have to get ticked off, there 

are so many things we have to tick off. I guess I have a sense of relief that those things 

are happening, and that those procedures and processes are in place, erm to keep all 

of us safe. So there is that additional responsibility, and it was easier when you didn’t 

have to think about, but that’s not the real world” 

At the extreme end of the response continuum, one participant criticised the training as void 

of Biblical components in its provision of care in approaching child protection.  Others felt 

that the SCC remained too ‘clearly in development’ given the young age of the system.  Only 

one cleric expressed difficulty on grounds of the emotional toll the material and procedure 

had on them.  Rather than readily equipping clergy for ‘everyday situations’ the opinion here 

was largely that the system was ‘programmatic’ and overly ‘bureaucratic’ in nature.   

Implementation of Requirements  

A handful of complaints were directed towards the effects of SCC requirements upon daily 

ministry and the running of parishes.  For a number of participants, the difficulty of 

implementation rested on the need to have parishioners attain a Working with Vulnerable 

People card (hereinafter ‘WWVPC’), and receiving Diocesan accreditation.  Clergy 

recounted their struggles against the resistance from congregants, explaining that many 

parishioners in leadership roles, when asked to be accredited, became upset and argued that 

the clergy did not trust them.  This was mentioned on a number of occasions in respect to 

parish councils, participants recounting that parishioners expressed offence at the need to 

acquire a WWVPC (some resigning from their leadership roles), or the difficulty/ 

inconvenience of acquiring one (individuals who were elderly and/or having no interaction 

with children).  For some, in combination with Diocesan pressure to have parishes made fully 

accredited and compliant, this made them feel ‘sandwiched’: 

“At [redacted parish] it was very difficult. And the question came back from people in 

their 70s, a very reasonable question, we’ve been in the church all our lives does the 

church not trust us now? Then you have to have a conversation, well it’s actually not 

about trust. I had an incredibly, incredible amount of difficulty, and 18 month process 

to overcome that, and um, had that not, had they not had that, had that not come to 

being been repercussions there would be repercussions for the parish.  Because if 

they don’t have, because if they don’t have a, or refuse, not that they can’t reach, if 
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they refuse to submit to it, the diocese has no option but to put them as a Diocese 

under review…The compliance stuff was just seen as me being difficult again, and I 

explained it to them ad nauseum, that this wasn’t me! It was the ordinances of the 

Diocese! But they, they didn’t want to see it” 

Reverend Gideon 

The need for accreditation was also reported to create ‘unrealistic’ demands upon ministerial 

life, particularly in relation to the need to respond with isolated encounters with children or 

youth.  In respect to youth ministry, the SCC requirements were described at times as a 

“constraint”, “annoying” and a “nuisance”, complicating ministry in life situations where a 

youth ministry leader is sick, when more children arrive than expected, or when children 

arrive early:  

Reverend Tobias: “What are you going to do? Kids here, what are you going to say? 

“Hey mate, can you walk up to the park by yourself?” So is that the safest thing to do 

is it?! I don’t think so. Yeh, I mean obviously I am not going to, erm, hang out with a 

14 year old girl at my house, by myself. Erm. Unless the 14 year old girl was like my 

cousin or something”  

Guerzoni: “Or your daughter” 

Reverend Tobias: “Yeh” 

Guerzoni: [Reverend Tobias] “How would you perceive the seeming inconsistencies, 

try to make sure there is not one on one, but then say for example, I don’t know, a 

child just comes early, or comes to the church instead of the park, how would you 

respond to that? Can Safe Ministry still be applied there?” 

Reverend Tobias: “Yeh I think you have to do the best that you can. So you might say, 

I mean, it’s annoying. You are running a youth group, a couple of kids turn up early, 

without their parents… So it would mess with your program, until another adult 

arrived” 

One cleric noted their reflections: 

“As a leader of a church I feel frustration because there are people I can’t ask to do 

things because they erm, haven’t got their WWCC and gone through CS yet. So I 

can’t even ask them to lead a Bible study, there are kids in our services, it’s as simple 
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as that. So I feel that frustration and I understand where people who want to get 

things going and try new things and you know, um, move quickly on ideas feel 

frustrated and bound by our system, but at the same time, this is a Gospel issue” 

Reverend Naphtali 

Though participants expressed willingness to cancel events if insufficient volunteers were 

available and recounted stories of the difficulty in finding replacement leaders, two were 

open in admitting to deviating from SCC requirements in these situations:   

“Yeh, like, like I have done stuff like kids come here when its actually back up at the 

park or whatever I just drive them up there and then come back or whatever” 

Reverend Tobias 

“We haven’t had enough volunteers if we’ve had one leader, there’s two rooms, one 

for the primary-school aged children and one for the preschool age group and what 

we’ve done is put in a child’s gate for the preschool age group but kept the door open 

so that you can see and hear into both rooms, so that though there is one adult in the 

older age group they’re not, it’s not ever one to one in there, but they are also er, you 

know, accountability through that that the door is open and what not. So that’s a 

working example of we are conscious of that and working out a solution where we are 

having safe environment for the children. In some parishes this was an achievable 

process, whilst in others (oft those with older congregations) this was a difficult and 

almost impossible task, one elderly cleric noting that they had only a handful of 

physically able people to call upon.  In other cases the complexity was in having 

individuals go through the accreditation process (particularly elderly parish councils, 

see further below)” 

Reverend Hushai 

Questioning Efficiency  

Clergy openly scrutinised the efficiency of certain facets of the SCC, namely the Working 

with Vulnerable People card, and Permission to Proceed.  The efficacy of the Working with 

Vulnerable People Card in keeping children safe, was questioned by participants.  Some 

queried the procedural nature of the card in the absence of a Department of Justice training 

requirement, foregrounding that it was ‘not a fool proof method’ and that there was a 

tendency amongst individuals in the church to unwisely ‘over-rely’ on the record check as a 

definitive assurance (trust) in erasing church abuse:  
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“I think the WWCC erm, from what I heard, they only look back 5 years in your 

criminal history?  [Redacted] went to apply for his and he lived in England for a 

number of years, and so went to all the trouble of getting his English police check, 

and brought it to Service Tasmania and they said “we are not interested in that” so 

he could have committed all sorts of child sex crimes overseas and still have been 

given a card! Because they are not interested in anything more than five years old, 

and defeats the whole purpose! But what can you do? So I don’t put a lot of faith in 

that card thing. Yeh so I think that needs to change. And maybe if the Diocese could 

do more thorough background checks, police checks, I don’t know. I think suddenly 

the government, like, suddenly we have this card system, and everyone is like “it’ll be 

good, it will show up anything”.  It doesn’t” 

Reverend Caiaphas  

Clergy recognised that background screening for the WWVC accreditation does not provide 

accurate insight into propensity to commit child sexual offences, and (flippantly) offered that 

given this, if all must be accredited that the card may as well be “roll[ed] out with the driver’s 

card”.  One cleric, in their final comments, made reference to the psychological examination 

completed earlier in the Diocese’s history:  

“My only final issue would be with the state card. Which to me seems to be an 

absolute waste of paper or card because all it does is check your criminal record and 

see if you have any accusations of offences against children or vulnerable people. It 

really goes no further” 

Reverend Nadab 

 

Acknowledgements of the limitations of the present safeguards in operation extended to 

participant feedback on Permission to Proceed, the on-line child safety checklist and 

accountability system.  Some clergy were conscious of its limitations and nature as ‘blanket 

measures’ that were merely ‘bureaucratic’ efforts to solve a complex problem: 

“The idea that I need to get Permission to Proceed to somehow make my youth group 

safer is nonsense. Because what do I do? I upload my program and tick some boxes 

and go yeh [claps hands] done! Program is no safer than it was before I did that, I 

just had bureaucracy laid on top of it! I’ve got the same things that we’ve been using 

for five years! That I just upload, and somehow that makes it more safe?! What makes 
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it safe is we think about safety because we are human being who run a youth group” 

Reverend Tobias  

Other clergy questioned the efficiency of safeguards more broadly to prevent child sexual 

abuse, pointing to human nature or ‘sinfulness’ in motivating individuals to manoeuvre 

around the system regardless.  Of the limitations of child protective systems responses were 

predominantly pessimistic and doleful:    

 

“So there’s always going to be that thing of what is happening and what is slipping 

between the cracks that we aren’t aware. And again that comes back to human 

sinfulness! We can make all of the systems we think into place, but ultimately, a sinner 

will sin. And so erm, I think that’s just the reality of a broken world” 

Reverend Theophilus [their emphasis] 

 

“Unfortunately it is very hard to make it fool-proof” 

Reverend Hosea 

 

Notwithstanding the recognition of the inevitability of child sexual abuse in the church, there 

were expressions of optimism from participants:  

“I think the Diocese has it pretty right, and I know [it] wont stomp out child abuse, 

because you are not going to do that. But it will minimise it as much as it is possible 

to minimise it” 

Reverend Nekoda 

 

“You know none of these systems are perfect and a fail-safe guarantee, but, you know, 

church is not only the clergy but also the lay leader, or leading in any organisation 

has training, screening, and are aware and has to follow policies to ensure that it is 

as much as we can [to ensure] children are kept safe” 

Reverend Hushai 

Child Protection Training in Seminary/Bible College  

Participants were asked ‘What education did you receive at theological training about child 

sexual abuse and safe church practices?’.  Very few clerics had received formal child 

protection training within their theological formation, and to the surprise of the researcher, 

even clerics more recently theologically educated had not received college-based training.   
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Of those who did receive instruction on and about child sexual abuse during their theological 

education, it was not offered through the educative institution, but was instead a requirement 

of the Diocese within which they studied (see Kane 2013).  The training was, as in the 

Diocese of Tasmania, a periodic endeavour rather than being an integrated component of 

study over a number of weeks or months (see Morrison 2005; Celenza 2007).  That clergy are 

essentially devoid of this knowledge and of opportunities to acquire this via theological 

formation, is equivalent to institutional neglect on the part of the Australian Anglican 

Communion and Australian Anglican theological colleges in their preparation of clergy for 

pastoral ministry. 

Clergy Comments on Clerical Attitudes and Culture 

Clergy were asked to describe their impression of the clerical culture towards child protection 

operating within the Diocese, or to offer response to the attitudes and thoughts colleagues 

held on child protection and the SCC.  Clergy were generally familiar with the term ‘culture’, 

given its use in theological literature (Marshall and Payne 2016), though some required a 

definition- that proposed by Schein’s (2010) being the preferred rendition.  Respondents’ 

personal opinions were mixed, despite participants finding it easier to divulge information 

from their private position than when answering other interview questions.  Feedback 

commonly followed the formula of clerics talking about a ‘friend who thought/felt/said’, or of 

volunteering information gathered from ‘hearing others’ at group meetings and Diocesan 

events (such as the annual synod and clergy conference).  Two core themes emerged from the 

data, namely, cultural attitude towards SCC and clerical responses to SCC. 

Clerical Attitude: Fatigue and Resentment 

Participants expressed that in their view, many clergy consider the SCC a ‘nuisance’, 

‘annoying’, a ‘distraction’, or an ‘imposition’.  This negative perspective was substantiated 

by respondents admitting to hearing many colleagues ‘mutually bemoan’ the SCC and its 

workload. Comments offered that there were some who “object very strongly to it”, attesting 

that it was seen by colleagues as something additional to ministry (a ‘bolt-on’) as opposed to 

being an integrated component of their work and ministerial practice.   

The manner and level of disgruntlement expressed by clergy differed.  Those most irritated, 

justified their adverse stance as representative of the shared sentiment of their colleagues who 

were ‘tired’ of the SCC in hearing about it ‘endlessly’ from the Diocese, and the pressure to 

comply.  Others praised the insistence of the Diocese on the visibility of the SCC- it “always 

being on the agenda”; and by extension, keeping child safety as a priority in the forefront of 
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ministry thinking amongst Tasmanian clergy.  This was seen as both good and bad by 

participants.  Some expressed that it was essential in outweighing the shift of clerical culture 

in Tasmania, with others arguing it was the cause of clerical resentment within the Diocese.  

The firmness of the Diocese’s administration towards SCC, which includes sanctioning 

clerical licences for those who did not comply with SCC, was favoured by some.  It was 

positively likened to a “sledge hammer” approach, whilst others viewed this as coercive.  One 

participant felt that safe ministries was the ‘only training’ they ever received from the 

Diocese in their professional development, criticising the Diocese for not providing more 

ministerial/theological professional development.   

Some labelled this climate of clerical ‘tiredness’ or ‘deep resentment’, a resentment that 

emerged due to the difficulties of the system itself and its implementation into parish 

ministry.  One cleric, was adamant in their evaluation of the clerical culture which overlapped 

into congregational culture:  

Reverend Shadrach: “The other thing is there is a deep resistance, I think, and a 

resentment by older clergy about what we have to do now” 

Guerzoni: “and why do you think that is?” 

Reverend Shadrach: “Because it is difficult. It is unnatural that you have to have 

really strict boundaries on those relationships. Erm. When, for all good purposes we 

want to be positive, affectionate is not the right word, positively pay attention to 

people under 18, but being hyper-aware of every move you make yeh. They don’t like 

it, I am used to it, they have had to come around to it” 

Guerzoni: “What do you think the Diocesan clerical culture is towards child 

protection?” 

Reverend Shadrach: “Clerically I think there is still a deep resentment” 

Guerzoni: “And how about with respect to the laity?” 

Reverend Shadrach: “I would say there is a deep resentment” 

Similarly, others described clerical sentiment towards the SCC as ‘over the top’, definitive 

and that the ‘pendulum had swung too far’ and was too restrictive and prescriptive in its 
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requirements of ministry.  Several reported that it had lead some ministers to resign their 

licence rather than go through the system.   

A related dimension of clerical negativity expressed the view that many of their colleagues 

saw the SCC training components and the execution of its requirements in parish life, as 

simply a matter of skimming over things, “box ticking”, and “click click click”.  This attitude 

of SCC as a ‘hoop to jump through’ was expressed in the following manner by six 

participants:  

“It seems to be here’s basically a standard, here’s the ChildSafe standard, we’ll just 

tick the boxes, and as long as we tick the boxes we will be okay” 

Reverend Naphtali 

“[T]here are quite a few of the older generation of priests and for them it’s a click-

click! It would be better to train them in a face-to-face situation so they can ask their 

questions and discuss things”  

Reverend Martha 

“So and for those that do, are compliant, often it is just ticking the box rather than 

wanting to celebrate the idea [of child protection]”  

Reverend Ephraim 

“[S]ome clergy would not you know, would feel that perhaps it is overkill, and when 

you are busy with other stuff getting your training done is really just another thing 

you have to tick off and it can be a nuisance”  

Reverend Iscah 

“[Y]ou often hear people say “why do we have to do this” or “oh I skim over this 

really quickly” erm, and I think that was quite common”  

Reverend Levi 

“But what saddens me more is we’ve kind of got to a cultural point where this really 

is just a box to be ticked rather than an attitude to have”  

Reverend Job 

One respondent added that this ‘box ticking’ attitude amongst the clergy holds significant 

consequences for the potential disconnection between the values of the clergy and those of 

the child protection system:  
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“it’s something about the programmatic aspect and thrust of SCC that probably 

compartmentalises things into people, and there is absenting the heart from it so 

much that there is this weird thing from people who feel it is a pain to have to go 

ahead and make it safe to work with children … Maybe the issue is we only give them 

the expression, the job, the task, the accreditation, without detailing the value”  

Reverend Job 

Another cleric took time to reflect on how the Diocesan administration’s culture towards 

SCC, parishes and clergy compliance was conducive to the engendering of unfavourable 

clerical attitudes and practices to SCC.  The Diocesan culture was described as a ‘comply or 

else’ culture, one incorporating frequent blame on the parish level for non-compliance, and 

cultivating a backdrop of fear of being disciplined or reprimanded.  This is in correlation to 

the perceptions shared in Morrison’s (2005) study wherein clergy shared feeling bullied and 

intimidated by the top-down approach to child protection of their Diocese. This participant 

spoke strongly of how they were aware of two occasions when clergy were “shouted at” for 

speaking against ChildSafe; on one occasion by a former bishop at Diocesan Council, and 

another by a SCC trainer.  These measures created a despondency counter to the evolution of 

positive reform: 

“Stuff it, I’ll ignore it and just do what I have to do to get the ticks in the boxes. Well 

that’s great Diocesan bureaucracy, to make children safer!”  

Reverend Tobias  

Not all representations of the clerical culture were negative, however.  Several accounts 

conveyed a positive optimism, affirming the culture as ‘good’ and ‘positive’; that clergy were 

‘on board’ with the SCC, and that commitment to SCC was an ‘entrenched culture of the 

Diocese’.  Participants confirmed that their colleagues were now familiar with SCC and its 

requirements, and that those that were not, should certainly be.   

Overall, it was agreed that while there had been perceived shifts in clerical culture towards 

child protection and affirmative assenting to child protection reform, there remained 

resistance and apathy towards the training and practising of SCC.  Rather than criticising 

clerical culture, laity resistance was instead highlighted as a serious hindrance to safe 

ministry.   
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Blaming Older Clergy 

A number of participants commented that the SCC system was viewed as particularly 

difficult amongst the older clergy, juxtaposing this position against that of younger 

generations of clergy which was classified as favourable, positive and proper.  Of interest, 

however, is that clergy who pointed to “older clergy” were not all of a younger demographic, 

but rather, were from all stages of life and ministry (that is, even those who the reasonable 

person would describe as ‘older clergy’).  One older cleric commented, despite arguing that 

SCC was “all… common sense”, that it was not necessarily clear how the SCC practices were 

to be carried out by “older clergy” in everyday ministry: 

“We start, it’s a mindset, just as the [Redacted] taught me when you go and do things 

this is what you do, it’s the mindset that, you know, it’s obvious! You know for us 

oldies this stuff isn’t obvious and I have to get the book and say “now I have done 

this, and this, and ticked all the-literally- ticked all the boxes”. If we know this is the 

way you do it, and you’ve done it before, then ergh it will happen far more smoothly 

and, obviously, erm, just like getting your Bible and commentary and saying “oh 

okay” you get your sheet of paper and say “yes yes no yes”. Yeh” 

Reverend Isaiah  

This poses the question of “who are the older clergy?” and whether there is an identifiable 

cohort of older ministers who are inherently opposed to or otherwise struggle with SCC, and 

thereby likely to place themselves in positions of risk.  Have these ministers retired, died or 

moved to other dioceses.  More significantly, one questions if they exist at all, or are 

otherwise a clerical fiction and straw man.   

Culture of Fear 

Two participants made reference to a culture or state of fear within the clergy in relation to 

the concern of Safe Church Communities and child protection.  This described as individuals 

being “always anxious to know that there are two people where there is an activity going on”, 

which produces a “vigilance [when] meeting together with children”.  Another cleric 

mentioned in their interview, of the emergence of an all pervading air of clerical fear:  

Reverend Isaiah: “And now, you know, through schools, and school teachers and 

parents talking that, you know, if a child falls over the teacher can’t go over to them 

and pick them up and given them a hug and say “you’re alright” you know dust their 

knee off and “go on” … But you can’t do that now, and I think, I would, I imagine, I 
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imagine within the church everyone has got that fear now: you can’t be human. Now I 

can talk to you, if you were a female I would have to make sure my wife is around. But 

we always had that, be very very careful, erm, yeh. So I think there’s lots of sensible 

and good things in all of this, but there’s also a lot of fear. As I said I am soo glad I 

don’t have a youth group….Yeh I think we will grow into all of this, and it will just 

become natural part of our life, ministry, without the fear yeh the fear. And I think 

there is probably a lot of fear at the moment” 

Guerzoni: “This fear you have noticed it in your colleagues, have they talked about 

it?” 

Reverend Isaiah: “Not specifically. [sigh] Yeh I can’t give examples, but it is more 

the feeling I get when they talk about things, and I think “oh you are a bit fearful 

about this, a bit anxious about these things” and they cover their backsides all the 

time, they write everything down, make a note of, which you shouldn’t have to do I 

don’t think, it’s just more time out of ministry” 

These clerical observations of the mindset of their colleagues are of interest in that they 

mirror the theme of ‘vigilance’ and practices to evade allegations of impropriety held 

individually by clergy, as examined in Chapter 8.  It is consistent with the climate observed 

by other clerical collar crime studies examined in Chapter 1: where compliance is reluctantly 

undertaken, and when executed, driven by fear (see Kane 2008; Morrison 2005).   

Discussions of Positive Clerical Cultures and Attitudes  

This is not to say there was a total absence of positive attitudes or cultures observed by 

participants within the Diocese, though favourable commentary was not expressed to the 

same extent (understandably) as negative feedback.  Across the sample participants 

acknowledged favourable support, in principle, for development of the clerical and Diocesan 

culture of child protection (underlining my emphasis): 

“The clerical culture is very positive toward safe church accreditation, and everybody 

has, as far as I am aware, as is the very clear message” 

Reverend Haggai 

“Generally, it’s quite a good culture. I have heard of clergy, and know clergy that felt 

like it was a real imposition on them and judging them as people, making them do the 

Childsafe course. My attitude to that is they need to get over themselves, like, coz 
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there’s more important things than, after looking on what’s happened in the past, 

surely as a clergy person you would do all they can do [to] safeguard things from 

happening again in the future. So I think erm, particularly amongst the younger 

clergy I know, they are all very pro ChildSafe, a few older ones that I don’t 

understand their attitude towards it to be honest. I think it’s a pride thing”  

Reverend Shadrach 

Other changes were framed by respondents as ‘familiarity’, which can be understood as 

acceptance of a positive change compared to the broader context of clergy responding that the 

training and changes to ministerial practice as being ‘difficult’ and ‘unnatural’: 

“mostly, I would say in this area that folk are mostly on board with the protocols, the 

same ministry protocols, that everyone in positions of leadership has at least done 

Faithfulness in Service training, if appropriate child safe training, doing their 

updates”  

Reverend Demetrius 

“I think that is well in place, the Safe Ministry code of ethics is fairly well understood 

now”  

Reverend Zacchaeus 

Particular reference was made to the work of Bishop Harrower in being the driving force and 

facilitator of this change:  

“I respect John, Bishop John’s work in that very much. I, I take my hat off to him for 

what he did in this diocese… Top down, very good. There’s a real drive to which John 

[Harrower] started and John persisted in doing. There’s a real drive to make sure 

that its cleaned out and cleaned out properly. And to make sure that children and laity 

are protected” 

Reverend Amos 

 

“I think John’s main mission here as bishop was to listen to the stories of survivors 

and in that way, my understanding is, they’ve received his ministry very positively, 

and as such the Diocese has been seen as a leader in response to child abuse, other 

dioceses around the country have failed dismally”  

Reverend Lazarus 
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“[John] made a lot of change, put in many useful practises, safe ministry practices 

that many Dioceses have adopted. So I think he was a campaigner and did all that he 

could to stop these things happening, and for that I greatly admire him and his 

leadership in that. So the place is much safer and people have looked to us for the 

leadership doing that. And Bishop John certainly took that on in force”  

Reverend Bartholomew 

 

Praise of this quality emerges as a dominant motif throughout the sample, Harrower is 

repeatedly referred to throughout interviews as the pioneer of child protection, the “listening 

bishop”, bold for the selling of Bishop’s Court (former residence of the Bishop of Tasmania) 

to fund compensation, and praised for his work with abuse survivors which many described 

as his ‘legacy’.  Only in one instance was Harrower referred to in a negative manner in 

relation to chid protection and child protection policies.  It seems that Harrower encapsulated 

the ideal of child protection for the Anglican clergy, notwithstanding the dichotomy of this 

reception to the SCC system Harrower introduced.   

Media 

Of the sample, 28 clerics offered feedback on the role of the media (Question 21).  A number 

of participants were not asked the question because of concerns about participant agitation, 

efforts in maintaining rapport with participants, or as a consequence of time constraints.  

Clergy expressed that the intense media scrutiny had affected their practice, awareness 

(predisposition) and emotional state to varying degrees.  Of interest here was that even when 

clergy did not outwardly indicate that they had changed their primary approach to ministry in 

response to the media attention, they did express being affected in their predispositions. 

Media Affecting People’s Perspectives of the Church/Clergy 

The most frequently referenced theme within the dataset was that clergy were conscious of 

the way in which the media had shifted public perception of and esteem toward the church, 

its clergy, and Christianity more broadly:   

“It’s definitely an issue around here as to how the church is seen” 

Reverend Gideon 

“I am trying to tell parents it’s okay to send children to [Anglican Camping 

Tasmania] but we have this [abuse coverage] in the media saying this and you think 
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goodness. What do you do? ... just because you are the church it doesn’t mean you 

are automatically trusted” 

Reverend Cornelius 

“It’s had this effect of the community not really trusting the church” 

Reverend Caiaphas  

Notwithstanding this, some clergy were mindful that despite the grim depictions of the 

church in televised, print and social media, public attitudes and church culpability was not 

necessarily as bad as it seemed.  This was particularly evident in individuals’ recognition that 

the Church was not the only offending institution:  

“the Royal Commission… has certainly, or is in the process of showing up, that it 

[abuse] is not only an issue in the church, and I think that is actually valuable in 

terms of the community at large so they can say “it’s not just the church”, and 

predators will seek out vulnerable people regardless and they seek out organisations 

where kids are… Tennis coaches in Melbourne, that’s the nature of predators. I think 

the Royal Commission has raised the awareness for people in general for the people 

who are interested in listening” 

Reverend Gideon 

“Most people don’t actually think all priests are paedophiles. Most people don’t 

actually think that if their kid went to youth group that they would be abused, because 

they know, that’s not the reality, that the reality is that there has been bad eggs in bad 

places” 

Reverend Tobias [my emphasis] 

Clerical Anxiety 

Some relayed personal anxiety at being perceived and in some instances stigmatised as 

suspicious by virtue of their profession in the wake of the media attention to church abuse: 

“Definitely, it is something that I am aware of as a minister… what’s the thing that 

comes to mind first, and I think that that is how people think of the clergy? What’s a 

priest? Someone who abuses, a paedophile. I sort of expect that is how people think 

about clergy, who are not within the church… That is always in my mind. Not like 

“this is what people think of me” when I am talking to them, but erm, that can be 
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what people associate commonly with the church and clergy” 

Reverend Mary 

“when I was thinking of becoming a minister one of the big fears that I had was that 

people would automatically think that all ministers are child abusers, so I think that 

even though I know that was not the case… that is how it is presented in the media… 

so I think you have that as a kind of negative thing in the back of your mind” 

Reverend Levi  

This is not to say that what clergy experienced was illusionary.  For some, this was an 

embodied and highly personalised (actualised) experience: 

“As a children’s worker at this point in time it was horrific! You know there was an 

assumption that I was a child abuser” 

Reverend Lazarus 

“[During the Royal Commission] it was not a comfortable place to be. You felt as 

though people were looking at you when they weren’t, you felt people were ‘guilt by 

association’ [towards] you. And look that happens, sometimes I think I feel that way 

when I see ministers, especially locally, when they get themselves in trouble” 

Reverend Obadiah 

A number of clergy admitted to experiencing forms of assault in wearing clerical garb in 

public and were themselves labelled “paedophiles”: 

“Going around town wearing the clerical collar has got me being called paedophile, 

just because I wear a collar” 

Reverend Silas 

Shifting Clerical Practice: Reaction to Media Influenced Public 

Significantly, many clerics expressed how the manner in which they felt being publicly 

perceived had a negative correlative effect on their ministerial practices: 

“[It] makes you doubly aware, careful, because of all of the Commissions and all the 

things all we are getting onto is paedophile priests” 

Reverend Silas 
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“I needed to be upfront about children’s’ safety. Other people’s perception of me, 

because of media articles, caused me to be upfront about that and apologetic to 

people, our church has failed and I’m responsible for that failure and for making 

changes to make it right” 

Reverend Lazarus 

“So I think it makes me hyper aware in my role, that, if that’s already how we [are] 

being perceived we got to be the opposite, that is what I was saying earlier, you know, 

you can’t look like you are doing the wrong thing, you got to look like you are doing 

the right thing” 

Reverend Mary 

“But I think, positively, it also makes you really conscious that you need to show that 

you are organisationally, your church in particular, is a very safe one and one that is 

very keen on keeping children safe, because I think that trust has been broken and I 

think that it is important for the church to acknowledge that that has happened and 

we need to be very sorry for that, and part of being sorry for that is trying to make 

sure that it does not happen again” 

Reverend Levi  

As reflected previously in this chapter, clergy highlighted how the media scrutiny had 

instilled an active predisposition to change their behaviours to prevent having their actions 

misinterpreted: 

“it has definitely made me far more aware of how I interact with people…When I first 

started my ministry I would have given them [female parishioner friends] a cuddle or 

a peck on the cheek but I don’t now, I hold them at bay. It’s sad. I always, before I 

start any service, I take the assistant and I go to the vestry to pray, I always make sure 

the door is open, I always make sure I hold hands nothing more. At youth group I 

always make sure someone’s with me… It has changed the way I minister…I’d never 

go to home communions without my wife with me. You got to protect yourself” 

Reverend Amos 

“I am more cautious, yeh, in general and in particular concerning child abuse, I 

really make sure it can’t be misinterpreted, my actions… It’s not in the forefront, but 
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it’s definitely in the background” 

Reverend Martha  

“Erm, it’s made me very self-aware [sigh] of how I act in public, even the language I 

use, so I don’t say I am an Anglican priest, I say Anglican minister, I am very careful 

as to where I use the priest word, because for a generation that has a massive loaded 

thing, so that’s interesting. I am very careful with what I wear, and where I wear it, I 

won’t go into a school with my clerical collar on… I am self-aware with what my 

context is, when with under 18s, because of the media attention” 

Reverend Shadrach 

Media attention was also singled-out as having seriously shaped perceptions of other clergy 

interacting with children: 

“You felt as though people were looking at you when they weren’t, you felt people were guilt 

by association you [sic.]. And look that happens, sometimes I think I feel that way when I see 

ministers, especially locally, when they get themselves in trouble” 

Reverend Obadiah  

“It’s very interesting, I think that since the highlight of this… I am aware that when I see a 

person in a church person demonstrative to children, and my antenna go up” 

Reverend Haggai 

Discussion 

Within this chapter it can be observed that clergy have described that their ministerial habitus 

has been shaped by the media coverage on church abuse, both in respect to the means by 

which they perceive social phenomena, but also, in how they conduct their daily ministry.  

Clergy are conscious of how their church and profession have been tarnished by abuse 

scandals and how that in turn has, in their minds, altered the way lay-people and the wider 

public in general, perceive and relate to them and to the church (Kane 2008; Morrison 2005).  

This has been shown to be both unfounded concern as doubts emanating from the recesses of 

the mind, to actual-perceived shifts by clergy in behaviour towards themselves and their 

delivery of ministry.  Regardless, as detailed elsewhere in this dissertation, clergy have been 

subject to verbal abuse (publically labelled paedophiles) and assault (being spat on) in the 

public domain, an indirect/direct by-product of media unveiling of church sex abuse as a 

globalised phenomenon.  Irrespective of whether the shift in people towards the clergy is real 
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or imagined, evidence is clear that clergy have/are experiencing conditions that are personally 

upsetting and stressful.   

Participant responses demonstrate significant effect on the part of clergy to shift behaviour to 

prevent their actions being misunderstood or wrongfully demonised.  Measures include 

developing greater self-awareness of one’s speech and attire (clericals, both robes and 

collars), one’s conduct (second guessing behaviours, an overarching attention to 

demonstrating safe practice and being trustworthy), and of fortifying oneself against the 

perceived pressure of having to avoiding being mislabelled a paedophile.  This is consistent 

with the findings of other studies on clerical attitudes, wherein it is documented that clergy 

enacted self-protective behaviours in response to fear of accusation (Kane 2008; Morrison 

2005).   

The consensus of respondents was that the core services of being a clergyperson (preaching 

and pastoral care), had shifted in some respects, reforming practice in the ways in which 

people were offered care, and how certain sermons need to be delivered.  The media 

influence shaping the collective conscience of the masses, too, has left a profound impression 

on clerics, two clergy reflecting on they too have at times become suspicious towards clerical 

colleagues and church workers during those times when they were engaged in adult-child 

interaction.   

Conversely, several participants openly admitted to not being adversely affected by the media 

scrutiny or otherwise were not concerned of any subsequent effects on the clerical profession, 

assured that others did not perceive them as paedophiles, nor untrustworthy.  These 

respondents claimed they simply carried on with their tasks, unaffected by pressures of 

institutional policy reform, nor heightened media scrutiny.  This section itself raises the 

question as to what are the effects of the media attention on clergy who otherwise did not 

claim to have been affected by the media. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has explored the attitudes of the clergy in respect to child abuse and the policies 

and systems within place in the Diocese to prevent abuse events.  These questions levelled 

enquiry into the underlying assumptions of participants and how these impacted clerical 

practice.  It was shown that overwhelmingly clergy understood abuse as a resultant product of 

individual predispositions to sexual deviation, with some acknowledging the role of 
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environments in facilitating abuse.  Several clerics rated environments an active agent in 

increasing the risk for criminal acts.   

The policies and procedures of the church were in principle outwardly respected and adhered 

to, no clergy denying the importance of protecting children within their ministries and 

parishes.  To this regard, Bishop Harrower and the Diocesan administration were singularly 

praised for their roles in implementing these structures and advocating the protection of 

children.  Conversely, clergy did not necessarily hold the same sentiment towards the 

undertaking and practising the training and policy implementation of the Diocese, in many 

instances claiming these burdensome and a major imposition on time that should be better 

spent on ministry.  Many holding to this position challenged the applicability and efficiency 

of these changes to everyday clerical life.  This was expressed as personal opinion, but was 

perceived also to be the culture or group attitude (cultural climate) of clerical colleagues, 

thereby offering confirmation to each perspectives.  Observations of cultures of apathy, 

resentment and fear were most frequently expressed by respondents.  Curiously, clerics of all 

ages pointed to “older clergy” as being the cohort most impeditive to and resistant of the 

adoption of Diocesan standards and practices, raising question as to whether there is in fact a 

group of deviant older clergy or whether this represents a clerical straw man or institutional 

myth (the new ‘bad apple’ or institutional scapegoat).  Additionally, the media was said to 

have been the genesis of change in the perceptions and practices of clergy.  Participants 

acknowledged they were now more reserved/anxious and vigilant because of the increased 

media attention.  These discussions of attitudes and beliefs set the stage for the examination 

of clerical practice addressed in the next chapter.   
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Chapter 8  

Conduct: Clerical Situational Crime Prevention Techniques and 

Everyday Ministerial Practices in Response to Clergy-Child 

Sexual Abuse in the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania 

As established in previous chapters, development within Christian church institutions in the 

wake of societal attention to clergy-child sexual abuse, has stimulated implementation and 

alteration of policies and procedures at the organisational level, and subsequent training for 

clergy and church workers throughout these organisations.  The introduction of protective 

training modules, and alterations to the ministerial standards and practices required of clergy, 

warrants an investigation into the everyday ministerial practises of clergy to test how these 

measures have changed clergy practice within their vocation.  Though this is of interest to 

this study, and indeed not something to be dismissed as unimportant or inferior in research 

value, this dissertation contends that a more pressing need centres around/focusses on the 

“efficiency” and “efficacy” of clerical practices of child protection.  Given the acceptance 

amongst academics of the role of opportunity and environment in serving as the ultimate 

causative variables for sexual abuse, attention to the question of whether clergy are vigilantly 

incorporating boundaries and shifts in their vocation to prevent emergence of such variables 

is vital.  An examination of these practices is not only interesting in its own right, but is 

essential in the process of understanding clerical culture, providing material to ‘reverse 

engineer’ so to speak, the data, unveiling the church culture Behind the Candelabra.  This 

will form foundational work vital to an understanding of the role of institutional culture in 

shaping agents’ habitus towards child sexual abuse and child protection more broadly.   

This chapter is divided into several sections, each contributing to a wider explanation of how 

Anglican clergy respond to the concern of child sexual abuse and protecting children in their 

ministry, probing the reported practices utilised by clergy to prevent abuse events and 

inappropriate interactions with children on an every-day basis, what is here called the 

‘clerical child-protection habitus’, as adapted from the work of Bourdieu (1984), discussing 

the internalised habits and means by which individuals perceive and respond to social 

phenomena.  These practices are analysed through a Situational Crime Prevention framework 

to evaluate their feasibility as “child safe”.  The child protective practices reported by clergy 
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are then grouped and sorted into the Situational Crime Prevention categories, and these are 

evaluated through and against the situational prevention paradigm.  The chapter then 

concludes with a discussion of the deductions that can be made regarding clerical habitus 

towards child protection in the Anglican Church of Tasmania.   

The Process of Inquiry  

As aforementioned within the Methods and Methodology chapter, three questions within the 

research interview were specific to discovering the ‘everyday ministerial practices’ of 

interviewees.  These questions, which can be found in Appendix I, were amalgamated into 

the following:  

“What are you doing on an everyday basis to prevent the occurrence of inappropriate 

situations with children, or the perception of inappropriate situations with children?”   

The question was so worded to minimise anticipated defensiveness on the part of the clergy, 

and to facilitate responders’ willingness to reveal ‘general practice’ rather than simply 

“parrot” policy procedures.  Since participants differed in their clerical roles, in some 

interviews particular questions were not raised given their irrelevance, this was particularly 

the case with the question relating to architectural changes to church buildings to minimise 

the occurrence of child sexual abuse (some clergy would not be in a position to 

authorise/request such changes).  Additional prompts were made to clarify answers on 

occasion, to stimulate increased depth of response by participants on specific themes, or 

wherever it was deemed appropriate (when interviewing a rector for example).   

Following transcription, answers by clergy were coded thematically into categories of 

‘cognition’ and ‘conduct/practice’, emulating the work of Vaughan (1996).  Thereafter, 

responses were collated according to the Situational Crime Prevention techniques the 

reported practices matched.  Table 5 below depicts the reported practices employed by clergy 

to prevent child sexual abuse or the perception of inappropriate situations with children, used 

by Terry and Ackerman (2008).  Each of these categories are elaborated in turn.   
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Table 5: Clerical Situational Crime Prevention Child-Protective Techniques  

Technique Specific Category Application of Technique 

advised by Terry and Ackerman (2008) 

Reported Technique by Clergy % of Sample 

Reported Using  

Increase Effort  Control Access 

Target Hardening 

Controlling tools 

Screening priests for high-risk behaviour (e.g. sexual attraction 

to children) 

Reduce opportunity for priests to be alone with children 

Education of protective strategies and assertiveness training for 

minors 

Reduce facilitators for abuse 

Having church workers ‘screened and accredited’ through Safe 
Church Communities Program prior to allowing work with 

children 

Not being alone with kids 

Not driving kids places alone 

29% 
 

 

41%  

11%  

Increase  

Risk 

Increase likelihood of detection through: 

Extending guardianship 

Strengthening formal surveillance 

Increasing natural surveillance (meeting in 

public places) 

Using place managers 

Educate parents, priests, and parishioners about child sexual 

abuse 

Increase formal (e.g. Closed-Circuit Television) and informal 

(e.g. observation by personnel) surveillance 

Provide information through easily accessible signs and 

pamphlets to all parishioners and employees 

Surveillance Measures (generally) 

Increasing natural surveillance (public places) 

Increase natural surveillance (changes to architecture, glass 

mainly) 

Formal Surveillance (CCTV) 

Guardians and place managers 

58%  

29%  

29%  

>1%  

44%  

Control Prompts Identify and remove situational triggers Priests should avoid intimate activities with minors 

Establish times for priest-minor interactions and increase 

security or other personnel for those times 

Implement dress codes for minors 

Keeping emotional boundaries with kids, not confiding, 

avoiding deep conversations etc. 

Limiting physical contact with children (only in public) 

No physical contact with children 

Hug only when child initiates  

Not exercising alone with female children 

11%  

20%  

>1%  

20%  

>1%  

 

Reduce 

Permissibility/Remove 

Excuses 

Reduce minimisation through: 

Clarifying responsibility 

Personalising victims 

Rule setting 

Clarifying consequences 

Reduce cognitive distortions in priests through education; 

Create specific codes of conduct that explain what behaviour is 

acceptable or unacceptable 

Personalising victims through advocating their value in the 

church 

Rule Setting such as ‘never being alone’ with a child and only 
hugging children when in the public eye and when the child is 

the initiator of that hug  

Displayed awareness of Diocesan policies on child safety 

>1%  

(See above) 

100% 
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The Reported child-protective ministerial practices 

This section details the everyday practices that clergy reported using to protect children in 

their ministry.  The practices are sorted into the respective situational crime prevention 

technique it resembles.  Comment is then provided as to their efficiency with reference to 

situational prevention literature.  For ease of reading, the responses of clergy are 

systematically analysed through the prevention perspective technique-by-technique.  

Increase Effort 

Clergy responses in this area reflected execution both on an individual level and a 

structural/parish level, mainly relating to ‘Controlling Access’, noting that these structures do 

overlap with ‘Increasing Risk’. 

Individual Level 

More than 30% of clergy stated that they seek to avoid being alone with children.  This 

intention was achieved through enlisting the presence of another adult when interacting with 

children and in situations where this was untenable; clergy sought to be observable, as 

elaborated below in increasing risk.  Some clergy (11%) referenced this rule with regards to 

motor transport, ranging from having another adult present in the motorcar, a colleague of the 

opposite gender, or by driving with their spouse.  Of these participants, two would contact 

parents to be “as transparent as possible”, informing parents when they commenced driving, 

though this was not always the case. 

“making [sure] that there are two adults in the car, or that a parent has expressly 

said, or there are two children in the car and making the parents know that you are 

doing it, being as transparent as possible as you can” 

Reverend Mary 

Two clerics uncompromisingly refused to take children in motorcars, whilst another cleric 

admitted they had previously ignored contemplating approaches to this matter due to its 

logistical difficulty: 

“[we were in a] really remote location, I was supervising that and I was the last to 

that, and I was left with one [child]…I said just jump in the car” 

Reverend Obadiah 
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The John Jay (2006) and Parkinson, Oates and Jayakody (2009) reports each catalogue the 

role of motor vehicles in facilitating abuse in driving victims to isolated places for 

victimisation.  To this end, on general principle alone, the presence of a capable guardian in 

the vehicle can serve as a measure for minimising the occurrence of abuse.  But this requires 

qualification of who is to be that guardian, and how many should there be? 

To maximise safety, it would seem that the cleric should drive the vehicle, a guardian at the 

driver’s passenger side, with the child(ren) in the back of the vehicle.  To maximise safety 

those in the front of the vehicle should not exit the vehicle at any time, and the guardian 

should promptly communicate with the parent or legal guardian of the child(ren) as to where 

they are, and when they arrive at the required destination.  The preference of an intimate 

handler for the cleric present within the front seat of the car (spouse), it would seem, could 

prevent collusion between individuals conspiring to offend against a child; as depicted in 

cases of cleric colleagues co-offending in abuse cases (Hayes 2016; Hollis, Felson, and 

Welsh 2013; Reynald 2010), though this is objected to by some (Reju 2014).  

The question that naturally follows is “what if the guardian or intimate handler is an offender 

or otherwise inclined to offend?”.  Firstly, the transporting of children by clergy or church 

workers should only be a concession, rather than common practice.  This would remove the 

possibility of clergy offending against children in the process of transporting them home.  

Secondly, measures should be made to place the guardians on a rotating cycle rather than 

having designated drivers.  Thirdly, drivers should consider installing a video recording 

device in the vehicle to film the transportation, as is the case in taxis and other forms of 

public transport.  Indeed, this particular issue of ‘guarding the guardians’ is one that needs 

further reflection by scholars in the field. 

From the answers of the participants, it is evident that the driving of children by clerics is not 

a common arrangement, but one which arises when parents cannot otherwise drive children 

home or when previously arranged vehiculation falls through.  Clerics did not specify seating 

arrangements in their responses.  One cleric argued the unsuitability of Diocesan child 

transporting policies on the grounds that in many cases in their ministry it is simply not 

feasible to have another person present when driving.  This, alongside with the admission of 

driving children alone on occasion by one interviewee suggests that the technique of not 

being alone with children is dependent, in part upon convenience rather than custom. 
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Structural/Parish Level 

The Diocesan screening and accreditation process was referenced by almost 30% of 

participants as a means of preventing inappropriate situations with children within their 

parish ministry by having workers and volunteers ‘screened’ (police and reference checks). 

Of those who reported using this practice, 7/9 were rectors or priests in charge of parishes, 

one a youth minister, and the other, an associate minister.  This technique was largely 

mentioned in passing, almost as a justification of worker appointments, with few clarifying 

the importance of such accreditation and compliance, suggesting commonality in practice: 

“I think the screening of leaders or anyone who is going to be involved with the 

church with children, it’s the first step and probably the most important step… having 

to have a number of referees, having a working with children’s check, yeh police 

checks, working with children’s checks, that is the best way to start off as well” 

Reverend Levi 

It would seem, therefore, that clergy view this technique as a means to appoint individuals 

who are deemed ‘safe’ as well as establish means of creating safe ministry environments 

and/or enabling children ministry.  In failing to elaborate further one can assume one of two 

conclusions.  Firstly, that the clergy feel that the following of Diocesan protocols will protect 

children insofar as the screening process will remove individuals inappropriate for ministry 

from selection/ministry.  Alternatively, clergy follow Diocesan rules purely out of the need to 

comply with those standards, in a compliance culture, and in recognising the Diocesan 

justification of the process (to filter inappropriate candidates), thereby citing it as a technique 

they vicariously use to protect children (see Vaughan 1996).  

Others emphasised the importance of having an appropriate number of trained individuals 

present within the congregation who can serve in ministry with children, tapping into the 

overarching theme of surveillance.  Several clergy discussed purposely training more leaders 

in the Diocesan child safety course in recent years to achieve this end.  One cleric saw a link 

between having multiple trained persons in their congregations and a safer church: 
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“we have been training as many people in our congregation as are willing because we 

want to engage as many as are willing in ministry with the children so the more 

people who are aware of the need, what is required to keep safe space for children, 

the safer our place is for children” 

Reverend Lazarus 

The requirement of having the ‘appropriate number of leaders’ to children ratio appeared 

elsewhere in the answers of clergy, who discussed the difficulties of ministry when 

insufficient numbers were available and their frustrations as to the limitations this 

requirement imposes, in their view, upon parish ministry: 

“As a leader of a church I feel frustration because there are people I can’t ask to do 

things because they erm, haven’t got their Working with Vulnerable People Card and 

gone through [child safety training program] yet. So I can’t even ask them to lead a 

Bible study where there are kids in our services, it’s as simple as that. So I feel that 

frustration and I understand where people who want to get things going and try new 

things and you know, um, move quickly on ideas feel frustrated and bound by our 

system, but at the same time, this is a Gospel issue” 

Reverend Naphtali 

Though some maintained a zero-tolerance approach to leadership in not permitting 

custodianship of children without accreditation, others admitted to deviating from Diocesan 

requirements if this was practically not achievable- when ‘life is messy’.  This 

acknowledgment is relevant, particularly in noting the blanket responses of following 

Diocesan protocols amongst participants in terms of policy compliance, suggesting that 

‘trust’ is readily employed when programs are run, either in an individual or in the group 

setting (surveillance). As Reverend Hushai discussed: 

“Anywhere where children are present we try our best to follow the policies, any 

volunteers have to do child safety training, get a working with vulnerable people 

card, sign off on Faithfulness in Service, and there’s Permission to Proceed, that has 

to be filled out. Now, you know sometimes that doesn’t always go in that order, 

because life is messy… [when] we haven’t had enough volunteers if we’ve had one 

leader, there’s two rooms…you can see and hear into both rooms, so that though 
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there is one adult with the older age group they’re not, it’s not ever one to one in 

there, but they are also [accountable] through that the door is open and what not” 

As an exception, one participant mentioned distrust of a youth worker by parents lead to their 

removal from service in the parish, despite being accredited by the Diocese. 

What is of interest in relation to this reported strategy is that it is not one which is 

demonstrative of initiative, generally speaking, on the part of the clergy.  Within the Anglican 

Diocese of Tasmania, individuals who work or volunteer with children in youth activities and 

programs are required to complete and satisfy the Church’s screening and accreditation 

process, it is a mandatory procedure rather than necessarily a quantifiable clerical technique.  

The reliance upon the accreditation process of the Diocese as a means of ‘controlling access’ 

is, with respect, dubious at best, a reality which several participants acknowledged during 

interviews. It has been highlighted within the literature that screening processes involving 

police checks are simply record checks, rather than the ‘silver bullet’ preventing access of 

child molesters into organisations (South et al. 2015; Vieth 2013). Only a small percentage of 

perpetrators have previous sexual offending histories, which means that police checks are 

only effective in screening known offenders (Richards 2011; Smallbone 2013; Wurtele 

2012).  This information is not novel, but it is something many within the Church have 

seemingly not considered, perhaps due to the misappropriation of trust between ‘fellow 

believers’, and/or a misunderstanding of abuse causation (Palmer, Feldman and McKibbin 

2016). 

The application process for Diocesan accreditation requires only two referees, one of whom 

is to be the rector or priest in charge of the parish of the applicant, and the other, a non-family 

member who has known the applicant for more than two years.  A concern here is that the 

rector may be inclined to approve the applicant purely on the grounds of the given need for 

volunteer labour notwithstanding being relatively unfamiliar with the character and nature of 

the applicant (Palmer et al. 2016).  In a similar way, the requirement of only one other 

referee, who may not know intimately the history of the applicant (especially their role with 

children), does not provide a suitable safeguard for filtering unsuitable candidates (South et 

al. 2015).  Indeed, this present form of screening does not meet those measures scholarship 

proposes as best practice, which requires a number of references, a rigorous checking of those 

references, and of the candidate himself/herself (Smallbone, 2013; South et al., 2015).  To be 

fair, the screening of candidates for ministry and clerical/lay-ministry licences in the Diocese 
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follow a much more rigorous process in the provision of a psychological examination and the 

interviewing of a number of referees. 

Considering these deficiencies one may contend that the screening process for ministry 

volunteers in and of itself is not, in its current form, a sufficient or effective means of 

‘controlling access’ as it provides minimal deterrence to offenders and protection to children.  

In addition, as it is a required process under church legislation for those working with 

children, though identified by clergy as a practice of protecting children in their ministry, one 

must question this qualification. 

Increase Risk 

This situational prevention technique received the most appearances throughout the sample, 

with 58% of clergy articulating that they seek or have sought to implement measures, and/or 

have altered their practice in manners, that relate to and match the description of ‘Increasing 

Risk’ with a particular focus on increasing forms of surveillance.  This included increasing 

both formal and natural surveillance, as well as employing guardianship and place managers.  

While there is, again, some overlap between prevention categories, it is profitable to examine 

each individually in recognising the variance in internal and external variables. 

Natural Surveillance 

Clergy frequently described that they have increased natural surveillance within their 

ministry, primarily during consultations.  A quarter of interviewees reported working in 

environments where glass permitted surveillance into their office and consultation rooms, 

both from within the parish/rectory building and to the public sidewalk or surrounding area.  

In many cases the glass partitions had recently been installed by the participant or their 

predecessor, installation occurring within the last 5–10 years.  Of interest is that in several 

interviews clergy admitted that in their parish architectural design had been implemented or 

altered for the purpose of creating greater degrees of transparency when working with 

children, or that the glass worked aesthetically to achieve that effect.  This was utilised for 

Sunday school services or youth group activities. Only two clerics discussed how the location 

of youth group was moved as the building previously used was not” child-safe” given a lack 

of transparency. 

Though alterations to architecture were often referenced as means of protecting children 

amongst the sample there are questions of clarification that must be raised in response, 

namely: 
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1. Can the consultation room be observed from both inside the church and outside of the 

church? 

2. If the glass panel is to the inside of the church building, is there a guardian who can 

see through to the consultation on the other side or be within line of sight? 

3. If there is a window to the outside of the church building, is it facing a street or 

surrounding residential areas (and do those properties have windows, see Newman, 

1972)? 

4. What is the location of the church building subject to other buildings? Is it near a busy 

street or is it geographically isolated? 

Evidently if the consultative room does not have a window to the environment outside of the 

building then the presence of glass on the office door is insufficient, particularly when no 

guardian is present within the line of sight of that space.  If windows to surrounding areas are 

present, their efficiency rests in the degree of surveillance it affords the room, and the 

frequency of such surveillance.  For example, an inner city church with a frequently accessed 

thoroughfare on the adjacent sidewalk would possess greater natural surveillance than a small 

regional town’s church.  Of the interviews conducted within church consultation rooms some 

were subject to outside surveillance.  The presence of glass does not guarantee efficient 

surveillance; parishes will need to think more thoroughly as to rectify these deficiencies. 

Public Consultations 

Several clerics reported shifting the location of their consultations with children to public 

areas, such as cafes or fast-food venues, where they could be seen.  In such consultations 

parents were made aware of the location of the meeting and its duration, as was the cleric’s 

spouse.  Others moved meeting locations to more visible parts of the church, for example, out 

of the rectory.  Several clerics linked this practice of “not being with a child alone” to a 

previously held practice of not meeting with members of the opposite gender or the elderly 

alone or in private, unless where it was ‘not possible’ to do so.  Indeed, a number of clergy 

swiftly professed ‘not meeting with a child alone’, and subsequently mentioned comments 

along the lines of meeting with people of the opposite gender “I won’t see women on my 

own, more than once anyway” (Reverend Zacchaeus).  

The movement of consultations to public places is cited as an efficient means of reducing 

criminal acts as it subjects one to various forms of observation, thereby removing 

opportunities for molestation in isolated settings.  Public places can include formal 
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surveillance measures (CCTV, security) as well as by place managers (cashiers), and those 

undertaking routine activities (shoppers, walkers) (Clarke 1997; Reynald 2011).  The 

panopticon-like effect of an eatery provides a fixed place of interaction, and enables a fixed 

drop-off and collection point for the young person by a parent or legal guardian; giving the 

cleric an opportunity to leave only when the child has been safely collected.   

It is warranted that means of grooming (food, sweets, attention and physical touch) can still 

be issued to children under the guise of hospitality and pastoral care in this public space, but 

the incorporation of guardianship measures elsewhere in the church can serve as a check and 

balance monitor for signs of favouritism, specified attention, and other forms of grooming 

(O’Leary, Koh, and Dare 2017).  It is warranted that moving consultations to public spaces is 

an efficient means of child protection, ensuring that an appropriate location is selected, rather 

than relying on glass on doors/partitions alone. 

Guardianship and Place Managers 

Within the sample 44% of clergy stated utilising and encouraging the presence of guardians 

during their interaction with children, and in their ministry more broadly. This rendered 

guardianship the most commonly reported preventative technique.  This is positive, as it is 

suggested that the presence of a capable guardian may reduce the occurrence of penetrative 

abuse by 86% (Leclerc et al. 2013).  Reynald (2010) notes that though guardianship is good, 

not all guardians are, contending that a ‘capable’ guardian is characterised by three features: 

the inclination to supervise; the ability to recognise potential offenders, and the willingness to 

intervene. In addition, like offenders, guardians undertake rational choice in relation to 

interventions, a process which is determined by knowledge of offending and personal 

capabilities (perceived and/or actual).  This can be influenced by familiarity or attachment to 

the offender, and the victim (Hayes 2016).  Though the scholars acknowledge that sexual 

offenders are inclined to undertake risk in order to offend, even when a guardian is present, it 

is suggested that a guardian may at least ‘reduce the severity of abuse even if that presence 

did not prevent the initiation of the abuse’ (Leclerc et al. 2013: 11), if not the abuse itself 

(Hayes 2016).  In the sample, evidence was given to guardianship occurring within 

consultations and in larger ministry settings (services and youth programs). 

Consultations 

Various forms of guardianship were present nearby or within consultative settings.  Two 

participants relied on the presence of their secretary in an adjacent room to monitor 
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appointments; one insisted all of their office movements were in the direct line of sight of the 

secretary.  Others reported having a trusted individual (spouse or parish member) to patrol or 

sit outside of consultations with children.  Some participants differed to their colleagues, 

reporting they insisted that someone else be present during consultations with children, 

whether it be another adult or another child.  Indeed, during several interviews the author 

noticed guardians walking past the interview room, whether this was specifically arranged to 

impress or out of general practice is not clear.  Some clergy expressed that these principles 

were also used when meeting with members of the opposite sex, and at times people 

generally, as Reverend Amos shared: “[I installed] glass on both of those doors.  If I’m 

interviewing a, a woman. A child, regardless of sex- I have someone in that outer office. 

Even if my wife has to come in and sit there”.   

Within private consultations the sample reflected three forms of guardianship: (1) the 

presence of the child’s parent or legal guardian; (2) the presence of another child or; (3) 

consultations to occur within the line of sight of a person appointed by the cleric. 

The presence of a parent or legal guardian sitting in on clerical consultations appears to be a 

feasible means of preventing abuse, as the parent/guardian would likely directly frustrate any 

attempt for a cleric to abuse given the personal relation between parent and child (Nicksa 

2014; Reynald 2010).  In this way the parent serves, to use Reynald’s (2010) expression, as 

‘capable guardian’ and ‘target handler’ (see Eck 1997); 

The second method, though well intentioned, is not as persuasive.  The literature is not 

conclusive on the suitability of children as capable guardians.  Some hold that they would not 

be given their susceptibility to manipulation and intimidation and in need of protection 

(Hayes 2016; Leclerc et al. 2013).  One should be hesitant to comment on the likely 

suitability of child guardians, in considering Reynald’s (2011) criteria one should be doubtful 

of the role of children as suitable guardians, particularly younger children.  Children are 

unlikely to be inclined to supervise or be competent to do so given an underdeveloped 

perception of risks, or being uncomfortable or otherwise incapable of intervening if abuse 

was to occur.  The Royal Commission, amongst other sources, note defendants offending 

against victims where children are nearby, further questioning the suitability of child 

guardians, which was certainly the case for abuse in the Diocese of Tasmania (Royal 

Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse 2017b); 
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A cleric appointed supervisor, has its merits as serving in a more ‘place manager’ role (Eck 

1997).  Conversely, there have been innumerable cases where clergy and church workers 

have been complicit in sexual offending against children, whether by being involved in or 

facilitating the abuse, or in acting as ‘watchmen’ for the offender (Keenan 2012).  In this 

light, one could argue that this should serve only as a concession in the absence of option 

one. 

Guardianship in the Church 

Clergy reported using the idea of guardianship in other ministry settings, both through church 

personnel and through parents and legal guardians.  Indeed, this form of guardianship was 

reportedly introduced as a part of the parish culture or norm in a number of parishes.  On 

Sundays and during child ministry, it was said that children were actively under the 

supervision of a capable guardian, be it a parent/relative, or church workers who have been 

“accredited”.  Two participants particularly emphasised the importance of familial 

guardianship in their responses, though admittedly this was due to the lower number of 

church workers and volunteers in their parishes: 

“So a child does not come to church by itself, it comes with a parent or grandparent. 

An aunt or uncle or whatever, so that they keep their time with the presence of 

someone” 

Reverend Silas 

In terms of guardianship in the church setting, two techniques were raised, the watchful eye 

of parents/guardians, and the appointing of ‘screened and trained’ individuals to care for 

children.  As stated above, the presence of parents around their children within a churched 

space seems a most viable option for protecting children, and this applies within the church 

setting as well (noting the increased risk that this still opens other children up to abuse by 

other parents).  As cautioned earlier, the Diocesan accreditation process, with great respect, is 

not the strongest screening process, nor does the training thoroughly equip church workers 

and volunteers for child protective practice, nor precipitator preventive practice. 

As to being alone in the church, clergy could initiate an intimate handler system, where on a 

rotating roster the cleric is supervised by members of the congregation at the church, and 

where the cleric and the guardian are the last to leave the church.  This is a similar practice 

utilised in end of night procedures of late-closing businesses (such as cinemas). 
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Control Prompts 

Two broad thematic categories emerged within clergy responses to control 

precipitators/prompts, namely, establishing emotional and physical boundaries with children.  

Emotional Boundaries 

Four participants spoke of the importance of creating emotional and relational boundaries 

with children to prevent the occurrence of inappropriate situations within their ministry.  This 

particularly focussed on being observant of the language utilised when talking to children, the 

nature of confidence in and conversations with children, as well as the attention and time 

granted to children to minimise impressions of favouritism.  These clergy, reflected upon the 

need for constant awareness in their interaction with children to prevent the crossing of 

‘professional boundaries’, as Reverend Shadrach described: 

“I don’t share with them, because I am not their friend in that way… you are friendly, 

but it is not the same as being a friend” 

Another participant, Reverend Naphtali, discussed the connexion between emotional 

situations and the risk these pose in enabling the crossing of physical boundaries, in what has 

been referred to as ‘self-grooming’, where the individual opens themselves up for and 

progressively leads into offending over a period of time (Craven, Brown, and Gilchrist 2007; 

O’Leary et al. 2017): 

“[ensuring] we are not in a position where…for a lack of better way of describing it 

“fall into it” you know, intense situations, in private can at times lead to emotional 

situations. I just don’t want to be there. I just don’t want to put myself in that place”. 

Clergy described executing actions that sought to keep children and adolescents emotionally 

distanced from themselves, but also in purposefully monitoring social settings and exchanges 

to prevent themselves from investing into children emotionally.  This was discussed through 

filtering what was said, what was confided, as well as the vocal tone and attention given 

when talking and spending time with children.  As a related theme, clergy discussed the 

means by which they took care of their emotional needs, particularly in relation to preventing 

burnout. 
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Literature indicates that unmet emotional needs and a weakness of emotional boundaries can 

precipitate the sexual abuse of children (see Finkelhor, 1991; Frawley-O’Dea, 2007; Glasser, 

1987; Marshall, Smallbone, and Marshall, 2015; Plante, 1996, 2015).  It is appropriate that 

this technique is utilised by clergy in their ministry to implement safeguards to prevent the 

crossing of emotional boundaries.  It is important to note that notwithstanding clergy’s 

commitment to self-care when discussing the prevention of burnout, it was noted elsewhere 

that some felt unsupported from the Diocese; a recognised check on ensuring clerical health 

and wellbeing. 

Physical boundaries  

A number of participants articulated changes to approaches in their physical interaction with 

children, a trajectory in severity apparent across the sample.  Two clergy admitted to no 

longer having any form of physical interaction with children; the majority, however, 

articulated that they would only make physical contact with children when in public view.  

Others stated that they would hug but would not be the one to initiate that contact.  Two 

clergy shared how they actively prevent children from hugging them through use of creating 

a barrier by kneeling with one knee, whilst enabling eye contact with the child.  Other 

techniques relating to physical boundaries included sitting furthest away from the individual 

being counselled; two clerics described sitting furthest from the door to enable individuals to 

leave freely.  Many appeared dismayed and agitated when expressing these changes in their 

ministerial practices, describing it as an “unfortunate side effect of the vigilance that is 

required because of this evil in the church” (Reverend Haggai).  Reverend Isaiah described 

that: 

“If a child falls over the teacher can’t go over to them and pick them up and give 

them a hug and say ‘you’re alright’ you know dust their knee off and ‘go on’… But 

you can’t do that now, and I think, I would, I imagine, I imagine within the church 

everyone has got that fear now: you can’t be human” 

Given the role of physical touch in the grooming (including self-grooming) process it does 

appear wise for clerics to minimise physical contact with children to prevent the opportunity 

for extending the nature of touching children or encouraging children to have contact with the 

cleric.  Having said this, it is acknowledged that physical touch does have an appropriate and 

beneficial effect on children’s health and wellbeing (Ferguson 2011; Munro and Fish 2015). 

In this regard, it would seem that clergy exercising contact with children when in the 
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presence of others, in response to an initiation of the child, and curtailing contact to above the 

shoulders, is not an unreasonable approach. 

Reduce Permissibility/Remove Excuses 

Measures under this situational prevention technique target removing grounds for the 

formation of intention to use excuses and justifications for crime and deviation.  This 

includes the implementation of clear rules and expectations about behaviour and what 

constitutes deviant conduct, for example within a code of conduct (Terry and Ackerman 

2008).  Evidence of this technique was spread across the sample, though not as noticeably as 

with the other techniques mentioned above.  One can challenge the presence of this as a core 

technique in the context of child sexual abuse in the church, despite being endorsed by 

scholarship (Tallon and Terry 2008; Terry and Ackerman 2008).  As mentioned previously, 

clergy should be amply aware of the illicit nature of clergy-child sexual abuse given the clear 

position that religious teachings possess towards sex and sexuality, as stated by clerics 

themselves (in both Holy Scripture and church legislation).  Clerical offenders know of the 

consequences of abuse, yet still abuse anyway, highlighting the role of situational factors in 

criminal decision making. 

All participants at one stage or another in their interviews articulated that they possessed an 

understanding of or some degree of familiarity with, the Diocese’s code of conduct 

Faithfulness in Service, a document which outlines the nature of interaction clergy should 

have with children and other parishioners within their ministries.  This was displayed either 

through discussing sections of the document or mentioning them in passing, or referencing 

their training in that document’s requirements.  As mentioned earlier, it is visible that clergy 

have set for themselves particular rules of engagement within their ministry and have 

reflected on best avenues of practice in interacting with children in their every-day ministry, a 

number of which are drawn from Faithfulness in Service (Diocese of Tasmania, 2012). 

Reverend Theophilus is a prime example of this: 

“I follow Faithfulness in Service, so the standards [are] there. I don’t interview 

women, like I would never talk to a woman in this room because it doesn’t have, 

though it does have that window, but it has a solid door, and as you can see in our 

other office if we do interviews with office executives we use the front office, which is 

a smaller room but has a glass door, we are putting a glass door onto our children’s 

worker’s office again to make sure it is a more visible area. So there are practices 
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like that. I don’t drive kids around, and I don’t get into positions where I am alone 

with children” 

The understanding of the implications of or ‘consequences’ to sexual misconduct or abuse 

with children is assumed knowledge within the sample given the widespread media attention 

to the issue and the presence of Tasmanian offenders recently appearing before the Royal 

Commission.  The consequence of laicisation is known and accepted without further 

discussion.  What was demonstrated as not clear amongst the sample was clergy’s 

understanding of how to relate to children consequent to the shift in societal and ecclesial 

expectations towards cleric-child relationships.  Further development of the guiding 

principles of the Faithfulness in Service policy was seen as necessary by several participants.  

Conversely, a number of participants in their interviews revealed that within ministry, ‘hard 

and fast rules’ were not always of use as ministry could be ‘unpredictable’, and that these 

new rules would further ‘restrict’ their ministry; for example, responding to an unexpected 

person in need of care.  Notwithstanding this, and as mentioned above, clergy do have a 

series of ‘rules’ that they have for themselves in their ministry, either self-imposed or adopted 

from Diocesan requirements, which are used to guide such interactions/situations. 

However, only one participant indicated executing measures to ‘personalise’ victims through 

advocating for children within the church, as demonstrated in the aforementioned quotation.  

The need to personalise and even imbue children with a sense of value, rather than see them 

as a noisy inconvenience, arose as a component of the life of several clerics’ parishes.  The 

personalisation of children was seemingly an underreported technique, despite several clergy 

commenting on the importance of children in the church, and children generally.  It would 

seem that clergy have a unique opportunity to ‘personalise’ children through the preaching at 

the Sunday service; showing the value that the Bible places on children.  These doctrines in 

shaping cognition, should carry over into shaping conduct to protect, encourage and love 

children, rather than abuse and belittle.  This is recommended in noting leaders’ roles in 

moulding values and attitudes (Schein 2010; Trice and Beyer 1992). 

Discussion: Clerical Practice and the Situational Prevention Habitus 

As evidenced within the sample, clerical practice towards the protection of children involves 

the need for both an active awareness of environments, and the risks and opportunities that 

they present.  Clergy acknowledged and reported a shift in ministerial practice both on a 

micro level and a meso-level: 
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• The micro-level involved changes to behaviour and factors that are directly within their own 

physical control; for example, physical contact employed with children, regulating emotional 

boundaries with children, monitoring and filtering language articulated in the company of 

minors, the mindfulness and regulation of the amount of attention given to children, and the 

shift in consultative practices as a means to facilitate personal safety and those who are in 

direct contact with the cleric; 

• The meso-level of practice involved alterations to place (architectural renovations to create 

transparency), space (guardianship), and settings (surveillance in consultations, church 

services and youth programs/activities/events) as a means to facilitate safe environments. 

The degree to which clergy have changed their ministerial practices within and across these 

two domains varied amidst the sample.  Some are one dimensional insofar as changing only 

in one sphere (employing restrictions on physical contact), though others were two 

dimensional in shifting personal and external components (not being alone with children and 

the installation of glass on office doors).  Overall, however, there appears to be a broad 

utilisation of guardianship as a means of minimising isolated interactions with children (over 

40% of the sample).  Of interest is that this technique was reported being invoked in 

consultations, youth ministry, the Sunday service, and even on the everyday basis, though it 

was referenced predominately in relation to consultations and in youth ministry. 

The reported practice of avoiding isolated encounters with children was interestingly seen by 

a number of participants as synonymous with an older clerical practice of avoiding isolated 

encounters with people of the opposite sex (as commented by 35% of participants). 

Present within discussions on guardianship, clergy demonstrated a sensitivity to 

environments and an alertness to phenomena within spaces and altering them accordingly.  

This was demonstrated through clerics installing glass on/in consultation rooms, moving 

consultations to public spaces, and in manipulating seating positions within pastoral 

appointments.  Several clergy talked of the duality of seating arrangements in securing 

feelings of safety for the individual, establishing a barrier between them in case of an 

inappropriate situation arising, and their process in shaping these environments for their own 

protection.  This was particularly evident in the example of one participant in their use of 

public space for pastoring a teenage girl.  The extent to which the guardianship practice 

works on the Sunday service model was not necessarily clear, though some participants did 

mention techniques of having children minded by guardians. 
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An overarching theme to the choice in situational prevention techniques, however, pertains to 

minimising and preventing accusations of impropriety.  The techniques were employed as a 

means of decreasing risk of allegations of malpractice and inappropriate behaviour, rather 

than the intended use of the technique to serve as a means of deterrence on a macro-level or 

structural level, as found in previous studies (Kane 2008; Morrison 2005).  This was reflected 

by clergy when referencing their situational techniques- they felt need to be ‘seen’ and to be 

seen doing ‘good’, ‘never be alone’ or ‘caught behind closed doors’, and to abstain from 

behaviour that could be misconstrued or labelled as deviant and thereby incur accusations of 

impropriety.  This was an explanation to the coupling of micro-level techniques (altering 

physical contact) with meso-level techniques (guardianship and increase natural surveillance) 

by a number of interviewees.  Indeed, clergy referred to their practice as a product of the need 

to be “on guard”, “vigilant”, and ever conscious of protecting themselves and the child. To 

this regard we see the motif of ‘safety in numbers’ acts as the solution to the risk of ‘being 

alone’. 

One must not be hasty to condemn clerics for such contemplations given the present social 

climate of public mistrust towards clergy.  Indeed, two clergy admitted to being verbally 

abused in public, being called “paedophiles”, and one of whom was spat on when wearing 

clerical garments in their town.  Notwithstanding this, a predisposition to prioritise the 

preservation of positive perceptions of priestly practices, or those that pertain to self-

preservation from allegations of impropriety, rather than predispositions that seek 

preventative and protective practice (of self and others), poses several problems: 

Firstly, it suggests that clergy operate under the assumption that they would not offend 

sexually against children and that, accordingly, the real risk is in preventing people from 

reaching wrong conclusions about their conduct (fundamental attribution error).  This is a 

grave concern in noting the series of events that have led numerous clerics to offend, a 

number of which have started off innocently, caringly, and professionally (Keenan 2012; 

Plante 2015).  In the instance of clergy assuming that they are not prone to temptation, and 

the precipitators and criminal opportunities are present, this places both clergy and children in 

danger.  One participant illustrates the resistance towards abdicating one-to-one encounters 

with children based on their assertions that they are unlikely to offend and thus sees the need 

for “safety in numbers” principle as a hindrance to ministry.  This objection, too, was noted 

against the hesitancy of clergy to meet with members of the opposite sex in one-to-one 
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settings, several clerics opposing what was described as common practice for more than 35% 

of the sample on the grounds of being impractical or excessive. 

Secondly, it can lead to inconsistency in behaviour and the picking and choosing of when to 

utilise particular techniques given the situation, as opposed to in all situations 

indiscriminately.  If one’s focus is on preventing allegations rather than events, clergy may 

not employ techniques in some places than in others, on the grounds of a perceived ‘absence 

of risk’ or ‘presence of trust’.  For example, clergy choosing to drive a child home alone but 

refusing to have a one-to-one consultation with a child; allowing a youth leader to take a 

child home because they are a woman, and thereby ‘trustworthy’.  This poses a risk to 

enabling clergy to be placed in potentially compromising situations. 

Thirdly, and by extension from the second point, when clerical practice is towards the 

preservation of image and prevention of accusations of impropriety, the underlying evaluator 

of risk and subsequently behaviour, is not known realities of abuse causation, but other 

evaluators such as ‘trust’ and ‘experience’.  Rather than approaching isolated encounters with 

children as an inherently risky situation, clergy are inclined to rest on these alternative 

principles to justify and guide behaviour.  For example, ‘I have not had an issue with driving 

children alone before, why should I discontinue?’.  This radiates into managing children 

ministry in their parishes, where notions of ‘trust’ or practicality override risk factors of 

allowing insufficient staff to mind and minister to children, as demonstrated by one 

participant.  With the onset of abuse often predated by stages of grooming or the inability to 

offend due to opportunities being absent, the reliance upon trust and experience are evidently 

insecure criteria to measure child protective arrangements.  The fleeting nature of trust was 

raised in other contexts, two clerics noting that after over a decade of being in a men’s group 

one of their members was found to be an adulterer previously unbeknownst to the group; a 

man who had a good reputation amongst them and in the clerical world. 

Fourthly, this foci on image and reputation management distracts the cleric from thinking of 

the necessity to shape environments to prevent abuse and in contemplating what the 

environment may incite in her/him, and furthermore, others to do.  This was arguably seen in 

a general inattention towards environmental protective measures. 
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The core criticism that could be lodged here, in light of the sample’s concern upon the 

perception of their conduct, is that clergy are currently, as some have done previously, 

focussing on their own security and the preservation of the clerical class at the expense of 

children.  Notwithstanding these criticisms and the points raised above, this is not to say that 

practices which originate out of a sense of fear and/or concern with image protection cannot 

replicate a clerical habitus which is genuinely concerned with the protection of children and 

removing oneself from inappropriate situations in knowing one’s susceptibility to abuse 

events.  This is not to say that historical organisational actions out of self-preservation and 

secrecy are right or defendable.  Nor is this to say that the sample are not genuine in their care 

for children.  Guardianship, regardless of the motivation lying beneath its implementation can 

work to prevent crime, so long as the criteria for guardianship are satisfied (Hollis et al. 2013; 

Reynald 2009, 2011). 

The motif of self-protection of the clergy does not devalue the clerical habitus that is attune to 

risk (cognition) and that seeks methods to remedying these risks (conduct) (Vaughan, 1996).  

This habitus is identifiable in terms of clergy’s physical boundaries in changing how one 

touches children (reactive not initiative), and in being wary as to emotional boundaries in 

knowing of the risk of ‘intense situations’ creating opportunities to ‘fall into’ inappropriate 

behaviour, and instituting measures of protection such as meeting in public and establishing 

emotional boundaries in response.  Participants discussed alertness to physical distances, 

space and place, and awareness of one’s surroundings in this process. 

Several clergy discussed the process of change in their habitus, describing how at first child 

safe behaviour was foreign, to then recount as to how it developed to shape their waking 

lives, and how they perceive social phenomena.  Reverend Mary shared: 

“So it’s definitely something that I have had to practise, and once it has been 

practised it has become practice the other kind, and sometimes, so if it a common 

situation, it’s just very natural. So it’s a silly example, I will never initiate hugging 

with anyone under the age of 18, this translates; I just don’t initiate hugging with 

anyone now, I’m just like, that has become so much a part of, you know? A pat on the 

arm, or the elbow, I see that you are sad today, I am here with you, kind of thing, but I 

try not to initiate hugging people, unless it has been initiated to me, and it has become 

part of what I do. Like, you know? But I had to think of that as I started off, “oh don’t 
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initiate a hug with someone who is under this age” or whatever, but this has just 

become a part of how I behave” 

Clergy described the cognitive processes of their habitus in constantly thinking about their 

practice, reflecting on how they were being perceived, and how they were ‘protecting 

themselves’.  This thought process was described as resting in the background of their minds 

to the extent where for some it caused physical discomfort as if the internal schema was being 

transgressed, as Reverend Shadrach describes: 

“No it is very conscious. I think about it all the time. So it is both. Yep. If I find myself 

in a situation that goes against this training, I am physically and mentally 

uncomfortable. Yeh. It’s a behavioural thing now” 

Clergy contrasted their new ways of doing ministry to the forms that they knew when they 

were younger, lamenting that though protective practices were a constant part of their 

ministry, they had “constrained” their relationship with children “quite considerably”.  One 

participant described how they could no longer pick up a child; two participants described 

their sorrow at their perceived inability to soothe children when they fall over with physical 

affirmation.  Another cleric, articulating concern in coming across as “cold, or un-emotional” 

because of their shift in practices, one of their colleagues described themselves now as 

“stand-offish” and it being a “downside to all of this”.  This experience is consistent with that 

of other professionals working with children, and reflective of the broader societal shifts 

towards adult-child interaction in response to the societal concern towards the protection of 

children, particularly for men (Piper, Powell and Smith 2006; Fletcher 2013).   

The current climate of responses to child abuse was described as a “far swing of the 

pendulum”, one cleric commenting how this impacted their “thinking in ways that aren’t as 

helpful” in colouring former acts of helping children (such as when injured or lost) as 

inappropriate when they were “clearly a good idea”.  Participants admitted also as to how 

these new frames of reasoning internalised a second-guessing of motives when people 

interacted with children, Reverend Haggai commented: “I am aware that when I see a person 

in a church person demonstrative to children, and my antenna go up” [participant’s 

emphasis]. This quotation in particular, and the sentiments from other clergy, was in the 

context of clergy and lay people. 
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The understanding of shaping environments received mixed presence in participant 

approaches to child protection, despite acknowledgement of the role of space and risk. 

Though doors to offices and consultative spaces in some parishes had received alteration with 

the installation of glass, only several participants mentioned more extensive structural 

changes to increase surveillance. It is not clear whether clergy are of the perspective that 

abuse is unlikely to occur on the Sunday service and thus parishes do not require such 

additions, or that they have not considered alterations past the office door.  It must be noted 

however that some clergy commented that structural alterations, though desired, were not 

feasible consequent to their parish buildings being heritage listed. 

Conclusion  

This chapter has conveyed the child protective ministerial practices reportedly used by the 

Anglican clergy in Tasmania to prevent child sexual abuse in their every-day ministry.  These 

practices were coded, described, and analysed through the lens of Situational Crime 

Prevention, commentary being provided as to the efficiency of the reported practices as 

weighed against situational theory and knowledge of child sexual abuse events.  Ministerial 

practices were then categorised into two spheres, internal and external.  The dataset 

demonstrates that though clergy utilised techniques in shaping both spheres there was a 

predominant concern with utilising techniques of both spheres in order to prevent allegations 

of impropriety.  Notwithstanding this motivation, the sample more broadly evidenced shifts 

in the clerical habitus towards child protection, clergy demonstrating shifts in both cognition 

and conduct towards risk and the prevention of inappropriate situations with children.  

Primarily these changes orientated around physical and emotional boundary setting, 

guardianship and surveillance- it is argued that the presence of guardianship and surveillance 

as a component of the clerical habitus benefits the protection of children, even if motivation 

is primarily instigated by self-protection. 

A limitation of this chapter is its reliance upon the spoken word of clergy, notwithstanding 

their assumed credibility, as opposed to seeing their behaviour through ethnographical 

observation in identifying the nuances of their conduct and cognition.  Future research 

requires the ethnographic observation by insiders (children ministry volunteers and clergy) to 

provide a more thorough illustration of the clerical habitus and how it has been shaped by the 

clerical abuse crisis and church policies and procedures, notwithstanding the ethical 
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difficulties of undertaking such research.  This would also limit the potential presence of 

social desirability bias within research findings.   
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Chapter 9  

Culture: Understanding Cognition and Conduct:  

Analysing Clerical Habitus and Clerical Culture   

 

Thus far, the dissertation has sought to provide an introduction to and overview of clerical 

abuse in its global and local socio-historical context, and to contribute to knowledge by 

offering an examination of contemporary attitudes and behaviours of Anglican clergy 

towards child sexual abuse and child protection, building on previous scholarship.  The work 

of a sociologist is not only to record what is happening, but to seek to understand why 

phenomena secure a foothold in society.  As evidenced in primary data secured in this 

dissertation and that referenced from existing empirical research, organisational culture, 

structures, environments and settings are significant causative influences in shaping clergy 

and their responses to abuse events, offenders and survivors (Keenan 2012; Cozzens 2002; 

Wilson 2008; Papesh 2004).  This chapter possesses two main objectives:   

Firstly, to collate the findings on clerical cognition and conduct to construct a representation 

of the cultures operative in the Diocese towards child protection, and in so doing furnish an 

understanding of how these cultures shape the clerical child-protective habitus.  Additionally, 

in identifying the significant co-existence of phenomena, recommendations proposing how 

these cultures could be altered to reform the habitus and contribute to the creation of safer 

churches for children will be outlined.  As emphasised by Keenan (2012: 231), any 

recommendations are by no means intended to be a complete diagnostic; it is likely the author 

has not fully addressed all aspects in his analysis, as there is only so much that can be 

completed in a three-year doctoral dissertation.  Nevertheless, the analysis presented is 

objective and informed by empirical data and an insider’s eye, supported by the works of 

existing organisational and clerical culture scholars (Keenan 2012; Wilson 2008; Morrison 

2005; Vaughan 1996).  

Basic Underlying Assumptions (Clerical Culture) 

In leaning on organisational culture theory, this dissertation has understood culture as a 

collection of attitudes, values, perceptions and practices that are shared and executed by a 

social group to guide evaluative processes, normalise modes of behaviour and conduct, instil 

expectations and boundaries, and mould individual identity to graft it into a collective entity.  

Commencing as a set of principles and ideas, organisational culture is socialised and 
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thereafter embodied, and regulated by formal and informal sanctions (Schein 2010).  Culture 

represents the habitus en masse (Vaughan 2002b, 2008; Schein 2010).  This is not to say that 

all organisations/institutions/entities are homogenous; sub-cultures and variations exist 

according to geo-graphical location, differing roles and specialisations, and formative 

experiences, each of which is significant in discussion of the church (Schein 2010; Vaughan 

1996; Papesh 2004: Avis 2007; Chapman 2012).   

It is beyond the scope of this dissertation to construct an illustration of the entire clerical 

culture of the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania, nor does it attempt to do so.  What is 

hereinafter provided are interpretations of underlying assumptions (cultural features) evident 

from recurring patterns across participant interviews and the researcher’s ethnographic 

observations, supportive of common regulative factors in cognition and conduct.  This 

supports the work of Schein (2010) which demonstrated how the cultural DNA of an 

organisation accounts for the acceptance/resistance of its agents in respect to change (see also 

Schein et al. 2003).  This brings together the findings of the preceding chapters, addressing 

the third and fourth research questions to understand the clerical cultures operative within the 

Diocese towards child protection, the forces which have shaped them, and how these cultures, 

along with clerical attitudes and practices, may be altered to prevent clergy-child sexual 

abuse.  This is expressed through three core themes: (1) Denial; (2) Self-Preservation; (3) 

Compliance and Delayed-Integration.   

Culture of Ignorance/Denial (Fundamental Attribution Error) 

The data suggests that there is a clerical culture of ignorance/denial operating within the 

Anglican Diocese of Tasmania in relation to individual susceptibility to child sexual abuse.  

This culture is fundamental attribution error en masse, characterised by the misimpression of 

clergy that ‘it could never happen to me’.  When asked to explain their understanding of what 

caused church abuse participants mostly articulated the perspective that it was because of 

deviant individuals acting upon sexual interests in children.  As detailed in Chapter 7, this 

sexuality was described as paedophilia (e.g. Reverend Cornelius), a mental illness (e.g. 

Reverend Josephus), or as predispositions to molest (e.g. Reverend May).   

It can be observed from the data that participants labelled child molesters as a unique class of 

persons, and thus distinguish offenders from themselves (abnormal versus normal).  This is 

done both directly, and indirectly.  One cleric, Reverend Silas, directly separated himself 

from offenders in stating “I have never had paedophilic thoughts or whatever, just not my 
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thing. Kids are kids. I feel sorry for these people”.  Breaking down this quotation we observe 

that Silas here is declaring that: (1) some people do hold sexual thoughts about children 

(paedophiles); (2) sexual attraction to children is a fixed sexuality (“I feel sorry for these 

people”); (3) his sexual thoughts/desires have not been stimulated by children (“just not my 

thing”); (4) he is a normal person not prone to the molestation of children.   

More commonly indirect differentiation was observed within the dataset, particularly from 

participant responses to questions 13 and 16, as covered in Chapter 8.  In noting that the 

majority of answers detailed that clerical practice was altered to prevent impressions of 

impropriety and allegations of misconduct, clergy are here suggesting that they only need to 

protect self-image rather than be concerned about crossing boundaries with children (see 

below).  To this regard, few spoke of the role of environment in precipitating offending, and 

that there was a chance of personally offending if precautions were not made in ministry 

(Reverends Naphtali and Ephraim).  Granted, the omission of discussion of environments 

precipitating offending, or otherwise discussing reformation of clerical practice to prevent 

boundary violation with children, could have been because clergy, in qualifying abuse as the 

product of paedophilia (and thereby distancing themselves from the risk of offending), did 

not want to give the impression that they could be tempted to offend.  Admission that clergy 

could be tempted to offend would, in the minds of participants, reveal to the researcher that 

they were themselves a paedophile.  This is understandable given the popular understanding 

of abuse, and may be a contributing factor for answers that describe a focus on image 

management rather than personal protection.   

Diocesan Policies 

It can be said that the child protection policies of the Diocese have contributed significantly 

to creating a culture of ignorance/denial in its framing of child sexual offenders and its 

response to safe ministry.  Across the Diocesan documentation an emphasis is placed on 

screening to ‘avoid abuse occurring again’ (Harrower 2007) and to ensure that ‘church 

workers are fit for their office’ (Director of Professional Standards 2015).  This intent 

manifests in the Diocesan training to largely focus on: 

1. Responding to abuse events (how to respond to a report, who to contact) and critical 

incidents (injuries); 

2. Identifying signs of abuse in children; 

3. Risk management (injuries); 
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4. Completing Permission to Proceed logs for accountability;  

5. Ensuring one is following the principles of Faithfulness in Service.   

Though the Faithfulness in Service document contains useful and sensible codes of ethics, 

states that abuse occurs because of misuse of power (s 5.5), requires clergy to avoid 

circumstances of temptation (s 7.7) and to refrain from a series of behaviours (such as 

physical contact, inappropriate jokes and conversations s 5.44-48), it does not explicitly 

address the notion that the clergyperson could become an offender.  In failing to instil 

awareness of and address personal susceptibility, the Faithfulness in Service requirements can 

be said to meld with the existing underlying assumption for image-management.  Personal 

susceptibility is not considered, as with Reverend Bartholomew, who when relating a story of 

a persistent female parishioner: 

“Faithfulness in Service gave me the answers that I needed… my answer was [to the 

request of private audiences] to say “what would Faithfulness in Service think of 

that… it has given me the tools that I need to be safe” 

Bartholomew was not concerned about crossing boundaries with the parishioner, but how her 

visitations had affected the parish community’s perception of him.  The precepts of 

Faithfulness in Service were used to justify the ceasing of certain interaction to protect his 

reputation.  This theme is explored further below.   

The Media 

As detailed in Chapter 1, scholars agree that widespread misunderstandings about child 

sexual abuse can be attributed in part to the media’s representation and reporting of sexual 

offenders as ‘paedophiles’ (Loseke 2003; Levine and Risen 2004).  It is not unreasonable to 

state that clergy, like regular members of the public, have been influenced in their 

understanding of abuse by the media.  At the very least it can be confirmed that the media 

representation of offenders has contributed to the purposeful discriminating between the 

clerical offender, and the participant.  Across a number of interviews, participants 

distinguished themselves as an individual from offenders when referencing 

paedophilia/sexual predisposition or the Royal Commission.  Reverend Tobias is a prime 

example on this: 

“I was really surprised when the Royal Commission was here … like no one, none of 

my non-Christian friends were like “Oh [Tobias] you must be a paedophile”, or 
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anything, they just didn’t mention it to me, they know I am an Anglican minister, but 

relationships win over what other people do… And that’s why I think you can get 

enough good community reputation, that’s why I think nobody spoke to me about the 

Royal Commission, because, it’s like “that’s other people, not [Tobias], he is 

obviously not a paedophile”” 

The media has provided an archetype offender, which perpetuates and also contributes to the 

Culture of Self-Preservation and Orthopraxy.   

Self-Preservation and Orthopraxy (Prevent Allegations and Be Seen doing good) 

Clergy demonstrated possessing a honed sensitivity to and self-awareness of their behaviour, 

an alertness to how it could be interpreted/misinterpreted by others, and a genuine fear of 

falling subject to accusations or suggestions of sexual impropriety (particularly against 

minors).  The degree to which clergy experienced this differed between respondents, though 

collectively, a culture of pronounced self-preservation and anxiety within the Anglican 

Diocese of Tasmania was evident.  Almost 70% of the sample articulated and/or referenced 

attitudes or executed behaviours, reflecting concerns for self-preservation.  Significantly, 

concerns about perception of conduct was not solely restricted to self-examination, but was 

also applied to others who were with children (being suspicious of other people’s conduct).   

Seven clergy used the root word “protect” in their interview responses, particularly in 

reference to questions of ministerial practices and the media, describing their awareness of, 

and the need for exercising practices for ”protect[ing] myself” (Reverend Cornelius).  In 

many cases this was in the context of perceptions of wrong doing.  It was portrayed almost as 

a requisite for a minister, Reverend Amos commenting “you got to protect yourself”. 

Similarly, Reverend Iscah cautioned for the “need for vigilance all the time… the need to be 

protecting myself from any situation that could be perceived as inappropriate… now you 

have to be incredibly vigilant and careful”.  This was linked to the acknowledgement that a 

perception of misconduct “is the worst” (Reverend Silas) and “just as bad” for the 

clergyperson’s reputation as an actual offence (Reverend Naphtali).  This is especially true 

given the present societal backlash against clergy, creating an assumption of 

guilt/untrustworthiness for clergy by association (see Kane 2008; Morrison 2005).  Reverend 

Cornelius felt “there’s no protection, it’s their word against your word”.  Clergy were afraid 

of having their actions interpreted as predatory/suspicious (see Rossetti 1996).   
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As described in Chapter 8, this vigilance manifested in changing one’s practice of the use and 

reception of physical contact (limiting or ceasing to give and receive embraces and physical 

contact), the rules of interaction and location (limiting or discontinuing isolated interaction 

with children and other parishioners, ensuring where possible that meetings were in public 

spaces or under surveillance), and through clergy’s toughening emotional boundaries (“being 

friendly but not friends”).  Certain behaviours once commonplace in ministry (such as 

hugging or picking up children) had now been tabooed, or in being so easily misinterpreted, 

were no longer wise to continue to exercise.   

Some clergy described experiencing anxiety when in the company of children and teenagers, 

worried of when they draw near to them or when having to minister to them (Reverend Isaiah 

joked that he would run from a child if he saw one).  This is consistent with the findings of 

other literature for both clergy (Kane 2008; Morrison 2005) and in schools (Piper, Powell and 

Smith 2006; Fletcher 2013), indicating there is a fear amongst those working with children 

that physical contact with children places one at risk of accusation of misconduct.  Again, the 

active language, almost a mantra: “never be caught out alone” (Reverend Rufus) and “you 

make sure you are never alone with a child” (Reverend Levi).  This is demonstrative of the 

levels of genuine concern felt by clergy, and the degree to which it was seen as a necessary 

course of action (see Kane 2008).  As mentioned in the literature review, there is an 

awareness amongst clergy of the sensitivity towards their professions and interaction with 

children.  Physical contact is seen as tabooed behaviour, some clergy even avoiding time with 

children as much as possible in order to be safe (Kane 2008).   

The alternative perspective to this image-maintenance dimension was the importance of 

being seen to do the right thing (orthopraxy) for the sake of the reputation and image of both 

themselves and their profession as a class.  To some extent, this is nothing new; clergy know 

that they, as ministers of the Gospel, must be ‘beyond reproach’ and that in holding a position 

of authority their ways and words are being observed and evaluated in a particular way (Tripp 

2015; Greeley 2004; Wilson 2008).  Similarly, participants described being ‘hyper aware’ in 

their roles as a way of ensuring that the church might restore its moral status in society, but 

also to counter the assumption that clergy are untrustworthy, predatory and culpable in the 

concealment of abuse cases and instances of protecting priests.  Indeed, this is linked to the 

concern of personal representation, but extends to a deeper awareness and collegial clerical 

consciousness of the need for all clergy to ‘lift their game’ to build societal trust and rapport.  

Reverend Mary commented: 
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“So I think it makes me hyper aware in my role, that, if that’s already how we [are] 

being perceived we got to be the opposite, that is what I was saying earlier, you know, 

you can’t look like you are doing the wrong thing, you got to look like you are doing 

the right thing” 

Clergy are not only pushed by the need to divert allegations through executing self-protective 

practices, but also make efforts to look like they were following correct practice.  This 

suggests a profound degree of self-management, as well as the regulating of personal 

behaviours in response to external factors.  This is not to suggest that all clergy were pleased 

with this awareness.  It was shared that participants were saddened in being a regular target of 

judgement and suspicion by individuals in the wider community, such as when with their 

grandchildren in the supermarket (Reverend Zacchaeus), or when wishing to comfort an 

injured child (Reverend Ephraim, Reverend Isaiah).  Reverend Haggai summarily 

commented that the culture of suspicion and image management was “the unfortunate side 

effect of the vigilance that is required because of this evil in the church”.  

The Media 

The media attention to church abuse and the Royal Commission was shown to have had a 

prominent role in shaping this culture and, by extension, the predispositions of participants.  

Clergy reflected on how the media had changed societal perceptions of the church and its 

ministers; people were said to link ‘paedophile’ to ‘priest’ as a word association (Reverend 

Mary), and felt that “clergy are just a bunch of paedophiles and haven’t got anything worth 

listening to” (Reverend Demetrius).  Reverend Silas’s comments encapsulated how this 

mindset impacted clerical life: “and being clergy I think makes you doubly aware, careful, 

because of all of the Commissions and all the things we are getting onto is paedophile 

priests”.   

Coverage of clerical collar crime was said to have raised and integrated a collective 

consciousness of the need to be vigilant in ministry, and to protect oneself.  This created a 

persuasive mindset of clergy distinguishing themselves from the stigma of the ‘paedophile 

priest’, distancing association with them (and receiving the label), and the societal perception 

of the cleric as an insidious groomer and perverted individual.  Reverend Levi described how 

he at one stage doubted his vocational call to the ministry in fearing people would think of 

him as a paedophile.  Data in this dissertation confirms that the societal context has 

significantly promoted a culture of self-preservation within the clergy, a heightened 
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awareness of the risk of being associated with child molesters, and how this is likely 

imbedded in the very consciousness of the average citizen.   

Some participants described how their self-preserving behaviours stemmed from traumatic 

personal experiences, ranging from encounters with over-attached or difficult parishioners or 

children.  This made Reverend Bartholomew inclined to sit under CCTV cameras when 

possible when with parishioners, Reverend Silas hesitant to hug parishioners, and Reverend 

Amos abstain from physical contact with parishioners during prayer.   

Diocesan Policies 

It is important to consider the role of the Diocesan policies and the present manifestation of 

the clerical culture.  As detailed in Chapter 6, the approach of the Diocese shifted from a 

system of training and ethics in the 1990s and early 2000s to a more structured, centralised 

regulatory system at headquarters overseen by an administrator.  In order to hold a ministerial 

licence, work or volunteer with children in Tasmania one must be Safe Church Communities 

accredited.  All activities with children must be signed off through the SMO process, 

alongside an ascension to and compliance with FIS.  The core purpose of this system, as 

indicated in both advertising material for the SCC (Diocesan and by Scripture Union), is that 

appropriate persons (i.e. not –paedophiles) work with children, and that risk is managed 

through screening programs and creating supportive documentation.  This is an attention to 

structure (macro-level and meso-level) rather than practice (micro-level).   

A structured process such as this, though undoubtedly well intended, rests on the assumption 

that if inappropriate people are filtered from entry into youth ministry and that a centralised 

oversight of all ministry with youth and children is operational, abuse will not occur.  This 

top-down approach pressures individual conformity through fear of reciprocity, instilling the 

notion that by following the rules and relying upon structures to safeguard children things 

will be made safe (Vaughan 1996).  The lack of active personal child protective practice in 

ministry permits ‘trust and safety’ to form the foundation of evaluating child protection in the 

mind of the cleric  

There is evidence of a clerical culture of anxious self-preservation, induced and exacerbated 

by the media coverage of clerical collar crime and the subsequent shift in the societal climate 

towards the Church.  The clerical habitus has been consequently shaped.  Clergy demonstrate 

possession of new manners of perceiving situations, both in terms of their own conduct but 

also in evaluating the behaviour of others.  Indication of a normalisation of new practices was 
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indicated to prevent the appearance of misconduct.  Additionally, confirmation exists of shifts 

in perceptions of people, children being seen, in some instances, as untrustworthy or a safety 

risk.   

A critical consideration is whether this self-preservation and orthopraxy is self-motivated or 

fearfully invoked.  It could be argued that the findings are merely a continuance of the self-

preservation characteristic of clergy and churches as confirmed in the plethora of articles 

addressing this topic over the last two decades (Keenan 2012; Royal Commission 2017b, 

2017c, 2017d).  To some extent, it is understandable that self-preservation is a natural 

response of organisational agents and organisations, not condoning or justifying by any 

means the criminal omissions of clergy and churches (Kaufman et al. 2016: 36).  It is the 

position of this dissertation that clergy are largely acting through a self-preserving driven 

fear, incited by a societal shift against them and their profession, to avoid being labelled as, 

or associated with, society’s construct of the ‘paedophile priest’.  It is difficult to quantify the 

personal impact of a top-down, organisationally-driven preservation campaign/strategy, 

though it was suggested by Reverend Tobias that the Safe Church Communities system was a 

bureaucratic blanket-attempt to stop abuse.   

Culture of Resentment and Compliance 

Data in this dissertation provides evidence of a culture of compliance operating within the 

Diocese of Tasmania towards child protection.  When asked about the Safe Church 

Communities system it was widely expressed that the requirements of the system were 

burdensome, tiring, an imposition or a nuisance.  This was particularly expressed in respect to 

the undertaking of training and the administrative upkeep with children’s ministry 

(understood as referring to SMO and keeping required individuals- parish councils, wardens, 

youth leaders- accredited).  For example, Reverend Iscah acknowledged that: “when you are 

busy with other stuff getting your training done is really just another thing you have to tick 

off”.  That clerics considered the child protection requirements as an additional task to core 

clerical duties, as opposed to an integrated component of the clerical vocation, is worrying.  It 

confirms previous studies that point to wide-spread reluctance in adopting new ways of 

ministry (Morrison 2005; Morton 2005; Kane 2013).   

Additionally, it was admitted by some clerics that they approach the Safe Church 

Communities requirements (specifically training) as something to rush through and ‘ticked 
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off’ or ‘clicked off’, as shared by Reverend Obadiah (who otherwise displayed a commitment 

to child protection and deep reflexivity and self-awareness):  

“I have just raced through it very quickly, ticked the answers I thought was correct, 

affirmed that they were, and said, “that’s done for a little while” 

When asked about the general attitude to their peers towards the Safe Church Communities 

many believed co-workers held the same attitude as that described above was identified.  This 

consistency in testimony supports the existence of the clerical cultures of resentment and 

compliance.  Within Diocesan records it was discovered that similar sentiments to these have 

existed for some time.  In 2004, it was recorded in a survey conducted by the then Safe 

Ministry Development Officer (position now ceased), that most of the negative comments 

towards Safe Ministry protocols were in respect to the time imposition on parishes.  

Similarly, in 2010 the Director of Professional Standards’ report submitted that parish clergy 

were not ‘actively managing risk’, approaching SCC as ‘an academic exercise and… [That 

was then] filed away the ChildSafe Guides’, and that incumbents were ‘not accepting 

responsibility for ensuring their parishes comply’ with Diocesan requirements (Foot 2010: 

33).  Evidence suggests that were these behavioural concerns not addressed, the Diocesan 

aim to provide ‘safe and healthy parishes… will not be achieved’ (Foot 2010: 33).  Reverend 

Shadrach classified this approach as one of “deep resentment” that perpetuated throughout 

the Diocese.   

It was observed that clergy seem to approach the SCC in the same manner that they do 

administration.  A distinction was made by clerics between administrative work and ministry 

work.  When asked about parish duties, Reverend Amos expressed vexation that much of his 

administrative work should be done by a “good secretary”, and that “so much time” was 

spent on administration that could be better spent on “ministry stuff”.  More seasoned clerics 

described that the administrative loads upon parish priests had increased over the course of 

their vocation, and that safe church communities had contributed to that increase, and extra 

“administrative burden”.  This was particularly the case in smaller parishes where additional 

clerical and administrative staff could not be recruited (both paid and/or voluntary).  

Reverend Amos was undergoing a season of commencing work before 7am in order to cram 

in his tasks, Reverend Shadrach said he spent around 4 hours on administration per day.  

Managing one’s own diary was described as a difficult task, and something some had given 

up on.   
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A further demonstration of this cultural opposition to administrative tasks was seen in clerical 

perceptions of synod, the parliament of the church.  It is common knowledge in the Diocese 

that many ministers consider synod a waste of time; the complaint is often heard around the 

middle of the year before synod, as well as at the synod itself; as observed by the researcher 

at Synod, and relayed to him in interviews.  This culture is prominent, too, amongst members 

of the laity, as reflected in the 2010 Synod reports, where it was recorded: 

‘The Committee is aware of the impression that insufficient importance is attached to 

the role of the Lay Synod representative- one of the few offices at the Parish level that 

has a term longer than one year. The Committee recommends that parish leadership 

be encouraged and equipped to promote the value and importance of the role and 

encourage the nomination of those who are ready and willing to enthusiastically 

engage in synodical processes. We wish to affirm that the enthusiasm of synod 

members is a greater contributor to the success of Synod than simply having 

significant numbers of members’ 

(Synod Reports 2010: 33) 

This culture of synod apathy is reflected in the synod’s pre-arranged nature, with clergy of 

significant cultural power orchestrating the sessions, with sessions being reduced from a 

number of days over 2015-2016 to merely one day in 2017.  As Reverend Naphtali shared 

(which the author confirmed in his own observations of synod): 

“[Tasmania’s synod is] shorter than other synods, partly because there is a sense of 

collegiality on the floor of synod, there does seem to be two camps in Tasmania that 

exist, the more Anglo-Catholic/liberal Catholic voice tends to be gathered around 

people such as [redacted], the more evangelical louder voice seems to be gathered 

around people like [redacted] or [redacted], and really, tends to fall often between 

those two groups. Having spoken to others, Synod used to be more combative, 

apparently. And certainly more emotive. Sigh. I haven’t experienced it being that way 

myself, erm, and I wonder if we are not worse of for it to be honest, not that I want it 

to be combative, but I think that good decisions and good governance is forged 

through real discussion, and a lot of the time what we tend to have is rubber stamp. 

Where a lot of management is done behind the scenes in rooms and phone calls 

beforehand. Most of the business is sorted out so by the time we come to Synod it has 

been pre-determined what will happen, there are a few speeches about things 
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controversial and we move on with life. Now I am not trying to push let’s have 

controversies, but I am, I do get excited by having to actually force people to take a 

stand on issues, to get them to voice their stance not just “oh yes that seems like a 

good idea” because, ergh, a Synod that is dispassionately separated from what is 

discussing erm, is a very easily led Synod and under the wrong leadership that is 

dangerous” 

The culture of compliance emerges when one considers that it is obligatory to undertake 

training and comply with the Safe Church Communities system in order to maintain their 

licence (see Safe Church Communities Ordinance 2009), but also to ensure that their parish is 

not placed under Diocesan review (risk of closure).  This casts light on the clerical attitudes 

shared and observed above, that clergy see the child safety administrative requirements 

(SMO) and training, as well as the administration and the synod, as an additional impost on 

their ministerial work and practice (inclusive of disciple-making and pastoral care), instead of 

an integrated component of the ordained life.  The ministers’ axiomatic knowledge, the 

underlying explanatory reasons for why organisational practice is normative (to minister, 

disciple, pastorally care and spread the Gospel) differs to their everyday tasks 

(administration, sermon preparation, meetings, visitations); ‘real’ ministry work is the former, 

rather than the latter (see Chan 1997: 76-77).   

Diocesan Policies 

It can be proposed that the Diocese has contributed to this culture in having executed a 

‘heavy hand’ in respect to child protection.  It has been shown that much attention has been 

directed towards child protection over the bishopric of Harrower (see chapter 6), with yearly 

changes being made to policies or ordinances.  It was relayed in interviews that child 

protection training is given every year at clergy conference (annual diocesan clergy training 

weekend), and that in addition to this, clergy are required to update their accreditation every 

three years.  Incumbents are responsible for signing off on ministry tasks involving children 

through Permission to Proceed, and unless delegated, ensuring that all church workers and 

volunteers are formally accredited.  Needless to say, it is something that is constantly in the 

mind and duties of the Anglican clergy.  Reverend Tobias recounted his negative experience 

in a training session, Bishop Harrower allegedly shouting at people in board meetings for not 

being child-safe supportive, and parishes being blamed for non-compliance (as shown in the 

2004 and 2010 Synod reports).  This top-down pressure to comply, being constantly, in their 

view, bombarded by Diocesan requests, can be considered to promote within clergy keen on 
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doing ministry, a predisposition to ‘get it over and done with’ and a move onto other tasks 

mentality, rather than a commitment to completing Childsafe protocols.  

Another position supported, but not fully detailed in this dissertation, is the role of the 

independent clerical system inadvertently fostering a climate of resistance to centralised 

authority.  As discussed earlier in Chapter 5, Anglican clergy are ordained and set apart to 

independently minister in parishes, at the pleasure of the bishop.  The bishop generally has 

little direct involvement in the life of the minister, aside from spontaneous visits, and 

administering baptisms/confirmations (Papesh 2004). When responding to question 7, 

participants relayed that Harrower was a largely absent bishop who seldom visited the 

parishes or contacted the clergy.  It was expressed too by some older clergy how under 

Bishop Newell they operated under the principle of “out of sight out of mind” and “what the 

bishop doesn’t know won’t hurt him”.  How would the Diocesan headquarters know if child 

safety requirements were not being followed subsequent to the submission of a Permission to 

Proceed?  This culture of clerical independence that distances the individual priest from the 

Bishop can also be a contributing factor in further enflaming clergy disgruntlement and self-

defensiveness.  That the Diocese gives much instruction in terms of child protection, but little 

else in terms of professional development (Reverend Tobias) in what they see as their core 

duties as ministers of the Gospel, is condemnatory of the very culture clergy wish to enrich, 

but feel powerless to change.   

Following the observations of this study, it is the contention of this dissertation that the 

current structures and policies of the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania, consequent to the 

cultures of compliance and self-preservation may perpetuate secrecy and apathy within the 

Church towards child protection.  As noted earlier in the dissertation, the Diocese’s policy 

documents and training largely encourages clergy to report cases of child sexual abuse to the 

Director of Professional Standards, rather than police.  This is particularly the case when 

allegations are made against church workers and volunteers.  It can be argued that reporting 

to the Director of Professional Standards could perpetuate the in-house culture in cementing 

clerical irresponsibility to responding to reports of child sexual abuse, though there is 

insufficient room in this dissertation to address this argument.   

Media 

It may be said that the media contributes to this culture of compliance, as discussed above, 

pressing clergy to “do the right thing” in terms of child protection.  It was expressed on a 
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number of occasions in response to Question 16 that clergy “follow the protocols”, answered 

in a way almost suggesting a technique of neutralisation to place oneself in a favourable light 

if questioned.  This attitude was reflected in the comments of Reverend Bartholomew: 

“The media…  I have always taken the attitude that I have with the diocese, you have your 

role to do and I’ll sort of comply with whatever you sort of put forward. Just don’t annoy me, 

let me get on with what I got to do… I have said to people, so long as our nose is clean, 

providing we are not doing anything to worry about…Just make sure it doesn’t happen here” 

From the data, we observe a culture of structural and formalised compliance in respect to 

child protection requirements, with clergy perceiving the training and administration 

burdensome and not aligned with the core duties of a priest.  It is argued that this has shaped 

the clerical habitus with participants approaching SCC as an imposition to be swiftly 

completed to demonstrate diligence and mandatory compliance.  There was consensus that 

clergy bemoaned the increased bureaucratisation of church procedure at the expense of doing 

ministry.  This placed clergy in a state of approaching child protection tasks like 

administration, thereby contributing to the conceptualisation of child protection as a structure 

or process rather than a lived practice.   

The Clerical Child-Protective Habitus 

The habitus is the internal compass which guides the individual in everyday life, the lens 

through which they perceive and interpret the world around them, the reference book and 

script to follow in response to social phenomena, and a set of habits to equip her/him to 

manoeuvre and survive in the fields in which she/he lives.  It is instinctive.  Embodied, yet 

malleable.  It must be agreed that a significant part of the individual’s overall clerical habitus, 

the predispositions which make and guide the minister, pertains especially to child protection, 

which then alters the habitus overall.  It is that which we examine here, building on the 

discussion of Chapter 8, and fusing it with the commentary above.   

Collectively, the data suggests that the clerical habitus comprises a set of predispositions 

which evaluate and respond to social phenomena out of the lens of trust/safety, whilst largely 

maintaining previous renditions of normative clerical conduct.  In accepting the position that 

abuse is a fixed psychological aberration rather than a temptation to which all may be 

subjected, and admitting that their change in behaviour was consequent to reputation-anxiety, 

clergy are of the opinion that they are not at risk of personally molesting children.  

Consequently, the risk instead is in being placed in a position that is perceived by others as 



226 

 

suspicious, as opposed to individuals that are inherently likely to precipitate the commission 

of a criminal act; as an allegation is the ‘kiss of death’ (Kane 2008: 193).  This evaluative 

framework is used by clerics to guide their everyday ministry, as opposed to Diocesan 

requirements per se.  The image-protective habitus, however will only look at environments 

for external signs of risk (having to be in a room with children alone when others could walk 

in), rather than being conscious of internal signs of risk, seeing environments as intrinsically 

risky given the presence of an inherent susceptibility to criminality when the appropriate 

variables co-exist.  This is a rational decision making process, which also entails a weighing 

up of Diocesan requirements (Faithfulness in Service guidelines in particular), personal 

values (what ministry involves, what they cleric should do), and penalties for non-compliance 

(Li and Cheng 2013; Li, Zhang and Sarathy 2010).   

Though anxiety can generate protective behaviours that match and often mirrors that which is 

deemed best practice, it is not necessarily embodied. Consequently, it is subjective to 

temperament.  Some respondents demonstrated greater anxiety than others when reflecting on 

abuse prevention and image management (ceased in touching children altogether), whilst 

others less so (were happy to hug children if the child initiated the contact).  These protective 

behaviours lack embodiment as they are generally executed when the pastor feels anxiety or 

anticipates risk, feelings which fluctuate over time depending on work and life factors.  At 

different stages the pastor may be under increased demands and workloads, and so experience 

decreased attention to child protection matters (“just get it done”) or the pastor may become 

more relaxed when with children (“there’s never been an issue before”) or knows them 

personally over a period free from any issue (“it’s just time with Jimmy”).  A reliance on trust 

can lead the minister to overlook the implementation of circumstances in trusting others, for 

example running a youth event or Sunday program with inadequate leaders out of necessity 

and in trusting the church workers.  This may especially apply to cases when the pastor feels 

imbued with trust and responsibility from the congregation/group, and thereby relaxed and 

not as cautious in, or conscious of, his conduct (Tripp 2015).   

It may be argued that an embodied clerical habitus of child protection looks not only for 

external indicators of risk (potential or perceived) but recognises the potentiality for one’s 

own susceptibility to child molestation (internal risk focus). This habitus accordingly 

perceives environments in these instances inherently dangerous, and seeks to make spaces 

around him safe, or actively adjusts situational factors to minimise risk factors.  

Remembering the findings of empirical scholarship cautioning that “I could offend” or “my 
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colleague could offend” prompts clergy to adopt a state of constant self-awareness and 

cautiousness, coming to environments with an eye that seeks for all to be in positions of 

safety and care.  This mindset should discourage a pastor from trusting feelings of 

comfort/trust that may lead to the breaching of situational prevention rules (being alone with 

children).  The changed underlying assumption will also work to limit the expectations of 

parishioners being able to do so.  A weakness of this approach is that of inadvertently 

creating a culture of distrust, suspicion and paranoia; a reversal of the previous culture of 

trust towards the clergy and church workers.  Ways of navigating this oppositional culture are 

suggested below.   

The data also indicates the importance of the parish sub-field in shaping clerical conduct.  

Some participants readily admitted to rarely thinking about child protection matters, training, 

or abuse allegations because they do not have contact with children in their ministry.  The 

majority of these clergy expressed awareness of Diocesan edicts and thematic approaches to 

child protection, but in several instances, could not recount correct policy/procedure, 

attributed low importance on the training, but did indicate possessing fear.  This further 

reflects the degree to which it is seen by clergy as a matter of compliance to undertake child 

protection training and policies, rather than as an integrated component of clerical life.  The 

matter of child protection is a hypothetical scenario.   

In summary, the image of the clerical habitus that emerges in this cohort of clergy is one that 

seeks to carry-out its core function (being a minister) within a field that is under substantial 

societal scrutiny and distrust, and which is forced to comply with bureaucratic pressure to 

prevent child sexual abuse.  The cleric approaches her/his duties fully conscious of the abuse-

crisis and the risk of stigmatisation the church and its clergy face if accused during a time 

when trust in priests is low, and the child protection demands of the Diocese, predisposes 

clergy to navigate the field with caution and to impose restrictions and limitations to what 

she/he can do.  These actions are largely driven by the understanding of abuse being 

something that only paedophiles/sexual deviants commit, and suggest that clergy view 

themselves as not being at risk of offending; instead the primary fear is that of being seen to 

be doing suspicious acts.  Accordingly, clergy are driven by predispositions that seek to 

regulate behaviour and interactions to be both “safe” from accusations, but also to be appear 

to be doing what is right, imbuing one with trustworthiness.  Though concern towards image 

can replicate best practice (in creating boundaries, insisting on surveillance etc.), it is argued 

that this is ultimately fluid in being subject to individual feelings of trust and security.  This is 
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not sustainable nor the safest practice, but is something that can be targeted through culture 

change.  

Recommendations: Changing Cognition, Environments and Culture 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the process of cultural change is an involved, combative and 

somewhat unpredictable process that differs according to the age and structure of the 

organisation, as well as what aspect/arena is targeted for change.  It is dependent on the 

changes sought being in alignment with and approved by the underlying assumptions of that 

culture (Russell and McIntosh 2011; Schein 2010; Li, Zhang and Sarathy 2010).  The 

observations of this dissertation suggests that the policy-based approach to abuse prevention 

has not necessarily melded well with respondents, or at the very least is a process of 

adjustment that remains in transition.  It is recommended that culture change primarily target 

the assumption that all abuse occurs because of paedophilia, which will in turn lead to a 

change in environments and practice. 

New Assumption and Practice: All May Offend Against Children 

As mentioned in early chapters of this dissertation, there is a dearth of literature that points to 

the importance of matching desired changes to individual cognition and organisational 

culture with the pre-existing values and norms of what is seen as ‘authoritative’ (Schein 

2010; Vaughan 1996; Li, Zhang and Sarathy 2010; Li and Cheng 2013; Smallbone 2017).  

Authoritativeness can be attributed to proposed processes and propositions, or people such as 

executives or CEOs (Schein 2010; Vaughan 1996).  Aware of this, it is the submission of this 

dissertation that changes to clerical cognition and culture as to causation of abuse, will 

require a harmonisation of theological and criminological knowledge (see Table 6), instructed 

by those with authority.  

The underlying principle is that child sexual abuse is not only executed by a select few with 

deviant sexual interests.  Training offered from the Diocese must take time to frankly walk 

through the current consensus of scholarly literature as to causation, particularly the work of 

Wortley and Smallbone, to demonstrate this fact (Wortley and Smallbone 2001; 2010a, 

2010b; 2014).  The cleric should be instructed of findings in secular literature that the typical 

sexual offender, in most instances, is an otherwise ordinary person who “succumbs to 

temptation”, and that the “paedophile priest” forms part of a minority of is an unhelpful and 

inaccurate myth that must be abrogated.  The literature suggests that only between 6-12% of 

clergy child sexual offenders could match the clinical criteria for paedophilia; this 

necessitates the acceptance of the position that the majority of offenders sexually abuse are 
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engaging in criminality due to other motivations, which the literature suggests is in response 

to bowing to the pressures of precipitators (Wortley and Smallbone 2010; Tallon and Terry 

2008).  

This naturally requires therefore, clergy to be educated as to the common precipitators for 

child sexual abuse, and to encourage an active awareness and attention to mitigating these 

precipitators in everyday ministry.  As outlined in Chapter 6, the Faithfulness in Service 

document highlights the execution of a series of principles for clergy to employ as a part of 

ethical practice, though does not explicitly explain these as precipitators of child sexual 

abuse.  These requirements, familiar to clergy, must be re-framed as precipitators for child 

sexual abuse, as risk factors, that require a personal response, with addition to those framed 

by the Situational Crime Prevention literature (see Kaufman et al. 2010).  For example, 

isolated and frequented interactions with children (particularly those of an emotionally 

charged nature, or physically intimate nature such as changing/toileting/swimming), 

environmental factors (areas free to subjection from surveillance), social and emotional 

isolation of clergy, marital complications, anxiety and depression, drug and alcohol use, use 

of child exploitative material, and absence of accountability within the parish/diocese to 

name but a few.  Means of addressing common precipitators through Situational Crime 

Prevention techniques may be found in Appendix III.   

In considering this, it could be profitable to frame the change in attitude alongside the use of 

the Bible, particularly the teaching that a human is subject to all types of temptations and is 

thus prone to commit all types of sins.  This stems from a famous teaching on sin and 

temptation found in 1 Corinthians 10: 12-14: 

Therefore let anyone who thinks that he stands take heed lest he fall. No temptation 

has overtaken you that is not common to man. [Emphasis added] 

In this Scripture the Apostle Paul warns and criticises the Corinthians for thinking they were 

of such spiritual strength, due to their possession of spiritual wisdom, to be able to resist 

falling into temptation to sin (idolatry and sexual sin) at pagan feasts purely because of their 

spiritual knowledge, warning that one should not be over-confident towards being free from 

temptation to the extent they put themselves in situations of vulnerability.  Earlier in the same 

letter, the Apostle Paul calls the Christian to ‘flee sexual immorality’, that is, improper sexual 

acts, which includes child sexual abuse.  Collectively, this doctrine matches contemporary 

empirical criminological literature, that has demonstrated categorically that any individual 
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may abuse children if the correct variables are present, and by extension, that one must be 

cautious of (and actively respond to) situations which may precipitate criminal (and sinful) 

sexual behaviours.  As such, it may be helpful to grant further gravitas or weight to the 

findings of criminological literature outlined above.  

In order to become part of being a clergyperson, to adopt these principles and practises, and 

become conscious of and avoid occasions of risk/precipitation/temptation, a thorough process 

of socialisation must take place.  For clergy currently serving in the Diocese, this should be 

completed through a series of workshops covering the empirical literature, including sermons 

on “sexual sin”.  Diocesan training would need to be altered to include the importance of 

‘everyday practice’ and personal care, rather than focussing on Permission to Proceed and 

accreditation.  The change in training should commence at the annual clergy conference, with 

a dedicated presentation and workshop, and thereafter be included in the present Safe Church 

Communities system.  This could be further encouraged through use of the clergy mentoring 

program which is currently in operation in the Diocese, clergy mentors being active in setting 

a good role model in cognition and conduct in this regard, and towards ‘sexual purity’ 

(especially in noting the dangerous effects of pornography, see Kim 2004).   
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Table 6: Recommendations for the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania 

Recommendation Criminological Sources and 

Application 

Theological/Diocesan Sources and 

Application 

Educate clergy on 

susceptibility to offending 

as a means of changing 

clerical attitudes and 

clerical culture 

Utilise scholarship that 

demonstrates the low percentage 

of predatory offenders 

(paedophiles) and large number 

of occasional offenders; call for 

need to implement practical and 

daily responses to precipitators 

(Wortley and Smallbone 2010; 

Tallon and Terry 2008) 

Draw attention to Biblical principles 

which caution to underestimating the 

ability to ‘fall into temptation’. Instruct 

clergy through sermons and spiritual 

formation mentors and workshops.  

Re-inforce safe ministry 

practice that aligns with 

acknowledgement of 

personal susceptibility to 

offending 

Outline precipitators and a 

series of recommended practices 

in alignment with situational 

crime prevention. Incorporate 

these into the Faithfulness in 

Service and provide instruction 

at clergy conference, in the 

clergy mentoring scheme, and 

within the Safe Church 

Communities Program (Wortley 

and Smallbone 2010; Tallon and 

Terry 2008) 

Draw attention to Biblical principles 

which caution to underestimating the 

ability to ‘fall into temptation’. 

Implement this into existing child 

protection training and launch at the 

annual clergy conference.  

Change parish property 

Environments 

Incorporate situational crime 

prevention techniques to 

facilitate more transparent 

environments (Wortley and 

Smallbone 2010; Tallon and 

Terry 2008; Wortley 2002). 

Administer the Situational 

Prevention Approach in each 

Anglican parish centre 

(Kaufman et al. 2010; Kaufman 

et al. 2016) 

Have larger parishes or the Diocese 

assist funding parishes to accommodate 

these goals.  

Work on shifting parish 

cultures 

Incorporate findings on 

susceptibility of abuse and the 

necessity of ‘corporate 

responsibility’ to most 

efficiently prevent clerical abuse 

(Reid 2006; Reju 2014; Papesh 

2004; Wilson 2008).  

Draw attention to Biblical principles on 

caution to underestimating the ability to 

‘fall into temptation’. Instruct 

parishioners through parish-wide training 

sessions, sermons and regular workshops 

(Reid 2006; Reju 2014; Kaufman et al. 

2016).  

 

Importantly, what is described here requires earlier implementation than as professional 

development provided to clergy already socialised to the overarching culture.  The awareness 

of personal susceptibility to abuse must be something that is engrained from the beginning for 

the aspirant to the ministry, taught consistently throughout theological formation in Bible 

colleges/seminaries across a number of units and in a number of formats on a regular basis 

(video, seminars, booklets and papers), as well as being a major component of one’s curacy, 
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post ordination (Celenza 2007).  In each instance theological students and clergy should be 

actively instructed on ways to distance themselves (or ‘flee’ to use the biblical language) 

from sexual immorality, in employing situational crime prevention techniques; specifically 

revolving around increasing surveillance and guardianship (see Chapter 4 and Appendix III).  

These changes are to be framed in a positive manner as much as possible, girded by 

theological principles, converging preventative measures to child sexual abuse, as an act of 

collective care; thereby minimising the risk of ‘overacting’ or ‘over-reaching’ (see Morrison 

2005).   

It is strongly recommended therefore, that clergy should, as much as possible, avoid isolated 

encounters with children, both in a parish ministry setting (Sundays and youth ministry 

events) and with private consultations.  On Sundays, clergy should at all times position 

herself/himself/ in sections of the room and building that are open to multiple persons, and 

when such requirements are disappearing ameliorate the relational context, by either 

discontinuing or otherwise moving the conversation.  Consultations with children should be 

conducted in a public place (café) or when at the parish, supervision of a parent/guardian 

(capable guardian), and/or a nominated parish representative (receptionist, warden; target-

handler).  Clergy should nominate two adults to remain with the cleric for ministry 

engagements (such as their wardens) to ensure the cleric is not left alone with a child or 

vulnerable person.  Those training for the ministry at college/seminary, or serving in a 

volunteer capacity at church or a para-church organisation, should at the very least be 

instructed to adopt these practices as a part of “this is how we do ministry around here” and 

enforced by positive role modelling of senior staff early on.  In the case of the Diocese of 

Tasmania, these requirements should be tabled in an Appendix in the Faithfulness in Service 

document.  

Changing Environments 

Within their physical and operative structure, churches must change to facilitate greater 

transparency and to limit the use of spaces which might prove susceptible for abusive acts to 

be conducted unobserved/undetected.  A number of parishes have already implemented 

infrastructural measures (as detailed in Chapter 8).  This should continue and be standardised 

across all parishes, with all rooms having a glass window and glass-partitioned door to 

increase surveillance.  However, as expressed elsewhere in this dissertation, structural 

changes to church environments may not be possible as a uniformly imposed deterrent given 

the building’s geographical location (urban area with thoroughfare versus quiet rural area), 
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heritage listing, and financial capacities of parishes. In contemplating this, and in noting 

comments by several clergy on the difficulty of receiving permits for the structural alteration 

in the case of heritage listed churches, it would seem that parishes should both install glass 

and windows, but also discontinue use of some rooms/spaces/buildings (Reju 2014).  A 

cautionary acknowledgement by the author on this point warns that restricting access to 

rooms/spaces/buildings would thus grant limited access, which could be used by a limited 

few to abuse victims (for example wardens leading a child into a room under the guise of 

needing “help getting something”).  Parishes need to be bold in changing their church 

buildings to make them more transparent and open to surveillance.  Installing CCTV systems 

is also advised.   

Clergy need to also consider, furnishing and layout in consultation spaces mindful that space 

may be sexualised because of certain features (sofas, closed doors) (Celenza 2007).  Within a 

structure such as the Tasmanian Anglican Church, sufficient means should exist by which 

wealthier parishes can assist under-resourced parishes to renovate church buildings, or the 

Diocese itself provide subsidies.  Newly constructed or commissioned buildings for use or 

worship must of course, comply with design recommendations that maximise visibility and 

open surveillance; an open-planned glass design.  Such architectural designs are not new, but 

need not be as extravagant as the so-called Crystal Cathedral in Orange County, California.  

Given that large portions of the Anglican community in Tasmania claim affiliation to 

evangelical principles, a tradition which de-emphasises church décor, religious icons, stained 

glass, idols, this should not be an issue.   

It is also suggested that all parishes introduce and facilitate the Situational Prevention 

Approach at each of their parish centres with their parish council, ministry staff and 

volunteers (Kaufman, Hayes and Knox 2010).  This will enable a step-by-step analysis of the 

sites for precipitators of child sexual abuse that are unique therein, and further sharpen 

individuals’ awareness of risk factors and personal approaches to minimise and prevent child 

sexual abuse events (see Kaufman, Hayes and Knox 2010: 350-354).   

Changing parish culture 

The changing of the parish’s culture towards child protection is a critical component of not 

only making parishes safer for children insofar as creating corporate responsibility for 

children and initiating a partnership of care (Reid 2006; Saul, Patterson and Audage 2010), 

but also in noting the interconnection between the cleric and congregation in shaping culture 
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(Wilson 2008; Tripp 2015).  The complicating factor in this process is that the incumbent, 

alongside in some instances their ministry team, play a seminal role in shaping 

congregational culture; it is its own field that requires change, naturally comprising its own 

subcultures (Schein 2010).   

The parish culture needs to be changed to one of protection, wherein all are involved in the 

care for children and be open to look for suspicious behaviour (Reid 2006; Reju 2014; 

Kaufman et al. 2010).  To facilitate this, it is important for parishes to be educated on child 

sexual abuse, its signs and symptoms of victimisation, the need to dispel the holding of any 

myths of abuse (the paedophile priest), offender characteristics and identifying inappropriate 

behaviour (grooming), and on processes of reporting abuse (Saul and Audage 2010; Terry 

and Ackerman 2008).   

This process will mirror that described above for the clergy, undertaken by the 

rector/incumbent or diocesan official, through workshops and parish training days, sermon 

series, newsletters and public announcements.  It is important for the pastor to be the model 

for this new behaviour, and in inviting parishioners to be active in making the parish a place 

of ‘corporate liability’ and protection.  The pastor has opportunities to endorse such 

behaviour and stress how strongly the church values the protection of children in 

congregational letters, notices, sermons, announcements, and through running additional 

training programs throughout the week.  Child protection must be something kept in the 

congregation’s minds.  

Leaders and leadership teams must be cautious not to be apathetic, half-hearted, resistant, 

and/or joking about child-protection policies and practices, and reduce depicting child-safe 

procedures as laborious (such as filling-out of forms and following safety requirements).  

Such behaviour is counter-productive to the creation of a corporate care culture (if the pastor 

doesn’t follow the standard why should anyone else?).  This means that clergy and church 

workers must make an active effort to follow child protection guidelines, ensuring they 

conform to scholarly best practice, encourage such compliance in others, reward and affirm 

when people comply, and discipline those who do not comply (Faithfulness in Service).  

When changes are made to activities because of child protection policies, such shifts must be 

phrased as being of benefit to the church community, rather than a curtailing of freedoms by 

burdensome bureaucracy.   
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To change culture to make a parish one of communal responsibility will require great 

persistence over a long period of time.  In the wake of government inquiries churches are in a 

position where change is necessary and wanted, and there is change taking place.  It is 

important, particularly with older congregations, to emphasise that the “times have changed” 

and that the new practices asked of them simply reflect a new way of “doing ministry” in the 

21st century, and a particular component of renewing the image of trust of the Church.  Such 

attitudes must trickle down to the average parishioner, as everyone has a role to play in 

making sure children are safe through surveillance and guardianship (Reynald 2011).   

Conclusion 

This chapter has demonstrated evidence of two clerical cultures operative in the Diocese 

towards child sexual abuse and child protection, namely, a culture of self-preservation, 

counter-balanced by one of compliance.  It is argued that each culture has been significantly 

structured by the heightened media scrutiny of clerical collar crime, in addition to, the 

policies and approaches of the Diocese towards child protection and abuse management.  In 

turn these cultures influence the clerical habitus, creating predispositions that operate largely 

on dimensions of trust/safety, rather than inculcation of a conscious awareness of the risk of 

environmental precipitators enabling child abuse.  Culture change is recommended as 

necessary, achieved through tackling the (mis)assumption of abuse being something only a 

select few would engage in, through socialisation instructing situational crime prevention 

techniques through a theological lens/framework.  This should preferably commence in 

formative years of bible college/seminary and in young ministry experiences in churches or 

para-church organisations to cement the cognition and conduct as normative.  Broader efforts 

must be made to change structural and environmental settings to favour situational prevention 

practices, as well as efforts to change the congregational culture, thereby affirming and 

formalising ongoing change in clerical habitus.   
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Conclusion 

This dissertation has inquired into the clerical attitudes and practices (habitus) and, 

subsequently, cultures impacting child sexual abuse and child protection within the Anglican 

Diocese of Tasmania.  The underlying purpose of the study is to contribute to scholarship in 

undertaking analysis of two underdevelopments within the field, namely: (1) knowledge of 

the coalface of the everyday clergyperson’s child protective habitus, and: (2) clerical collar 

crime research in Protestant denominational contexts.  It then seeks to investigate the role and 

extent of influence of surrounding organisational structures (policies, environments, 

procedures) and cultures in the formation of the clerical habitus, utilising organisational 

cultural theory and Bourdieu’s (1980) theory of practice.  Inquiry of this nature is welcomed 

in a field that has predominantly focussed on the beliefs and behaviours of clergy (namely 

offenders, bishops, cardinals) within the Roman Catholic Church, through a historical or 

futuristic lens (looking at past acts/omissions or future policy developments).   

The dissertation provided a contextualisation of clerical collar crime and the methodological 

lens through which the research is approached.  An historical overview of “the story so far” 

in the emergence of the so-called ‘clerical crisis’ and the resurgence of interest in church 

abuse in society and academia, both internationally and in Australia, was provided.  Core 

events, cases and inquiries such as the Royal Commission were referenced, as well as the 

history of abuse in the Tasmanian Anglican Church.  A review of the child abuse literature 

gave scope to understanding child sexual abuse, its prevalence and incidence, and provided a 

profile of offenders and survivors/victims.  In discussing offenders, attention was afforded to 

the psychological/sociological debate within scholarship as to theorisations of causation 

(paraphilic-induced or situational-precipitated behaviour), with reference to some key studies 

in clerical abuse.   

It was agreed that offenders with a fixed sexual interest in children are a greater danger to 

organisations insofar as they are most likely to initiate opportunities to facilitate the 

fulfilment of their desires, irrespective of present safeguards (Smallbone, Wortley and 

Marshall 2011).  Notwithstanding this, though such individuals are the greatest risk in being 

the most calculative and remorseless offenders, they do not constitute the majority of 

offenders (Tallon and Terry 2008; Wortley and Smallbone 2010).  To reconcile this, 

discussion drew attention to the empirically supported assertion that particular situational 

factors increases the likelihood of abusive decision making; and that therefore no one is 
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immune from offending (Celenza 2007; Plante 2015).  This is not to say that the likelihood of 

offending is evenly dispersed through the population; it acknowledges the varying likelihood 

of offending subject to environmental factors.  Accordingly, the scope of prevention cannot 

solely focus on the paedophile.  It must be holistic.   

In following the growing consensus within scholarly literature on the role of situational 

factors in precipitating abuse, it was concluded that offences occur, in the majority of cases, 

in the absence of a ‘capable guardian’ which is capitalised by a ‘likely offender’ upon an 

‘available victim’ (Farmer, McAlinden and Maruna 2016).  This situational crime prevention 

perspective is adopted by this dissertation consequent to the growing evidence for its 

suitability for the prevention of child sexual abuse.  It also conveniently circumnavigates the 

causation question in providing a holistic explanation for child sexual offending which is 

difficult to reprove.   

The analytical framework of this study, drawn from the work of Vaughan (1996) and 

informed conceptually by the writing of Schein (2010), Keenan (2012) and Bourdieu (1996), 

utilised a triad of three variables (cognition, conduct, and culture).  This framework enabled a 

simplified means of analysing each component of habitus and culture to answer the research 

questions, completing its aims in providing a ‘view from the ground’ of child protection in 

the ministry, and offering comment as to how it is affected by the organisational culture.  As 

shown in Table 4. 

Insight is given of the everyday clerical cognition and conduct towards child sexual abuse 

and child protection, and theorises as to how three surrounding variables (clerical culture, 

Diocesan structures, and the media) have influenced these two components of habitus.  

Evidence is provided on how each of these five variables are interwoven into an intricate 

tapestry, and how, when examined closely, that a red hue can be noticed in each of these 

threads; a colouration of ‘understanding as to causation’ and ‘fundamental attribution error’.   

The Red Dye: Fundamental Attribution Error and Self-Preservation 

It was found that a majority of the sample understood and accepted that the molestation of 

children is the product of predisposed sexual attractions to children in certain individuals of a 

particular psychopathology, described as affected by mental illness or deviant sexuality.  

Though some acknowledged the role of environments in offending, and that by extension 

they themselves could be prone to temptation in certain circumstances, most clergy separated 
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themselves from offenders as a class.  This polarising effect was revealed in expressions that 

alterations to normative ministerial conduct in response to inappropriate circumstances with 

children, were largely motivated to protect individual reputation and deflect public suspicion 

of a dubious or offender-like culture (culture of self-preservation), a finding consistent with 

previous research by Morrison (2005) and Kane (2008, 2013).  The link between cognition 

and conduct is evident; clergy are fixated upon image because they do not recognise the risk 

of molesting because, in their minds, they are normal (as opposed to sexually deviant) 

heterosexual women and men (fundamental attribution error).   

Though the data demonstrates a change in clerical practice in response to child protection (in 

boundaries, modes of interaction, relationship styles), it is argued that in being dictated by a 

means to prevent perceptions of inappropriate situations with children, clerical encounters are 

ultimately judged by individual feelings of ‘trust and safety’.  The minister here is external in 

outlook, examining risks external to herself/himself as a measure of safety as opposed to 

acknowledging the inherent risks in all circumstances in accepting the possibility of all 

people offending, and responding accordingly.  The former looks for the presence of risk and 

then responds (that is, a child is present and an adult walks past), rather than the latter 

perspective where a response precedes a circumstance (minister ensures that she/he is placed 

in a position where they and others are under constant surveillance, irrespective of those 

present).   

  



239 

 

Table 7: Manifestations of Culture, Cognition and Conduct across the identified key issues 

Key Issues Cognition Conduct Culture 

Clerical misunderstanding 

of Abuse Causation  

 

Abuse is committed solely by paedophiles and 

individuals with deviant sexual interests (not 

normal people). This is indicative of 

Fundamental Attribution Error.  

e.g. Sexual attraction to children either a 

mental illness or aberration of the mind- I am 

not a paedophile 

Conduct is not changed to minimise 

risk of personally offending. 

 

e.g. Interaction with children as per 

normal, unless worried about being 

judged as suspicious  

Culture of Denial  

 

 

e.g. Operating on notion that it would 

never happen to me 

Clerical attention to 

avoiding allegations of 

impropriety (suggesting 

dismissal of personal 

susceptibility to offending) 

Avoidance of questionable behaviour because a 

complaint would ruin one’s reputation. 

e.g. Making sure that no interactions could be 

misinterpreted as suspicious  

Actively altered to prevent perception 

of wrongdoing  

e.g. discontinuing physical 

interaction and alone time with 

children, enlisting guardians when 

with children 

Culture of Self-Preservation 

 

e.g. Widespread attention to protection of 

reputations and fear of accusation 

Affirmation of child 

protection system in 

principle, but not 

personally 

Seen as a hindrance to ministry, an additional 

task (like administration) and a time waster, 

rather than an integral part to ministry.  

 

e.g. Perceived as a task to get ticked off 

Ensure requirements are met, but 

exert minimal effort in doing so. 

 

e.g. Skimming through training 

material and quizzes 

Culture of Resentment 

 

e.g. Evidence of collective frustration of 

submission to ChildSafe requires 

 

Affirmation of child 

protection system in 

principle, but not in 

practice 

Having to follow child protection requirements 

otherwise will be subject to Diocesan sanctions 

 

e.g. Revoking of licence or not being able to 

run youth activity 

Ensure requirements are met, but 

exert minimal effort in doing so. 

 

e.g. Skimming through training 

material and quizzes 

Culture of Compliance 

 

 

e.g. Evidence of collective submission to 

policies to enable attention to core 

ministry tasks 
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It was argued that the risk of the image-management approach is that it wanes in 

circumstances where the minister is in a position of perceived safety, such as in a youth group 

setting where nothing has gone wrong previously, or when in the presence of a trusted 

individual.  In each, the overriding assumption is that no-one would offend against children if 

situated in a safe place, thereby, paradoxically, enabling a potential risk of individuals letting 

their guard down.  This was observed within the dataset, clergy admitting to not always 

following child protective mandates, suggesting a degree of trust in the safety of that setting 

provided justifications for this deviation.  At the very least, the findings of this dissertation 

observes a habitus which is fixated on altering practice for image-management out of anxiety, 

and rule-following to be seen as “doing right”.  Though this protocol replicates best practice 

(enforcing boundaries etc.), in not being guided by a recognition of one’s susceptibility of 

abuse, this dissertation contends it is ultimately prone to guidance from emotions, which the 

literature attests is a dangerous slippery slope (see Celenza 2007).   

The trust/safety evaluative criteria are inherently dynamic, subjective to temperament, fluid, 

and prone to change amidst circumstances (periods of stress, lack of sleep, enjoying a high in 

ministry).  Guided by this habitus, clergy can underestimate risk and become blasé about 

protective behaviour, cross parishioner boundaries and in doing so, place themselves and 

children at risk.  Additionally, this framework of trust can be misapplied to others; for 

instance, a trusted youth worker being permitted to break ministry conventions (not being 

alone with a child etc.).   

Collectively, the data demonstrates the existence of a clerical culture of denial.  Not in the 

sense typically recorded in academic texts (i.e. a denial of responsibility to report [Guerzoni 

and Graham 2015] or a repudiation that an offender could in fact exist within the 

congregation [Morton 2005; Reju 2014]), but more alarming, that clergy adopt a “it would 

never happen to me” mentality (see Celenza 2007).  To some degree, this culture is 

understandable; the media has for decades promulgated the image of the paedophile priest 

(Plante 1996, 2015; Greeley 2004).  In addition, diocesan training and policies are, like many 

child protective systems (see the practical, but narrow, Reju 2014), directed towards the 

predatory offender, entailing a system of screening, accreditation and accountability (logging 

of data).  Clergy are not being challenged to consider their susceptibility to molest children, 

but instead to focus on the completion of ‘checks’.   
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Child Protection: An Additional Requirement to Ministry 

The second important finding of this dissertation is that child protection requirements are 

perceived by clergy as an imposition on and/or impediment to ministry and not as a critical 

component of the core functions of the cleric (axiomatic knowledge, see Chan 1997).  To this 

regard, one observes an almost Janus-faced response to child protection (see Guerzoni and 

Graham 2015).  On one hand, participants expressed an affirmation for the need for child 

protection structures, dutifully embedded mandatory practises in their cultures, and formally 

celebrated reform pioneers (for example, Bishop Harrower) as key change agents for this 

implementation.  Countering this, clergy described child protection requirements as mundane, 

tiresome, overly bureaucratic, anxiety inducing, isolating, and a hindrance to ministry.  When 

questioned on perceptions of the clerical culture in the Diocese, clergy depicted a climate of 

fatigue and resentment towards child protection, a position manifested in clergy approaching 

training requirements in a condemnatory, reluctant and half-hearted (rushed) manner (Culture 

of Resentment), a standpoint noted previously within earlier Synod reports and 

commensurate with existing scholarship that draws attention to competency in clerical 

knowledge, but a resistance to its execution in ministry (Morrison 2005; Morton 2005; Kane 

2013).   

This attitude was reflected in participants admitting to approaching safe ministry as 

something to be ‘ticked off’ (training) or ‘satisfied’ (Permission to Proceed), rather than an 

integral component of their faith growth and an everyday embodied phenomenon in the 

delivery of safe and supportive ministry.  In this way, participants separated core ministry 

tasks (preaching, teaching, pastoral care) with child protection requirements, the latter 

labelled as a ‘bolt-on’; rather like administrative tasks and the Diocesan synod.  It is 

suggested that Diocesan approaches contribute to this, in its constant emphasis on screening, 

accreditation and Permission to Proceed, rather than guiding church workers to address 

changing their conduct to prevent inappropriate situations with children.  With pressures for 

priestly licences requiring a safe church communities accreditation, and in noting clergy’s 

reluctance to abide by these or doing so haphazardly, it can be argued with some confidence 

that there is a degree of submission generating compliance at the expense of an intrinsic 

willingness on the part of clergy to embrace child safe learning and protocol in their 

ministries (Culture of Compliance).   

Recommendations towards changing clerical culture and practice orientated around 

addressing the underlying assumption that ‘only paedophiles abuse’ children, utilising a 
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situational crime prevention approach that employs a theological framework from the 

Scriptures.  A focus on Scripture is justified as it can relay information from empirical 

scholarship in a medium more likely accepted (as the Word of God), in the worldview and 

language understood by participants (Li, Zhang and Sarathy 2010).  This is regulated both at 

a Diocesan-level and the parish-level, but to be most effective to be implemented at the bible 

college/seminary level to ensure it is cemented as normalised behaviour.  This is to be 

accompanied by changes to structural environments of the parish centres.   

Further Research 

It is evident from a reading of the literature, and as substantiated in the findings of this 

dissertation, that further work is required to understand church cultures and child protection.  

Indeed, one must wonder how the church cultures that have emerged and are now present, 

consequent to the societal fixation on clerical collar crime, have shaped the habitus of young 

people; both individuals now undertaking theological training for ordination and other 

Christian ministries, as well as that of those serving within church and para-church 

organisations.  Studies on these populations are sparse, and are most important as these are 

the leaders of the youth today and of the church in the future.  By extension, it is important to 

examine how seminary/theological college cultures and instruction are shaping ministerial 

practices of clergy and church workers towards child sexual abuse and child protection.   

In recognising the importance of insider-knowledge and the absence of ethnographic studies 

in recent years, and the success of ethnographic studies in other fields (see Chan 1997, 2003), 

it is suggested that future research be conducted by insiders with this method.  There needs to 

be eyes on the inside, examining everyday life and practice of colleges/seminaries, Diocesan 

councils, professional standards and ethics committees/boards to see how things truly are 

done.  There is a difference between investigative journalism, sociological inquiry, and the 

view from the pew (Schein 2010).  It is assumed that such projects would receive resistance 

from research ethics committees, particularly in recalling the difficulties of this dissertation in 

being approved, but it cannot be denied that the contributions of such projects would be most 

valuable for the academy and the Church.  Such work would provide complementary 

scholarship and a cross-referencing to the detailed inquiries of, for example, the Royal 

Commission (Guerzoni and Graham 2015).  The perks of being an insider, should not be 

underestimated (Schein 2010). 
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Closing Remarks 

The aims of this dissertation has been to provide a ‘view from the pulpit’, to present an 

account of how clergy perceive, and respond to, the issue of clergy-child sexual abuse and 

child protection.  The timing, initially a concern given the then ongoing Royal Commission, 

was in the end favourable given that two inquiries that included the Anglican Diocese of 

Tasmania took place during the researcher’s candidature.  This resulted with the topic being 

something presently on the minds and agendas of the Diocese and its agents, assumedly 

assisting in being granted access to the clergy from the Diocese, as well as in individuals 

volunteering for participation.   

It has been shown throughout the presented chapters that change is occurring throughout the 

Diocese.  Irrespective of whether one is a cynic, critic or optimist, it can be stated that clergy 

are conscious of the issue of child protection and are enacting measures in response.  These 

are, in part, a measure to contribute to the healing of the Church’s soiled reputation with 

society and rebuild trust.  Clergy are eager to distinguish themselves from ‘older clergy’ who 

are resistant to new norms in ministry, and child protection, and thereby emphasise that the 

Church is now different.  For few clergy this is in being mindful of their own ability to offend 

if certain opportunities arise.  For others, evidence herein presented demonstrates it is more a 

concern about self-protection and image management.  One should be hesitant to swiftly 

criticise those of the latter category.  It must be expected that individuals who have been 

subject to mass media and societal scrutiny would be alarmed and defensive in their 

behaviour and beliefs, regardless of whether it is the cleric or the counsellor, the male 

primary school teacher or the local swimming coach.  Having said this, it is a ground for 

concern and must be corrected.  Rather than leading to internal reform in mind and ministry it 

perpetuates risk in creating a reliance on structures and feelings of trust, rather than a 

conscious awareness of human susceptibility to offend and the need for vigilance; something 

clergy, in teachers of human sinfulness, should be aware of.   

What does this mean for the future?  This dissertation would suggest that a realistic 

perspective is needed.  While it seems that positive change is occurring I do not feel that 

celebration is called for.  As evidenced in this work and others, humans are by nature, prone 

to and inclined towards criminal offending.  History has shown that rules, laws, church edicts 

and councils, and structures have not eradicated abuse (Doyle 2017).  Even with the best of 

practises as outlined in this dissertation, there will always be an ever present risk of abuse; for 

it has been shown that no-one is immune from sexual offending, especially if the right 
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variables (structural or personal) are present.  This reality is most depressing for any advocate 

and scholar of child protection. 

Recognising this, there is a need to remain vigilant and proactive, lest clerical culture move 

away from alertness to child protection with the fading of church abuse from society’s 

attention.  Ongoing reform applies to all of us, regardless of whether we worship in a church 

or not; the holistic approach to abuse prevention must be understood and practised by all.  

One cannot allow her/his heart to grow cold and adopt the “she’ll be right” attitude which is 

so characteristic of my countrymen.  The day that a new issue holds the attention of our 

society in place of child abuse will ‘test the quality of each person’s work’ in respect to child 

protection (1 Corinthians 3:13).  It is my hope that the Church and all within it would, in 

reflecting on the very recent past of the Anglican Church, be brought to a state of humility, 

repentance, and zeal to protect and care for children and vulnerable people.   
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Appendix I: Interview Questionnaire  
1. What do you do in your role as [priest, enabler, rector, bishop]?  What do you do on a daily 

basis throughout your week?  

2. Tell me about your ministry career to date?  

For instance, when were you ordained and what roles have you held since? [How long have 

you been priest/rector/enabler/bishop for?]  

3. I understand there are different traditions within Anglicanism, can you tell me which 

tradition you hail from, and how this flows into your ministry? 

4. Has your attitude towards the clergy changed over your career?  

5. Has your attitude towards the laity changed over your career?  

6. What do you see the duties and responsibilities of [priest, enabler, rector, bishop] to be? 

7. What is the role of the Bishop and the Diocese in relation to your ministry? Do you feel the 

reach of the Bishop? 

8. What is your experience of clerical power?  

9. What do you think is the source of clerical power?  

10. Do you see power differences between the clergy and the laity?  What effect do you think 

this has in Anglicanism?  

11. What do you think causes the abuse of children in the church?  Which group, e.g. 

girls/boys/children of certain age are most often victimised?  

12. What education did you receive at theological training about child sexual abuse and safe 

church practices?  

13. What types of things are you personally doing in your role as leader in your everyday 

ministry to reduce risks of clergy-child sexual abuse? What do you think you could change?  

14. Where did you learn of these ministry techniques?  

15. What have you changed in the built environment here and in your parish’s practices to make 

it more child safe and create a culture of child safety, and if so, what? [Customs, behaviours, 

structural changes (glass on windows- Wellspring), educating parishioners on child sexual 

abuse?]  

16. How do you protect yourself from inappropriate situations in your everyday ministry? 

17. What have you observed or heard that your colleagues are doing in their ministry and 

parishes to minimise chances of clergy-child abuse and establish enduring child safe cultures 

in their parishes?   

18. Now that the issue of church abuse is out in the open, do you ever have discussions with 

your fellow clergy about child sexual abuse and if so, what comes up?  
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19. How has the training you have personally received shaped your ministry with children? How 

effective do you think the training is?  [Adequate? Unhelpful? Unrealistic?]  

20. What do you see is the culture towards safe-church ministry and child sexual abuse in this 

Diocese?  

21. Has the media attention to clergy-child sexual abuse changed how you perceive your job, 

how you approach your work, and how you view the overall issue of child sexual abuse in 

the church? Prompt if short answer (Tell me more about that).  

22. How do you think the Anglican Church has responded to clergy-child sexual abuse cases, 

government inquiries, offenders, and victims in Tasmania?  What more do you think could 

be done?  Is there more you think? 

[Effectively; sensitively; improperly regarding offenders- policies, how should offenders be 

managed?] 

23. How do you view confession and the confessional seal? Given that other professions are 

mandated to report matters of CSA to police, what do you feel that the Anglican Church 

should be doing about information of child sexual abuse revealed by the penitent during 

confession?  

24. What is your view of the law in respect to mandatory reporting of child abuse? Should the 

law change?  

[Mandatory welfare reporting for some professions; Working with children card] 

25. How would you respond to allegations made by a parishioner against a colleague in your 

parish?  What guides this thinking? Professional Standards or Personal view? Do you think 

the professional stance is adequate or needs some work?   

26. Have you experienced burnout? What was your experience, how do you respond to 

burnout? 

27. What do you think are the key challenges and opportunities today facing the Anglican 

clergy? And with regards to the issue of CCSA? 

28. Do you have any further comments or thoughts? 
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 Questions Asked of Participants 

Cleric 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

Amos A A A A A A A A A A A NA A A AE AE A A AE A A A A A A A A A 

Bartholomew A A A A A A A A A A A NA A AE A A A A A A A A A A A A A A 

Cornelius  A A A A A A A A A A A AE A AE A A A A A A A A A X A A A A 

Demetrius A A A A A A A A A X A A A AE A A A AE A A A A A A A A A A 

Ephraim A A A X A A A X X X A AE A AE A A X A A A A A A A A A A A 

Gideon A A A A A A X A A X A AE C AE A C A A AE A A X A A X A A A 

Hushai A A A A A X A X X X A AE C AE A C A X X A X X A A A X A A 

Iscah A A A A A X A A A A A A A AE NA A X A A A A AE A A A A A A 

Job  A A A A A X A A A X A A A A A A AE A AE AE A X A A A A A A 

Lazarus A A A A A X A A A A A A A A X A AE A AE A A A A A A A A A 

Leah A A A A A A A A A X A X A AE NA A A AE AE A X AE A A A A A A 

Martha  A A A A A A A A A A A A C AE NA C A A AE A A X A A A A A A 

Nicodemus  A A A A A X A A A X A X A A A A A X X A A X A X A A A A 

Obadiah A A A A A NA A X A X A AE C AE AE C A X X X A X A A AE X A A 

Philemon  A AE A A A X A A A A A AE C AE A C AE A X A A X A X A X A A 

Rufus A A A A A AE A A AE X A A C A NA C A X X A A AE A A A X A A 

Simeon A A A A A X A A A X A A C A NA C A X X A A A A A X X A A 

Tobias A A A A A X A A A X X A C AE NA C AE A AE A A X A X X X A A 

Zaccheus  A AE A A X X A X A A X A C A X C A AE AE A A X A X A A A A 

Theophilus  A X A A A X A A A A A A C A AE C A AE AE A A AE A X A A A A 

Silas A A A A A X A X A A A AE A AE A A AE A AE A AE X A A A A X A 

Mary  A A A A A A A A A X A A C AE NA C A A AE A A A A X A A A A 

Shadrach  A A A A A X A A A A A A C A A C A AE AE A A A A X A A A A 

Caiaphas  A A A A A A A A A X A A C AE A C AE A AE A A A A AE A A A A 

Naphtali  A AE A A X AE A AE A A X A C AE AE C A AE AE AE A AE A X A A A A 

Nekoda  A A A A A AE A A A A AE A C AE NA C AE AE AE A A A A X A A A A 

Nadab  A AE A A A X A A A X A A C AE NA C X X AE A A A A AE A A A A 

Mordecai  A AE A A X X A A AE X X A C A NA C X X AE A X AE A X A A A A 

Levi A X A A A X A A A X A X C AE NA C X A AE A A A A A A A A A 

Magdalene  A A A X X X A A A A AE A C AE A C NA A AE A X A A X A A A A 

Isaiah  A AE A X X X A X X X X X C AE NA C A A AE AE A A A X A A A A 

Hosea A NA A X X X A X A A A AE C AE NA C AE A X A A A A X X X A A 

Haggai   AE A A A AE AE AE A AE X A X C AE NA C A A X A X X A A A A A A 

Josephus A A A A A AE A AE AE AE A AE C AE X C AE AE AE AE X AE A X X A A A 

 

Key: A= Asked AE= Answered elsewhere, not asked C= Combined with another question NA= Not Applicable X= Not asked
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Appendix II: Child Protection Response/Policies Timeline 
That which follows provide a timeline of the significant events pertaining to child sexual abuse and 

child protection within the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania.  It is constructed through reliance upon 

documents submitted to the Royal Commission (see Jones 2016), Synod papers sourced from the 

Tasmanian State Library archives, alongside policies and information from the Diocesan website.   

Year Description of Policy/Procedure/Event Notes 

1994 Diocesan Sexual Harassment Response Group established, with a 
responsibility to receive, assess and respond to reports of misconduct 
for episcopal review (a proto-type of the present Professional 
Standards system) 

 

1995   

1996 The Principles and Procedures for dealing with Sexual Harassment 
1996 accepted by Synod 

 

1997 The Principles and Procedures for dealing with Sexual Harassment 
1996 initiated 

Pastoral Inquiry (Not the Way of Christ) commenced at request of 
Bishop Newell into Child Sexual Abuse 

Code of Clergy Ethics presented and approved by Synod 

This applied to clergy 
and lay church workers 

1998 Independent Inquiry Not the Way of Christ report released 

Sexual Misconduct line, now operated by the Director of Professional 
Standards, launched  

Bishop Newell made public apology to church abuse victims  

Diocesan Sexual Harassment Response Group renamed the Diocesan 
Sexual Misconduct and Harassment Response Group 

A Code of Practice for the Protection of Children within our Churches 
adopted  

Church disciplinary legislation, amalgamating existing statues, the 
Ministry and Tribunal Ordinance 1998 came into force 

 

1999 Code of Clergy Ethics moved to Schedule 5, the Ministry and Tribunal 
Ordinance 1998 by Synod 

Safe Ministry with Children and Young people process installed under 
the A Code of Practice for the Protection of Children within our 
Churches  

Screening of individuals working with youth commenced  

Training ‘Safe Ministry with Children and Young People’ was 
conducted in Diocese, covering an overview of the Code of Ethics, 
responding to survivors of abuse and reports of abuse events, signs of 
abuse and myths, child protection in the church principles 
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2000 Bishop Harrower made public apology to church abuse victims and 
publically called for the formation of a Royal Commission 

 

2001 Screening of holders of ministry licences or aspirants to the ministry 
required to be screened under [insert policy and described] 

Ministry and Tribunal Ordinance 1998 amended to empower to cover 
cases of sexual abuse, including investigations by two assessors 

 

2002   

2003 Office bearers and lay leaders required to be screened  

Pastoral Support and Assistance Scheme adopted in the Diocese 

The Scheme curiously 
is not enforced by an 
ordinance 

2004 Faithfulness in Service adopted in an amended form into the Ministry 
and Tribunal Ordinance 1998  

Lament Services for church abuse held in Launceston and Hobart 

 

2005 The Professional Standards for the Protection of Children and Adults 
From Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2005 was passed (see Chapter 6) 

Protocol for the Professional Standards for the Protection of Children 
and Adults from Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2005 passed at Synod, 
providing guidelines to the PSC and the DPS regarding abuse  

Les Whittle appointed as part-time Director of Professional Standards 
for the Diocese 

Beryl Carmichael appointed as Chair, Professional Standards 
Committee (honorary)  

Ministry and Tribunal 
Ordinance 1998 
Schedule 2A 
requirements repealed 
given new Professional 
Standards ordinance  

2006 Faithfulness in Service replaced the Diocesan Code of Ethics in the 
Ministry and Tribunal Ordinance 1998  

The Professional Standards for the Protection of Children and Adults 
From Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2005 amended 

Professional Standards Commission (federal Anglican body) released 
the ‘Guidelines for Parish Safety Where There is a Risk of Sexual 
Abuse by a Person of Concern’.  

The Professional 
Standards Commission 
Guidelines document 
outlines how parishes 
are to respond where a 
convicted or otherwise 
suspected sexual 
offender comes to a 
parish 

2007 Anglican Diocese of Tasmania involved in the Parkinson, Oates and 
Jayakody (2009) study 

 

2008 Anne Foot appointed as part-time Director of Professional Standards 
for the Diocese 

Helen Simmons appointed as Chair, Professional Standards 
Committee (honorary) 

 

2009 Safe Church Communities process adopted under the Safe Church 
Communities Ordinance 2009 

The Professional Standards for the Protection of Children and Adults 
From Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2005 amended 

Amendments 
regulating procedure 
with false allegations, 
appealing decisions of 
the Professional 
Standards Board,  
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2010 Annette Sims appointed as part-time Director of Professional 
Standards for the Diocese 

Dr Richard Lord appointed as Chair, Professional Standards 
Committee (honorary) 

The Professional Standards for the Protection of Children and Adults 
From Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2005 amended 

Amendments 
pertained to legal 
representation of 
parties involved with 
Professional Standards 
Board process 

2011 Mock abuse information receiving scenarios presented to Synod 

Ad Clerum (letter to clergy) regarding instructions to the confession 
of sins and child sexual abuse, released 

Scenarios pertained to 
youth leader with 
sexual act against 
youth-group child, 
physical abuse 
reported by child of 
congregant family 
against father, 
suspicious behaviour 
of a rector. This was 
later released in 
electronic form in a 
document ‘A Resource 
for Clergy and 
Parishes’ 

2012 Faithfulness in Service amended to make it consistent with the 
national Anglican code as per General Synod 

Safe Church Communities Quick Guide released on-line, providing an 
abridged handbook on the system to clergy 

Safe Church Communities Training Policy released for clergy, detailing 
accreditation process 

Safe Church Communities Endorsements (Initial) released, detailing 
accreditation for clergy, church-workers and volunteers with 
children’s ministry 

 

2013 Ad Clerum (letter to clergy) regarding instructions to the confession 
of sins and child sexual abuse, re-released 

 

2014 Amendment to Safe Church Communities Ordinance 2009 to require 
individuals on all Anglican Committees (such as parish council, 
mother’s union) to be screened and trained under the Diocesan 
system alongside church workers 

The Professional Standards for the Protection of Children and Adults 
From Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2005 amended 

 

2015 Anne Brown appointed as chair of Professional Standards Board 

Bishop John Harrower retires as Bishop of Tasmania 

Synod meets to appoint a new Bishop, selecting Dr Condie as 
Harrower’s successor 

Safe Church Communities Training Policy document released 
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Safe Church Communities Endorsements (Initial) updated 

Forms for Programs guide released 

Ad Clerum (letter to clergy) regarding instructions to the confession 
of sins and child sexual abuse, re-released 

Safe Church Communities Endorsement (Renewal) re-released and 
updated 

Guidelines for Event Leaders in Risk Management and Critical 
Incidents revised 

Local Ministry Support Teams- ChildSafe Endorsements guidelines 
revised 

Endorsement of Ancillary Staff guidelines revised 

Junior members of Choirs and Music Teams guidelines released 

2016 Dr Richard Condie installed as Bishop of Tasmania 

Bishop Condie made public apology to church abuse victims  

Safe Church Communities Endorsements (Initial) policy released with 
hyperlinks to attendance records and Permission to Proceed 

Transport Policy released 

Transport policy states 
that ‘it is strongly 
recommended that 
drivers are never alone 
in a car with a child’  

2017 Safe Church Communities Quick Reference handbook re-released  

Faithfulness in Service Sunday run in parishes to promote child safety 

Pastoral letter sent from Bishop Condie regarding the Royal 
Commission 

 

2018 Season of Lament and Repentance for Lent for failings such as child 
sexual abuse in the church, failure to protect families from domestic 
violence, abuses of power. Several pastoral letters are sent by the 
Bishop of Tasmania in relation to this.  

The Synod of the Anglican Diocese of Tasmania pass a bill to sell 
churches and other property to provide funds to enter the National 
Redress Scheme. Several pastoral letters are sent by the Bishop of 
Tasmania in relation to this. As of July advertising for a property sales 
and redress scheme manager commenced 
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Appendix III: Micro-Level Situational Crime Prevention Techniques 
SCP Technique Technique Category Technique Application Examples 

Control Access 

 

Increase Effort • Limit involvement with children and young people when without 

supervision  

• Forfeit sole custodianship of children programs to a ministry team 

• Insist on team presence when with children 

• Insist on parental knowledge of interaction with children 

Target Hardening 

 

Increase Effort • Limit permitted movements when with children (for example do not 

accompany children to change-rooms) 

• Educate children on appropriate physical interaction  

Controlling tools 

 

Increase Effort • Limit consumption of alcohol 

• Install software to prevent and screen access of sexually stimulating 

material on internet-accessing devices (e.g. Covenant Eyes) 

• Prevent the giving of gifts to children and young people from the pastor 

only 

• Minimise interactions with children that suggest favouritism 

Extending guardianship 

 

 

Increase Risk • Enlist the service of a peer to be present when working with children and 

young people, and during church services (e.g. wife, curate, warden) 

• Have witnesses/chaperones accompany the person driving a child or 

young person around in a motorcar (intimate handlers/guardians) 

Strengthening formal 

surveillance 

 

Increase Risk • Install CCTV in church 

• Conduct meetings in places where CCTV operate 

• Work only at church premises when in the presence of another cleric or 

church worker 

• Sit in on/monitor fellow clergy interactions with children 

Increasing natural 

surveillance 

 

Increase Risk • Meet with children and young people in public places where all can be 

observed and monitored 

• Install glass windows on church facility rooms, particularly offices and 

meeting rooms 

• Prohibit access to church building at times other than worship times 

Using place managers 

 

Increase Risk • Have a colleague or warden present or nearby when with children and 

young people on church premises  

• Hire a receptionist or administrator 

Identify and remove 

situational triggers 

 

Control Prompts • Do not accompany children to change rooms  

• Do not participate in swimming activities with children 

Clarifying responsibility 

 

Reduce Permissibility • Create an accountability group for sexual purity 

• Remind oneself of ordination vows 

Personalising victims 

 

Reduce Permissibility • Remind oneself of Biblical valuing of children 

Rule setting 

 

Reduce Permissibility • Remind oneself of Biblical commandments of sexual purity 

• Establish rules for interaction with children; for example, how 

clergy/church workers will interact physically with children (no hugging 

etc.) 

• Not to be alone with children 

Clarifying consequences Reduce Permissibility • Remind oneself of Biblical consequences for sin of those in spiritual 

authority  

• Remind oneself of Biblical consequences for sin at judgment 

• Remind oneself of Biblical teachings of the corruption of sin 

• Remind oneself of the church punishments of child abuse 
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Appendix IV: Letter of Invitation, Information Sheet and Consent Form 

 

24th of February 2016 

Dear [insert name here], 

My name is Michael Andre Guerzoni, I am a PhD candidate in the School of Social Sciences at the 

University of Tasmania under the supervision of Professor Robert White and Dr Jeremy Prichard.  

You may remember me from last year’s Synod, during which I served as a youth representative for 

the Diocese.   

The intention of this research is to examine the everyday practices of bishops, priests and enablers 

within the Anglican Church of Tasmania towards preventing clergy-child sexual abuse events within 

their parish ministry and ministerial duties in response to diocesan policies and media coverage of 

child abuse within Christian Churches.  This is to provide insights into ways in which ministerial 

policies and practices within the Anglican Church of Tasmania, and churches of other denominations, 

could be altered to improve child-safe cultures and minimise the occurrence of clergy-child sexual 

abuse.   

You have been offered an invitation to participate in this research as you hold a relevant office in the 

Anglican Church.  It is hoped that the incumbent and enabler of every parish within the state, as well 

as the bishops and some of the other members of the clergy, will be interviewed to provide a 

complete picture of leaders’ ministerial practices in the Tasmanian Anglican Church, and thus better 

inform the policy recommendations this research will offer.   

Clergy-child sexual abuse is a sensitive and serious issue which is facing the Church, but the majority 

of criminological research focusses on abuse events, victims and abusers within the Roman Catholic 

Church.  My research will examine how Anglican leaders are responding daily within their ministries 

to clergy-child sexual abuse, and are making their parishes safer communities for children.  Your 

participation is invaluable to the formation of methods to reduce child sexual abuse events within 

the Church, and within churches around the world.   

If you are willing to contribute to this research, you will be asked a series of questions regarding 

your: daily duties and practices within your parish; ministry career to date; knowledge of and 

attitudes towards child sexual abuse; beliefs and behaviours in light of the media attention towards 

child sexual abuse; practices you may have set in place regarding minimising clergy-child sexual 

abuse events within your ministry; hopes for the Church in the future  The interview comprises 33 

questions, and will be expected to run for around one to one and a half hours in duration.  Though 

the research will be conducted in a professional and scholarly manner, and confidentiality will be 

provided, information pertaining to serious crimes (concerning yourself and/or another person(s)), 
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such as child sexual abuse, revealed during the interview will be reported to police.  In the situation 

that such information is revealed during the interview, the interview shall cease, and the 

information shall be referred to the authorities.  It must too be noted that law enforcement agencies 

can legitimately seek access to any information given in an interview, if necessary, as the interview 

does not attract a confidentiality privilege at law.   

These interviews will be recorded for the purpose of transcribing your answers for analysis.  

Following transcription the audio file will be destroyed, your answers will be treated respectfully.  

Data is stored securely for a period of five years from the completion of my thesis, and will be 

destroyed thereafter.  With your permission, your answers may be retained for use in future studies, 

though this is option is entirely voluntary.  Once the transcription is completed you may review and 

correct the transcript via appointment, up until the 20th of August 2017.   

All data will be made unidentifiable to your person to ensure your anonymity.  It is intended that the 

research findings will be published within academic journals and hopefully published in a book; in 

such a case you will be unidentified as having been a subject within the sample, and your privacy will 

be protected.  Any published material shall be made known to the church community via the 

Tasmanian Anglican, and participants will be notified of such material by e-mail.  By request, you 

may receive a copy of any published material.   

You are free to withdraw at any time up until the 20th of August 2017, without prejudice.  Any data 

you may have provided, to that date, will be subsequently destroyed if you chose to withdraw from 

the research process.   

If you have any questions in relation to this research project or your involvement in it, or wish to 

read your transcript or the final thesis, please do not hesitate to contact either myself at 6226 1556 

or my supervisors Professor Robert White at 6226 2877or Dr Jeremy Prichard at 6226 2080.  This 

study has been approved by the Tasmanian Social Sciences Human Research Ethics Committee. If 

you have concerns or complaints about the conduct of this study, please contact the Executive 

Officer of the HREC (Tasmania) Network on +61 3 6226 7479 or email human.ethics@utas.edu.au.  

The Executive Officer is the person nominated to receive complaints from research participants. 

Please quote ethics reference number [H0015197] in your e-mail.  

I look forward to receiving written approval from you if indeed you decide to undertake this research 

with me.   

Yours sincerely, 

 

Michael Andre Guerzoni  

BA(Hons)  
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Clerical Cultures and Prevention of Clergy-Child Sexual Abuse in Tasmania 

For Your Information 

1. Invitation  

You are invited to take part in a research project about the everyday ministerial practices of 

Tasmanian Anglican Church leaders (bishops, incumbents and enablers) and clergy towards clergy-

child sexual abuse.  The research will be undertaken by Michael Andre Guerzoni, a PhD candidate in 

the School of Social Sciences at the University of Tasmania.  Mr Guerzoni is under the supervision of 

Professor Robert White (Criminology) and Dr Jeremy Prichard (Law).   

2. What is the purpose of this study?  

The intention of this research is to examine the everyday practices of bishops, incumbents and 

enablers, and perhaps other members of the clergy, within the Anglican Church of Tasmania towards 

preventing clergy-child sexual abuse events within their parish ministry and ministerial duties in 

response to diocesan policies and media coverage of child abuse within Christian Churches.  This is 

to provide insights into ways in which ministerial policies and practices within the Anglican Church of 

Tasmania, and churches of other denominations, could be altered to improve child-safe cultures and 

minimise the occurrence of clergy-child sexual abuse.    

Clergy-child sexual abuse is a sensitive and serious issue facing the Church today, however the 

majority of criminological research focusses on abuse events, victims, and abusers within the Roman 

Catholic Church.  The proposed research will examine how Anglican leaders are responding on a 

daily basis within their ministries to clergy-child sexual abuse, and making their parishes safer 

communities for children.  Your participation is invaluable to the formation of methods to reduce 

child sexual abuse events within the Tasmanian Anglican Church.   

3. Why have I been invited to participate? 

You have been offered an invitation to participate in this research as you hold a relevant office 

within the Anglican Church of Tasmania.  It is hoped that the incumbent and enabler of every parish 

within the state, as well as the bishops and some other members of the clergy, will be interviewed to 

better inform the policy recommendations this research will offer.   

4. What will I be asked to do? 

If you are willing to contribute to this research, you will be asked a series of questions regarding 

your: daily duties and practices within your parish; ministry career to date; knowledge of and 

attitudes towards child sexual abuse; beliefs and behaviours in light of the media attention towards 

child sexual abuse; practices you may have set in place regarding minimising clergy-child sexual 

abuse events within your ministry; hopes for the Church in the future.  The interview comprises 33 

questions, and will be expected to run for around one to one hour and a half hours in duration.   



256 

 

These interviews will be audio recorded for the purpose of transcribing your answers for analysis, 

following transcription the audio file will be destroyed.  Your transcribed answers will be treated 

respectfully and stored confidentially, however, information pertaining to criminal acts (concerning 

yourself and/or another person(s)) revealed within the interviews will not be held in confidence.  In 

receiving any information related to a serious criminal offence the Interviewer will terminate the 

interview, and that information shall be reported to police.  Information you provide does not 

acquire a confidentiality privilege at law and in criminal investigations – law enforcement agencies 

can legitimately seek access to interview data if they deem it to be of interest. 

Data (your interview transcript) is stored securely for a period of five years from the completion of 

the thesis, and will be destroyed thereafter.  With your permission, your answers may be retained 

for use in future studies, though this is option is entirely voluntary.   

Mr Guerzoni will meet annually with the Bishop of Tasmania to inform him of the progress of the 

study and of any upcoming publications from the research.  During these meetings no information 

will be given that would breach your anonymity.   

In the situation that you experience unease as a consequence of the research, counselling services 

such as Life Link Samaritans are available for consultation on 6331 3355.  

All data will be made unidentifiable to your person to ensure your anonymity.  It is intended that the 

research findings will be published within academic journals; in such a case you will unidentified as 

having been a subject within the sample, and your privacy will be protected.  Any published material 

shall be made known to the church community via the Tasmanian Anglican, and you will be notified 

of such material by e-mail.  By request you may receive a copy of any published material.   

5. What if I change my mind during or after the study? 

You are free to withdraw at any time up until the 20th of August 2017, without prejudice.  Any data 

you may have provided, to that date, will be subsequently destroyed if you chose to withdraw from 

the research process.  You may view and correct your transcript up until this date.   

6. How do I find out more? 

If you have any questions in relation to this research project or your involvement in it, or wish to 

read your transcript, please do not hesitate to contact Mr Guerzoni at 6226 1556 or his supervisors 

Professor Robert White at 6226 2877 or Dr Jeremy Prichard at 6226 2080.   

This study has been approved by the Tasmanian Social Sciences Human Research Ethics Committee.  

If you have concerns or complaints about the conduct of this study, please contact the Executive 

Officer of the HREC (Tasmania) Network on 6226 7479 or email human.ethics@utas.edu.au.  The 

Executive Officer is the person nominated to receive complaints from research participants.  Please 

quote ethics reference number [H0015197]. 
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Clerical Cultures and Prevention of Clergy-Child Sexual Abuse in Tasmania 

Statement of Informed Consent 

 

1. I agree to take part in the research study named above. 

2. I have read and understood the Information Sheet for this study. 

3. The nature and possible effects of the study have been explained to me. 

4. I understand that the study involves a 33 question interview which shall be recorded 

for the purpose of transcribing comments.  The interview is estimated to be around 

one to one and a half hours in duration.  The audio file shall be destroyed once 

transcribed.  Transcripts shall be reviewable by participants following transcription.  

5. I understand that participation involves the risk(s) that I may suffer unease from the 

questions asked, though it is acknowledged the Investigator shall do his utmost to 

mitigate such risks.    

6. I understand that all research data (my interview transcript) will be securely stored on 

the University of Tasmania’s premises for five years from the publication of the study 

results, and will then be destroyed unless I give permission for my data to be stored 

in an archive.  

I agree to have my study data archived.  

Yes   No   

7. Any questions that I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction. 

8. I understand that any information I supply to the researcher(s), except that which 

pertains to a serious criminal offence (concerning myself and/or another person(s)) 

under Tasmanian and Federal law, will be used only for the purposes of the research 

and held in confidence.  Information pertaining to such illegal activity will be referred 

to police.  I understand that any information I provide may be legitimately accessed 

by law enforcement agencies, if requested, as the interview does not acquire a 

confidentiality privilege at law.   

9. I understand that the results of the study will be published in a manner so that I 

cannot be identified as a participant.  

10. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I may withdraw at any time up 

until the 20th of August 2017 without prejudice.  I understand that I may also review 

and correct my transcript, and that I may request that any data I have supplied be 

withdrawn from the research, until the 20th of August 2017.  

11. Please e-mail me a copy of any material that is published from the findings of this 
study.  
Yes   No   
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Participant’s name:  _______________________________________________________  

 

 

Participant’s e-mail (if ‘Yes’ to Clause 11): ____________________________________ 

 

 

Participant’s signature: ____________________________________________________ 

 

Date:  ________________________ 

 

 

Statement by Investigator  

 I have explained the project and the implications of participation in it to this volunteer 

and I believe that the consent is informed and that he/she understands the implications 

of participation. 

If the Investigator has not had an opportunity to talk to participants prior to them participating, the 

following must be ticked. 

 The participant has received the Information Sheet where my details have been provided 

so participants have had the opportunity to contact me prior to consenting to participate 

in this project. 

 

 

Investigator’s name:  Michael Andre Guerzoni  

 

Investigator’s signature: ____________________________________________________ 

 

Date:  ________________________ 



Appendix V contains a published 
article which has been removed for 

copyright or proprietary reasons. 

It is: Guerzoni, M.A., 2018. A situational crime prevention analysis of Anglican 
clergy's child protective practices, Child abuse & neglect, 77, 85-98



Appendix VI contains confidential 
data which has been removed. 

It is: Coding and analysis for chapter 7. Cognition, and Chapter 8. Conduct.
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Appendix VI: Coding and Analysis 
Chapter 7: Cognition 

Abuse Causation 

Answers from question 11 (abuse causation) and any other reference to abuse causation were 

placed into a table in full (Table 1).  From these quotations, the clerics’ designated causative 

variables were drawn and placed into another table (Table 2).  This process was 

systematically undertaken from the first to the last participant.  As a new causative variable 

was mentioned a new category would be created in the left column, and as they re-appeared 

in other responses a note of this was made in the far right column.  This table was then moved 

into Chapter 7.  

The typologies that emerged were then used as a point of discussion in the chapter.  The 

typology ‘Predisposition’, informed by the literature (Wortley 2002; White and Terry 2008) 

was used to group together answers which specifically mentioned ‘predisposition’ or 

otherwise discussed an internal and pre-existing urge which stimulated sexual abuse.  

Table 1: Summarised Participant Reponses 
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Table 2: Initial Typologies of Abuse Causation Tabled 
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Views on Safe Church Communities, Clerical Culture, and Other Clergy’s 

Attitudes/Practices 

The remainder of the chapter emerged by drawing together 17, 18, 20, 22 and any other 

references to attitudes towards the Diocese, abuse prevention and clerical culture, and any 

other mentioning of references to child protection from each participant. This involved a five-

staged process:  

1. Bringing together all participant responses from aforementioned questions;

summarising these statements into one-line dot-points, including key words,

sentiments, or phrases by participants;

2. Amalgamating these responses into common themes;

3. Further grouping these under the headings of ‘positive’ and ‘negative’, and;

4. Distinguishing answers from the individual level (that is what one cleric thought) and

those of a clerical/cultural/diocesan level (that is clerical reflections on other clergy,

the Diocese-level, or culture;

5. These categories were scanned for the highest-appearing themes, which were then

analysed and re-presented in the discussion.

The same process was adopted for media and theological college training.  Responses on 

theological college training is not here replicated as it was not expanded upon in the thesis 

due to low responses.  

Table 3: Stage 2 (Summarised Participant Responses) 
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Table 4: Step 4 Amalgamated Responses by Theme under ‘Positive’ and ‘Negative’ Categories 
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Critical 
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Practice 

Table 5: Media Responses Breakdown 
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Table 6: Media Effect on Clergy Themes 
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Chapter 8: Conduct 

The same approach as per Chapter 7 was adopted.  Participant answers in relation to 

questions 13, 16, the combined variant of these, and any other mention of child protective 

practice by clergy were placed into a table beside the participant number.  These responses 

were then summarised, and similar responses were grouped together (for example not 

meeting children alone).  These responses were then funnelled into the corresponding 

Situational Crime Prevention technique which they matched (Terry and Ackerman 2008).  

These initial workings are shown below.  

Table 7: Clerical Child-Protective Practice Themes 
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Table 8: Situational Crime Prevention Typologies and Clerical Conduct 
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Chapter 9: Culture 

As explained within the Methods chapter, this final chapter of the dissertation was largely 

written through amalgamating discussions of previous chapters.  Analysis was assisted 

through summarising cognition and conduct in two tables, which later became a single table.  

In terms of practice, participant responses were re-analysed to identify whether they had a 

change in practice, and if so, what was the mentioned stimulator of that change.  This was 

undertaken as a means of understanding whether it was ‘organisational culture’ or the broader 

society that changed clerical practice.  The second table summarised the cognition of clerical 

relating to abuse causation, clerical culture towards Safe Church Communities, and whether 

they indicated a concern towards self-preservation.   

Table 9: Change in Practice Chart with Influencing Variables 

Cleric Media Own Experience Diocesan Training Change Practice 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. N/A 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. N/A 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. N/A 

29. 

30. N/A 

31. 

32. 

33. N/A 

34. N/A 
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Table 10: Cognition and Conduct Summary Table 

 Abuse View SCC View Culture 

SCC 

Self 

Preservatio

n 

Media Diocesan Training Personal Experience Chang 

Practice 

1.  PED P G  PY Y   Y 

2.  P TB G Val NAD PY  Y Y Y 

3.  P PED G  PY PERC  Y  Y 

4.   TB Val  PERC   Y Y 

5.  P ENV S  TTC PERC  Y M  

6.  P TMIN       

7.  P  ENV TB G       

8.  P TB  TTC NAD PY PERC Y Y Y Y 

9.   TTC G TTC NAD      

10.  P ENV TB  PERC Y   Y 

11.          

12.    TTC PY    Y 

13.  P       Y 

14.  P TTC TTC PY PERC     

15.  PED G  PERC   Y Y 

16.  ENV        

17.  P        

18.   TB       

19.     PY PERC* Y  Y Y 

20.  P PED/ ENV TMIN    Y   

21.  S   PERC* PY Y  Y Y 

22.  P G Res NAD PERC*  Y Y  Y 

23.  P PED/ ENV   PERC* PY Y Y  Y 

24.  P  IMP PY PERC*  Y  Y 

25.  PED/ ENV  TTC IMP PERC*    Y 

26.         Y 

27.   TTC  PY PERC*   Y Y 

28.   TTC  PY 

(indirect) 

  Y Y 

29.  P Val TTC Res NAD PERC Y Y  Y 

30.   NAD NAD PERCM    Y 

31.   TTC 

TMIN TB 

Val 

 PY PERC* 

PERCW 

Y  Y Y 

32.          

33.  P S G  PY PERC*  Y Y Y 

34.  P S G NAD   Y  Y 

KEY: P= Predisposition TTC= Tick/click/rush through TMIN= time away min TB= Tiring, burden IMP= 

imposition NAD= Nuisance/annoying/distraction, PY= protect yourself, PERC= perception, *= take note  
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https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_112007.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_102007.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_102007.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_092007.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_092007.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_072007.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters052007.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_022007.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_022007.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_112006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_112006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_102006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_102006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_092006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_092006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_082006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_082006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_062006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_052006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_042006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_122005.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_122005.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_112005.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170801122224/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/church_matters_112005.pdf
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Bishop’s Public Addresses (to Synod and elsewhere) 

1. Bishop’s Synod Addresses 2003-2015 

2. Resolution 38/04 General Synod, Anglican Church of Australia 04/10/2004  

3. Independent Schools Council of Australia National Conference 21/04/2006 

4. St Luke’s Richmond Restoration and Clock 12/12/2004  

5. Independent Schools Council of Australia National Conference Hijab or Not Hijab 

21/04/2006 

6. Sermon at Bishops Ordination 26/02/2008 

7. Answers to Synod Questions 15/06/2007  

8. A Christian Response to Domestic Violence 29/04/2004  

9. Anglicare History Launch 25/09/2008  

10. Trinity Sunday Sermon Notes 07/06/2009 

11. Bishopdale Theological College, New Zealand 12/02/2010 

12. Bishopdale Theological College, New Zealand 13/02/2010 

13. Opening of the Emily Building Student Centre 01/10/2010 

14. Christmas Day St David’s Cathedral 25/12/2010 

Media Releases 

1. 23 May 2017 Anglican Bishop seeks to protect Vulnerable Tasmanians 

2. 13 April 2017 Media Release: Easter Message 2017 

3. 14 February 2017 Media Release: Response to Royal Commission 

4. 19 December 2016 Media Advisory: Christmas Message and Services 

5. 19 August 2016 Anglican Church help for flood affected farmers 

6. 8 June 2016 Anglican Church Launches Flood Disaster Appeal 

7. 21 March 2016 New Bishop seeks to bring hope to Tasmania 

8. 19 March 2016 Tasmanian Church welcomes new Bishop 

9. 18 March 2016 New Bishop to be Installed 

10. 21 December 2015 Media Advisory: Christmas message and services 

11. 7 September 2015 Bishop Harrower retirement services 

12. 26 June 2015 Ordination Release - New Young Leaders for Church 

13. 11 June 2015 Church to Speak Out on Domestic Violence 

14. 7 May 2015 Bishop Foreshadows Move to Retire 

15. 22 December 2014 Media Advisory: Bishop’s Christmas Services 

https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Release_Anglican_bishop_seeks_to_protect_vulnerable_Tasmanians__May_2017.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Release_Easter_Message_2017.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Release_Response_to_Royal_Commission_Findings_13_Feb_2017.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Advisory_Christmas_Message_and_Services_December_2016.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Anglican_church_flood_donations_to_farmers_-_media_advisory_-_19_August_2016.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Anglican_Church_Flood_Appeal_8_June_2016.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/New_Bishop_seeks_to_bring_hope_to_Tasmania_Media_Release_21_March_2016.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Tasmania_celebrates_as_Bishop_Richard_Condie_begins_his_ministry_-_Sat_19_March_2016.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/New_Anglican_Bishop__media_release_18_March_2016.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Advisory_Christmas_Message_and_Services_2015.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Bishop_Harrower_retirement_services_media_release_-__7_September_2015.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/ordination_release_26_June_2015.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Release_Anglican_Synod_2015_to_meet.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Bishop_Foreshadows_Move_to_Retire.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Advisory_-_Bishops_Christmas_Services.pdf
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16. 6 October 2014: Media Statement: Royal Commission 

17. 8 July 2014: Media Release: The Late Governor, Peter Underwood AC 

18. 24 June 2014: Media Release: St John’s Church Franklin 

19. 15 June 2014: Media Release: 2014 Refugee Week Launch 

20. 17 March 2014: Media Release: Bishop Congratulates new Premier 

21. 23 December 2013: Media Advisory: Bishop’s Christmas Services 

22. 30 May 2013: Media Release: New Registrar to Assist in Building Strong 

Communities 

23. 22 May 2013: Anglican Media Release: Poker Machine Reform 

24. 17 April 2013: Anglican Media Release: Bishop’s sadness at passage of Abortion 

Bill 

25. 29 March 2013: Anglican Media Release: Easter Message 

26. 27 March 2013: Bishop’s Easter Interview and Services 

27. 1 March 2013: Anglican Media Release: New Leaders 

28. 19 December 2013: Bishop’s Christmas Message and Services 

29. 30 November 2013: New Leaders for Anglican Church 

30. 29 August 2012: Anglican Media Release: Anglican Urge Parliament to Reject 

Same-Sex Marriage Bill 

31. 8 August 2012: Anglican Media Release: Anglicans urge Parliament to Reject 

Same-Sex Marriage Legislation 

32. 31 May 2012: Anglican Media Release - Bishop to Speak Out on Gambling and 

Euthanasia Laws 

33. 3 May 2012:Anglican Media Release - Bishop gets hands dirty at a new church 

building works 

34. 5 April 2012: Anglican Media Release - Bishop’s Easter Services and Events 

2012 

35. 10 February 2012: Bishop Harrower calls for Pontville Centre to stay open 

36. 12 January 2012: Bishop of Egypt in Tasmania on "Arab Spring" 

37. 26 November 2011: New Young Anglicans to be ordained 

38. 20 September 2011: Anglican Media Release - Bishop John Responds to Greens' 

Motion 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Statement_Royal_Commission_06102014.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Release_The_Late_Governor_Peter_Underwood_AC_8_7_2014_1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Release_-_St_Johns_Church_Franklin.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Release_-_2014_Refugee_Week_launch_150614.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Release_-_Bishop_Congratulates_new_Premier_170314.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Media_Advisory_Bishops_Christmas_Services_231213.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/New_Registrar_to_Assist_in_Building_Strong_Communities_310513.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/New_Registrar_to_Assist_in_Building_Strong_Communities_310513.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Poker_Machine_Reform_media_release_from_Bishop_Harrower_-22_May_2013.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Sadness_at_passage_of_Abortion_Bill_17_April_2013_1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Sadness_at_passage_of_Abortion_Bill_17_April_2013_1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Easter_Media_Message_2013.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Easter_2013_media_release_from_Bishop_Harrower_-27_March_2013_1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/New_leaders_March_2013_1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Christmas_2012_release_from_Bishop_Harrower_-__Wed_19_Dec_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Ordination_release_30_November_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Same_sex_marriage_bill_media_release_-_29_August_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Same_sex_marriage_bill_media_release_-_29_August_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Same_sex_marriage_media_release_-_8_August_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Same_sex_marriage_media_release_-_8_August_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Anglican_Synod_media_release_-_Thursday_31_May_2012_1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Anglican_Synod_media_release_-_Thursday_31_May_2012_1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Wellspring_development_media_release_-_3_May_2012-_JH1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Wellspring_development_media_release_-_3_May_2012-_JH1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Easter_2012_media_release_from_Bishop_Harrower_-_5_April_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Easter_2012_media_release_from_Bishop_Harrower_-_5_April_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Anglican_Media_Release_Bishop_Harrower_calls_for_Pontville_Centre_to_stay_open_10_Feb_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Anglican_Media_Release_Bishop_of_Egypt_in_Tasmania_Jan_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/ordination_release_25_Nov_2011_1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Anglican_Media_Release_Bishop_responds_to_Greens_Motion_20_September_2011.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/Anglican_Media_Release_Bishop_responds_to_Greens_Motion_20_September_2011.pdf
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Letters from the Bishop’s Desk /Vicar General/Administrator’s Desk

03/16 - 16 

March 2016 

02/16 - 17 

February 

2016 

01/16 - 29 

January 2016 

16/15 - 23 

December 

2015 

15/15 - 24 

November 

2015 

14/15 - 4 

November 

2015 

13/15 - 9 

October 2015 

12/15 - 27 

August 2015 

11/15 - 14 

August 2015 

10/15 - 17 

July 2015 

9/15 - 26 

June 2015 

8/15 - 5 June 

2015 

7/15 - 3 June 

2015 

6/15 - 7 May 

2015 

5/15 - 4 May 

2015 

4/15 - 24 

April 2015 

3/15 - 19 

March 2015 

2/15 - 27 

February 

2015 

1/15 - 2 

February 

2015 

19/14 - 19 

December 

2014 

18/14 - 5 

December 

2014 

17/14 - 7 

November 

2014 

16/14 - 30 

October 2014 

15/14 - 6 

October 2014 

14/14 - 21 

August 2014 

13/14 - 28 

July 2014 

12/14 - 11 

July 2014 

11/14 - 9 July 

2014 

10/14 - 27 

June 2014 

9/14 - 4 June 

2014 

8/14 - 29 

May 2014 

7/14 - 13 

May 2014 

6/14 - 2 May 

2014 

5/14 - 17 

April 2014 

4/14 - 26 

March 2014 

3/14 - 7 

March 2014 

2/14 - 14 

February 

2014 

1/14 - 17 

January 2014 

21/13 - 19 

December 

2013 

20/13 - 2 

December 

2013 

19/13 - 26 

November 

2013 

18/13 - 18 

November 

2013 

17/13 - 6 

September 

2013 

16/13 - 2 

August 2013 

15/13 - 17 

July 2013 

14/13 - 28 

June 2013 

13/13 - 7 

June 2013 

12/13 - 23 

May 2013  

11/13 - 3 

May 2013 

10/13 - 5 

April 2013 

09/13 - 25 

March 2013 

08/13 - 18 

March 2013 

07/13 - 15 

March 2013 

06/13 - 14 

March 2013 

05/13 - 8 

March 2013 

04/13 - 13 

February 

2013 

03/13 - 31 

January 2013 

https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_03_16.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_03_16.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_02_16.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_02_16.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_02_16.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_01_16.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_01_16.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_16_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_16_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_16_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_15_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_15_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_15_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_14_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_14_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_14_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_13_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_ADMINISTRATOR_13_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_VICAR_GENERAL_12_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_VICAR_GENERAL_12_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_VICAR_GENERAL_11_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_VICAR_GENERAL_11_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOPS_DESK_10_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOPS_DESK_10_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_09_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_09_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOPS_DESK_08_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOPS_DESK_08_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_07_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_07_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_06_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_06_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_05_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_05_15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_04.15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_04.15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_03.15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_03.15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_02.15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_02.15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_02.15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_01.15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_01.15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_01.15.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_19.14.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_19.14.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_19.14.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_18.14.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_18.14.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_18.14.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_17.14.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_17.14.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170704212334/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au:80/assets/FROM_THE_BISHOP_17.14.pdf
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https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20070209-0307.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20070209-0307.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20070209-0307.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20070129-0207.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20070129-0207.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20070115-0107.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20070115-0107.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061221-2806.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061221-2806.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061221-2806.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061212-2706.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061212-2706.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061212-2706.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061128-2606.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061128-2606.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061128-2606.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061122-2506.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061122-2506.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061122-2506.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061018-2406.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20061018-2406.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060928-2306.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060928-2306.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060928-2306.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060913-2206.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060913-2206.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060913-2206.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060908-2106.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060908-2106.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060908-2106.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060823-2006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060823-2006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060817-1906.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060817-1906.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060726-1806.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060726-1806.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060718-1706.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060718-1706.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060628-1606.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060628-1606.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060607-1506.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060607-1506.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060525-1406.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060525-1406.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060512-1306.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060512-1306.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060502-1206.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060502-1206.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060420-1106.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060420-1106.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060404-1006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060404-1006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060331-0906.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060331-0906.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060303-0806.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060303-0806.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060221-0706.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060221-0706.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060221-0706.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060215-0606.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060215-0606.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060215-0606.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060203-0406.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060203-0406.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060203-0406.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060125-0306.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060125-0306.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060116-0206.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060116-0206.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060110-0106.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20060110-0106.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051222-3505.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051222-3505.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051222-3505.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051220-3405.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051220-3405.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051220-3405.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051219-3305.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051219-3305.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051219-3305.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051209-3205.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051209-3205.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051209-3205.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051202-3105.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051202-3105.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051202-3105.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051115-3005.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051115-3005.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051115-3005.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051027-2905.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051027-2905.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051021-2805.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051021-2805.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051006-2705.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20051006-2705.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050913-2605.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050913-2605.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050913-2605.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050905-2505.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050905-2505.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050905-2505.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050829-2405.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050829-2405.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050825-2305.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050825-2305.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050825-2205.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050825-2205.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050729-2105.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050729-2105.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050728-2005.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050728-2005.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050715-1905.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20170218002656/http:/www.anglicantas.org.au/assets/BishopsDesk20050715-1905.pdf
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Ordinances of the Diocese 

1. Adoption of Canons Ordinance 1990 

2. Administration of the Diocese Ordinance 1998 

3. Assessment Authorisation Ordinance 1988 

4. Assistant Bishops Ordinance 2007 

5. Canons of General Synod Adopted or Assented to by the Synod Ordinance 2015 

6. Church Ordinances Interpretation Ordinance 1947 

7. Clerical Licences Ordinance 1991 

8. Diocesan Council Ordinance 1947 

9. Diocesan Mission Support Team Ordinance 2000 

10. Diocesan Officers' Appointment Ordinance 1959  

11. General Synod Representation Ordinance 1973 

12. Ministry and Tribunal Ordinance 1988 

13. Ordination Ordinance 1992  

14. Parish Administration Ordinance 1995 

15. Professional Standards for the Protection of Children and Adults from Sexual 

Misconduct Ordinance 2005 

16. Protocol for Professional Standards for the Protection of Children and Adults from 

Sexual Misconduct Ordinance 2005 

17. Safe Church Communities Ordinance 2009 

18. Synod Ordinance 2012 

19. Youth Involvement in Synod Ordinance 2009 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/acgs.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/ordinances-abo.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Canons_assented_as_at_2015.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Church_Ordinances_Interpretation_Ordinance.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Clerical_Licences_Ordinance.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Diocesan_Council_Ordinance_as_amended_at_Synod_2014.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Diocesan_Mission_Support_Team_Ordinance_amended_September_2016.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Diocesan_Officers_Appointment_Ordinance_1959_amended_June_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/General_Synod_Representation_Ordinance_1973_amended_June_2012.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Ministry_And_Tribunal_Ordinance_1998_Schedule_5_amended_September_2016.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/ord.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Parish_Administration_Ordinance_1995_as_amended_at_Synod_2014.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Professional_Standards_Ordinance_as_amended_at_Synod_2014.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Professional_Standards_Ordinance_as_amended_at_Synod_2014.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/protocol2006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/protocol2006.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Safe_Church_Communities_Ordinance_2009_Schedule_1_as_amended_September_2016.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/Synod_Ordinance_2012_amended_at_Synod_2014.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20161008060620/http:/anglicantas.org.au/assets/AYIISO.pdf
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Safe Church Communities Newsletters 

1. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2015) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

2. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2015) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: February’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

3. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2015) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: June’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

4. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2015) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: July’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

5. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2015) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: May’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

6. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2015) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: September’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

7. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2016) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: October/November’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

8. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2015) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: November/December’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

9. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2016) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: March’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

10. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2016) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: April/May’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

11. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2016) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: June’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

12. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2016) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: August’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

13. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2016) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: October’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

14. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2016) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: December’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  

15. Safe Church Communities Co-Ordinator (2017) ‘Safe Church Communities 

Newsletter: January’. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Hobart.  
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Safe Church Communities and Child Protection Policies and Documents 

1. ChildSafe Pathway to Safety Management Brochure 

2. ChildSafe Team Member Role Statement 

3. ChildSafe Team Leader Role Statement 

4. ChildSafe Co-ordinator Role Statement 

5. Safe Church Communities Faithfulness in Service Commitment Statement 

6. Safe Church Communities Junior members of Choirs and Music Teams 

7. Safe Church Communities Program Forms Checklist 

8. Safe Church Communities Training Policy 2012 

9. Safe Church Communities Training Policy 2015 

10. Safe Church Communities Transport Policy 2015 

11. Safe Church Communities Endorsement (Initial) 2016 

12. Safe Church Communities- Endorsement of Ancillary Staff 

13. Local Ministry Support Teams- ChildSafe Endorsements 2015 

14. Safe Church Communities Endorsement (Renewal) 2015 

15. Anglican Camping Guidelines for Event Leaders in Risk Management and Critical 

Incidents 2015 

16. A Resource for Clergy and Parishes: Professional Standards Committee 

17. Safe Church Communities: Quick Guide 2012 

18. Safe Church Communities: Quick Reference 2017 

19. Professional Standards Commission: Guidelines for Parish Safety Where there is a 

risk of sexual abuse by a person of concern  

20. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Reporting Information Regarding Abuse or Neglect 

(Form Child Protection G1) 

21. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: When Children Disclose Abuse (Form Child 

Protection G2) 

22. Anglican Diocese of Tasmania: Rights of the Person Believed Responsible for 

Abusive Behaviour (Form Child Protection G3) 

Synod Reports 

Synod Reports of the Missionary Diocese of Tasmania were drawn from the State Library of 

Tasmania’s archives and read, the following years were available:  

1997; 1980; 1990-1996; 1998-2015. 




