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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

1.1

1.2

The Review has been produced in line with the terms of reference (ToR) comprising instructions
to the review team. The core objective of the Review is to allow victims to describe their
experiences; and to allow the Review to consider the actions of Church participants to identify
good practice and failings in the handling of the allegations relating to John Smyth. It answers the
questions set out in the ToR; makes criticisms of organisations and individuals; and reaches
decisive conclusions about the lapses and failings that enabled John Smyth to commit sickening
abuse.

It has taken longer than anyone would have wished to produce the Review. It has been important
to do justice to victims, including by listening carefully and accurately recording their detailed
accounts. A very significant amount of evidence has been generated, covering a period of some
40 years, from many more contributors (and previously unknown victims) than anticipated. New
sources of evidence, running to many thousands of pages, emerged in the course of the Review.
The sheer extent of the trauma generated by John Smyth required, in our judgment, that meeting
with victims and other key contributors took place in person — a process hindered and delayed by
the Covid-19 pandemic. The complexity of the subject-matter and the sheer extent of the abuse
perpetrated exceeded the expectations of the commissioning authority such that the original
timetable was shown to be unrealistic. And the many parallel lines of investigations linked to the
Review, including by the police, generated requirements on the Review team to support and
assist. We deeply regret that delay and the additional distress it may have caused John Smyth's
victims.

Key findings

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

John Smyth was an appalling abuser of children and young men. His abuse was prolific, brutal
and horrific. His victims were subjected to traumatic physical, sexual, psychological and spiritual
attacks. The impact of that abuse is impossible to overstate and has permanently marked the
lives of his victims. John Smyth’s own family are victims of his abuse.

John Smyth's activities were identified in the 1980s. Despite considerable efforts by individuals to
bring to the attention of relevant authorities the scope and horror of Smyth's conduct, including by
victims and by some clergy, the steps taken by the Church of England and other organisations
and individuals were ineffective and neither fully exposed nor prevented further abuse by him.

Church officers and others were made aware of the abuse in the form of a key report in 1982
prepared by the Reverend Mark Ruston. The recipients of that report participated in an active
cover-up to prevent that report and its findings — including that crimes had been committed -
coming to light. There is no excuse or good explanation that justifies that decision. Different — and
we strongly suspect better, for subsequent victims — outcomes would have followed had
appropriate reports to the police and other statutory authorities been made then.

In line with the ToR, we have placed the actions of individuals and Church bodies in context, and
considered against the standards of practice which applied at the relevant time. An argument
which has been offered in order to partially explain John Smyth’s abuses is that they were
examples of over-enthusiastic corporal punishment. The conclusion of the Review is that he
committed criminal acts of gross abuse.

Further abuse could and should have been prevented. John Smyth's victims were not sufficiently
supported by the Church and their views on escalating his abuse to the police and other
authorities were not sought.

In the period between 1984 and 2001, at which time John Smyth relocated to Zimbabwe and
subsequently South Africa, Church officers knew of the abuse and failed to take the steps
necessary to prevent further abuse occurring. Throughout this period — and particularly given the
Church's adoption of formal safeguarding policies from 1995 — the Church had sufficient
knowledge of the abuse to have taken those steps.



1.9

The requirements of the safeguarding policies adopted by the Church, coupled with the moral
and legal responsibilities to which Church officers were subject, demanded that more be done.

There were individual failings by senior clergy, and clergy who subsequently became senior. That
grouping includes a former Archbishop of Canterbury, Diocesan Bishops and Canons and
Reverends.

Following specific developments in 2012, from July 2013, the Church of England knew, at the
highest level, about the abuse that took place in the late 1970s and early 1980s. John Smyth
should have been properly and effectively reported to the police in the UK and to relevant
authorities in South Africa. This represented a further missed opportunity to bring him to justice
and may have resulted in an ongoing and avoidable safeguarding threat in the period between
2012 and his death in 2018.

The Church's reaction to the expose of John Smyth's abuse by Channel 4 in February 2017 was
poor in terms of speed, professionalism, intensity and curiosity. The needs of the victims were not
at the forefront in terms of thinking and planning; the response was not trauma-informed.

Thematic concerns

1.13

The key thematic concerns identified by the Review comprise the following:
1.13.1 Abuse of positions of trust and power;

1.13.2  Excessive deference to senior clergy in leadership roles;

1.13.3 That the abuse was hidden in plain sight;

1.13.4  Failures of leadership and accountability for safeguarding;

1.13.5  Problematic and/or insufficiently examined funding sources;
1.13.6  The cover-up, over an extended period;

1.13.7  Radicalisation and the exploitation of theologies by Smyth;

1.13.8 The abuse in Zimbabwe and South Africa.

Key recommendations

1.14

The Church must learn lessons from the organisational and institutional failings detailed in this
Review. The Review makes 27 specific recommendations, reflecting the lessons to be learned
from these terrible events. In particular, those recommendations include:

1.14.1 taking active measures to understand and incorporate into revised safeguarding
policies the risks associated with the abuses of power by those in positions of trust,
and prioritising safeguarding considerations in decision-making;

1.14.2  establishing international reciprocal safeguarding procedures with other Anglican
communion institutions and leaders where allegations are made against a person in a
position of trust who relocates overseas;

1.14.3  ensuring independent oversight of the implementation of safeguarding measures,
including the development of a wholly independent body, free from direct influence by
senior Church officers, to guide the development of the Church's safeguarding
procedures;

1.14.4  placing safeguarding measures at the centre of every Church officer's professional
responsibilities, including conducting a Church-wide review of existing policies and
procedures and embodying the principle of 'never not clergy' in Codes of Conduct;



1.14.5

1.14.6

1.14.7

1.14.8

reviewing donations and funding arrangements and providing additional guidance
regarding overseas missionary work, including an express and enhanced requirement
of due diligence irrespective of amount;

seeking independent assurance as to the robustness of the Church's whistleblowing
procedures, to ensure that credible suspicions of abuse and the risks of a cover up can
be reported and investigated;

considering the application, now, of mandatory reporting within future Church
safeguarding policy and procedure prior to its possible introduction as a national
requirement;

ensuring that the commissioning of a full independent review of John Smyth's activities
in Zimbabwe and South Africa is considered by the Church.



FOREWORD

To the victims who suffered at the hands of John Smyth, we hope that this report and its subsequent
impact will help you find peace for you and your family; we dedicate this Review to you.

We feel immensely privileged and honoured to have been able to meet with those personally affected
and abused by John Smyth. We are acutely aware of how difficult the decision to engage with us would
have been for many victims and their families. For some people, this abuse had been carried silently for
over 40 years, and for many the trauma and suffering continue. Those who were able to contribute have
openly shared their experiences of the abuse as well as articulating the devastating and lifelong impact
that this has had. The nature and extent of the abuse we heard about is truly shocking. We extend our
thanks to all victims who have bravely participated in the Review, including those who have tirelessly
researched, campaigned, and lobbied, often at a personal cost, for a review that places their accounts in
the public domain. It is our hope that those involved in responding to the learning and recommendations
of this Review will harness the determination and energy of John Smyth’s victims who have been
relentless in their search for clarity and answers from the Church of England. We hope the Church will
digest the shocking details of the abuse and the responses to it, and use the learning identified in this
report to influence future safeguarding systems, policy and practice, ultimately to prevent similar tragic
cases from occurring.

Significant time has passed since the abuse occurred in the 1970s and 1980s, particularly since it was
first fully disclosed and investigated by Church officers in 1982. The passing of over 40 years has had a
significant impact on the accuracy of information available for Review. While the accounts of victims and
their records of that time have been immensely thorough, likely reflecting the impact of trauma and the
abuse on their lives, many of the individual and organisational contributions we have received have been
negatively impacted by the length of time that has passed. Several reasons have been given for

this, including the lack of records and written information kept from the time, as well as individuals’
memories of events of that time. This has hampered attempts to establish the detailed facts of the abuse
and the Church’s responses to it.

The original ToR suggested the Review would take nine months. However, it was clear, early in the
process, that this was unachievable for a case of this magnitude and impact. Regretfully, the Review has
taken much longer to conclude than was intended, which has caused much additional concern and
stress for the victims of John Smyth, their families and others affected.

Given the ToR covered such a long period of non-recent history there was a need to seek out and gain
as much information as available. Following a public call for evidence, several previously unknown
victims contacted us and there was a need to listen carefully to, and accurately record the detailed
accounts of each victim who came forward.

A larger than expected group of individuals came forward to offer their contribution to the Review
including Church officers, Church participants, representatives of institutions, as well as other interested
parties. We received an unexpectedly large volume of evidence requiring review which was handed to us
throughout the period. Restrictions placed on us all during the Covid-19 pandemic meant progress
slowed and several significant activities had to pause, such as sensitive meetings in person with victims
and key contributors. Where necessary, parallel investigations have taken place with relevant statutory
authorities, and investigations commissioned by the Church. This has had an impact on the time taken
particularly where investigators sought further information from us. The unintended delays did not impact
negatively in terms of the independence of the Review or our findings.

Many people will find this report and its contents very distressing, and we would urge caution to every
reader as they go through it. The abuse by John Smyth was prolific, brutal, and horrific, the descriptions
that follow reflect this. His victims experienced a tragic range of abuse including physical, sexual,
psychological, and spiritual abuse, his actions reaching into the realms of ritual abuse at times. A child,
Guide Nyachuru, died in suspicious circumstances at one of Smyth’s camps in Zimbabwe. Smyth’s
abuse was coercive and controlling, and he groomed all his victims to differing extents. The abuse has
left lasting and irreparable scars for very many people, those directly affected as well as their families,
friends and others. The descriptions which follow, may trigger painful and traumatic memories and
recollections of abuse for many people. Should you require support or advice because of reading this
report, please contact:

FearFree Support, which provides specialist support to victims and survivors of abuse, offering trauma
informed and victim led bespoke support. Its head of services has identified an experienced independent
advocate for victims and survivors to deliver this service and this information has been relayed to the



https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.fearfree.org.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cjude.renton%40churchofengland.org%7C318ba919a612457712f308dce39b06f9%7C95e2463b3ab047b49ac1587c77ee84f0%7C0%7C0%7C638635502207229727%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DgRca9l3d2c1gdwDwPEKvck8c9DXnrihQOucU8Q%2BoPk%3D&reserved=0

survivors and victims. Contact: nicky.gahagan@fearfree.org.uk telephone 07436795205 (Tues-
Thurs)/helpdesk 01793 317482 during working hours.

Safe Spaces is a free and independent support service for anyone who has experienced abuse in
relation to the Church of England, the Church in Wales, or the Catholic Church of England and Wales.
You can contact the Safe Spaces team through their helpline (0300 303 1056), their live chat facility or
by emailing safespaces@firstlight.org.uk.

Further information about support can be accessed here.

o

Keith Makin

Lead Independent Reviewer
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mailto:safespaces@firstlight.org.uk
https://www.churchofengland.org/safeguarding/reporting-abuse

PART 1: INTRODUCTION

“l remember thinking ‘he’s going to kill me.’ | was that scared...”

A victim of John Smyth, 2022.




1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

2.1

INDEPENDENCE OF THE REVIEW

This Review has been conducted by individuals who are independent from the Church of
England and the Archbishops' Council. This Review has been commissioned and funded by the
Archbishops' Council, with instructions given by the National Safeguarding Team (NST), acting
on behalf of the Archbishops' Council, but the Reviewers (comprising the Lead Reviewer and
Associate Reviewer) have maintained independence from the Church. The Reviewers and those
involved in supporting this Review, as set out below, have no previous connection to the issues
which are the subject of this Review or with the Archbishops' Council.

Keith Makin (Lead Reviewer): an experienced executive level manager, leader and consultant
in the social care and health sectors. Keith is an ex-Director of Social Services, Chief Executive
of a national improvement agency, and Chief Executive of a childcare company. Keith is a
specialist in safeguarding of both children and adults, as well as the Chair of several
safeguarding partnerships and leader/ author of Reviews, inquiries, and research on
safeguarding issues.

Sarah Lawrence (Associate Reviewer): an independent consultant, reviewer, and scrutineer
specialising in safeguarding and domestic abuse issues. Sarah works with charities, schools, and
safeguarding partnerships.

Others supporting this Review:

1.3.0 Dr Elly Hanson: an independent Clinical Psychologist who has worked with the issues
of abuse and trauma for over 18 years. She undertakes consultation, research,
training, and assessments, working across criminal justice, education, child protection
and voluntary sectors, as well as with national organisations such as the Football
Association and Church of England. For ten years she worked with CEOP (the Child
Exploitation and Online Protection agency; now embedded with the National Crime
Agency - the NCA) and is on the NCA'’s database of Expert Advisors. She regularly
publishes papers, reports, and chapters on the topic of abuse, including those on
societal contributors and its impact. Dr Hanson is also an experienced therapist and
has previously worked in an NHS drugs and alcohol service with adult survivors of
abuse, an NSPCC team for children with harmful sexual behaviour, and a company
providing residential care to looked after children.

1.3.1 Administration & Support: the Review has been well supported by independent
individuals who have provided professional administration focussed on arranging the
vast number of engagement sessions and transcribing meetings as well as in the
process of conducting the consultation with people named in the report (the
“representations” process), and in the production of a chronology to support this
Review.

1.3.2 Legal Advice: independent legal advice was sought in connection with the preparation
and execution of the "representations” process described later. Legal advice (in
relation to which privilege is not waived) was also obtained on certain discrete points
arising towards the conclusion of our Review. The conclusions reached and the
proposed lessons learned have been respectively reached and proposed by the
Reviewers.

1.3.3 Theological advice: Reviewers have consulted with individual advisors, both within
the Church and independently, on theological matters, where this has been directly
relevant to the Review.

BACKGROUND TO THE REVIEW

This report is the result of a Learning Lessons Review concerning the Church of England’s
response to abuses carried out by John Smyth. This Review covers the period 15t January 1970
to 1%t August 2019, spanning almost five decades. The Review was commissioned by the
Archbishops' Council® of the Church of England and commenced in October 2019. The original

' https://www.Churchofengland.org/about/leadership-and-governance/archbishops-council
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3.1

3.2

3.3

announcement that the Review was being commissioned named 13th August 2019 as the start
date for the Review but this was put back to the 15t October, as the resources for the Review
were not fully in place until then.

The Review was triggered in large part by the actions of several victims, who relentlessly lobbied
for the truth and learning in this case to be revealed. The Review was then commissioned
following a recommendation from Bishop Peter Hancock, the Bishop responsible for safeguarding
at the time within the Church, and mounting pressure for a Review to be conducted, both publicly
(from the media and individuals) and at General Synod?.

John Smyth was a serious and prolific abuser of boys and young men, both in the UK and in
Africa. Tragically for his victims, he was never bought to justice for the abuse; he died in August
2018, in Cape Town, South Africa, at the age of 75, while under investigation by Hampshire
Police.

Given the nature of the abuse and the prolificity of the perpetrator, it is likely that many more
people suffered abuse than we are aware of. Evidence submitted to the Review suggests 30
boys and young men are known to have been directly physically and psychologically abused in
the UK, many more were impacted by psychological abuse and attempts to abuse. Information
available to this Review suggests in the order of 85 boys and young men were physically abused
in African countries, including Zimbabwe, based on the findings contained in a report by Senator
David Coltart in 1993 concerning John Smyth’s activity in Africa (Appendix 1) The total number of
children and adults deeply affected by John Smyth’s abuses likely runs much higher. The trauma
experienced continues to negatively impact the lives of many of his victims and their families to
this day.

Over the five decades since the first abuse occurred, several investigations and reviews have
taken place, dating as far back as the 1980s. Reports from these earlier times were written,
shared with limited audiences and organisations, away from public view and, as we examine in
this report, all were unsuccessful in exposing and preventing further abuse by John Smyth. None
of these previous activities identified lessons to be learned by the Church of England. Other
relevant organisations have more recently carried out reviews and published reports identifying
learning from the case for their own organisations. These are referenced in the report as
necessary.

AIMS AND TOR

The ToR detail the framework for this Review, and are set out in full at (Appendix 2). The
document states the objectives of the Review which have underpinned our approach:

"1.1 This review ("the Review") Review will allow those individuals who have indicated that they
have sustained harm at the hands of John Smyth and given an account to the Church of England
to describe their experiences.

1.2 The Review will consider the actions of Church of England participants and will identify both
good practice and failings in the Church’s handling of the allegations relating to John Smyth,
including their safeguarding practice, in order that they can take steps to enhance and improve
their response to allegations of abuse and, thereby, ensure the Church provides a safer
environment for all."

The scope of the Review is set out as follows:
"2.1 The Review will focus on two related but distinct questions: (1) what did the Church of
England (i.e. relevant officers and institutions) know about alleged abuse perpetrated by John

Smyth, and (2) what was the response of the Church of England to those allegations.”

The ToR objectives require us to “Consider the actions of Church of England participants”. The
scope of the Review under the ToR refers to "bodies or office holders", and "relevant officers and

2 The General Synod considers and approves legislation affecting the whole of the Church of England, formulates new forms of
worship, debates matters of national and international importance, and approves the annual budget for the work of the Church at
national level. See https://www.Churchofengland.org/about/leadership-and-governance/about-general-synod
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

institutions", who we have treated as Church of England participants for the purposes of this
Review. The ToR confirm that “the meaning of the term ‘church officer’ is to be broadly
interpreted, taking into account a range of factors including how the person in question's role may
be perceived by those in any relevant parish or congregation, including children, and whether or
not the role is paid"®. We have taken a wide definition of the Church of England officer to include
in this Review which correlates to the Church definition:

“A ‘Church Officer’ is anyone appointed/elected by or on behalf of the Church to a post or role,
whether they are ordained or lay, paid or unpaid."*

Accordingly, we include in the term "Church officer" or "office holder" both those that are ordained
and those in "lay" roles such as Lay Reader (the role John Smyth had at the time of abuse) in the
Church. Defining wider "participants" and roles beyond this is complex given many individuals
participate in Church activities at differing levels. Broadly we include individuals in this category
where it is clear in our judgement that they have had some significant influence and impact in this
case and in terms of the wider Church of England. Where this is relevant, we have explained our
rationale for inclusion in this Review.

The "institutions" considered in the ToR are taken in the widest sense rather than specifically the
Church’s National Church Institutions (NCIs), to include the bodies that have relevance to this
case and are part of the Church of England or because individuals that are deemed as "Church
officers" lead or are significantly involved in their operation. This is reinforced by the fact that the
Church of England is not a centralised institution. As Peter Hancock (then Lead Bishop on
Safeguarding) stated to the Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse (IICSA), the Church is
not a single institution but a “family of essentially autonomous office holders and charitable
bodies, including both ancient ecclesiastical corporations and modern statutory corporations™,
and we have adopted this definition in the course of our Review.

The Church is divided into the two provinces of Canterbury and York, each with its own
Archbishop.

The Archbishop of Canterbury is the senior bishop of the Church of England, primus inter pares,
and the Monarch is its Supreme Governor. The Monarch appoints Archbishops, Bishops and
Cathedral Deans on the advice of Government; the Archbishop of Canterbury has no
independent authority to do so. The Archbishop of Canterbury is the ceremonial head of the
worldwide Anglican Communion and is the senior of the two Archbishops in England, leading the
Church of England in England alongside the Archbishop of York.

The Anglican Communion has no central authority; each church in the Communion makes its
decisions independently. Power within the Church of England in England is also not centralised.
The two Archbishops greatest power is to lead through persuasion. Both Archbishops sit on
many of the Church of England’s important boards or committees but are without independent
legal authority to effect changes to the Church of England or with wider international Anglican
Communion.

The Church of England has 43 dioceses encompassing England, the Channel Islands and the
Isle of Man (inclusive of the chaplaincies of the Diocese in Europe). Each is overseen by a
diocesan bishop (inclusive of the two Archbishops). Whilst the two Archbishops are involved in
the selection of diocesan bishops within their respective provinces, they have no legal powers to
control or direct the actions of diocesan bishops other than through an Archepiscopal Visitation.
The Diocese of Gibraltar in Europe (DiE) is the largest diocese geographically in the Anglican
Communion. This diocese is headed by the Bishop in Europe. Whilst the DiE is part of the
Church of England, it is autonomous in its day-to-day operations due to the wide geographical
spread and diverse context. The Archbishop of Canterbury’s relationship with the Bishop in
Europe is similar to the English Dioceses rather than involving direct control over the DIE’s
routine affairs. DiE maintains its own synod and separate administrative structures.

In identifying what "relevant officers and institutions" knew of the abuse; we have developed as
thorough chronology of events and activities that fall within these ToR as possible. Our analysis
of the responses taken has been based on this. We have been hampered by the passing of time

3 ToR, footnote 1, paragraph 3.1(6)
4 Church of England Safeguarding Pages, 2023

5 A.2: The Church of England | IICSA Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse
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3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

which has impacted on individuals’ recollections of events and memories as well as institutions'
record keeping and archives.

We are tasked in paragraph 2.2 of the ToR with considering what information was available to
those in scope, who had this and what was done with the information. The ToR request we also
consider whether relevant Church “bodies and office holders responded in a timely and
appropriate manner” and “in line with child protection or safeguarding best practice in force at the
time as well as relevant legislative requirements”, whether any further abuse could have been
prevented, whether victims were responded to appropriately and lessons to be identified which
are relevant and which might improve future safeguarding practice in the Church.

We have explored this and expressed criticism in this report where relevant. As we address
further, it is for the Church to then decide beyond this Review whether any action needs to be
taken in response to these criticisms, as well as to implement the learning and recommendations
we suggest because of our findings.

The ToR, in paragraph 3.1, requires us to: "(1) Place the actions of individuals and Church
bodies in context, showing understanding of the underlying reasons that led to individuals and
organisations acting as they did, or which might explain why they did so." and "(2) Consider the
actions of individuals and organisations against the standards of practice which applied at the
relevant time, i.e. understand practice from the view point of the individuals and organisations at
the time rather than using hindsight."

The ToR make clear that this Review is intended to focus on what the Church of England
(including relevant officers) knew about the abuse allegedly perpetrated by John Smyth, and the
Church of England's response to allegations of that abuse. The ToR envisage that redactions
should be applied to this report only for genuinely good faith reasons and were, we understand,
drafted with the intention that this report should name criticised persons, and that anonymity
should only apply to victims. With this in mind, we have taken the decision to name those
criticised in this report, albeit we are conscious that the majority of Clergy named in this report
were already named in the public domain (including via journalist and activist Andrew
Graystone's book, the media and/or on social media) such that it would be possible for readers of
this report to identify those individuals, notwithstanding our decision to name them. Any
alternative approach (for instance, redacting the names of criticised Clergy) would, in our view,
be inconsistent with the defined objective and scope of the Review, as well as the overall spirit of
the ToR. We also consider that this would, in practice, prove to be ineffective given the publicity
already surrounding some already-named Clergy.

While receiving accounts and contributions from a wide range of individuals and organisations we
have proactively sought reflections on the context and practices during the period of Review, and
beyond. Our experience of reviews of this nature have led us to proactively and consciously take
steps to avoid the use of "hindsight bias", which research suggests is a tendency to "consistently
exaggerate what could have been anticipated in foresight"®, and to avoid application of the "knew
it all along" effect 7. In order to avoid this, we have consciously taken on strategies, for example
regular exploration of possible alternative outcomes of events to those which occurred, and
testing what may have influenced individuals and organisational responses with those who were
practising in the Church or involved in the relevant organisations and institutions at the time.

We have spent long periods of time with victims of the abuse, and their accounts ground the
Review in the time and provide the central point from which we analyse responses. We have
also taken lengthy and detailed contributions from those who are able to provide them from the
1970s and 1980s when John Smyth’s abuse was first known of, and as we have explored earlier,
reflected on the national context, as well as guidance and legislation that applied to that time. It
is acknowledged that some of the contributors to the Review were unable to describe their
experiences without applying hindsight to their accounts, given the publicity and coverage that
this case has received since 2017. As experienced Reviewers, we are confident that we have
taken a balanced approach to ensure we reach informed conclusions in our analysis.

The NST has provided Reviewers with a policy timeline, setting out the historical development of
child protection and safeguarding policies within the Church of England spanning 1988-2019

8 Fischhoff, 1975
7 Vincent, 2006
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(Appendix 3). This has informed our analysis of the actions of individuals and organisations
where relevant.

In paragraph 3.1 (6) the ToR requires us also to: “Ensure that if, in the course of [our] work [we]
identify additional relevant matters (whether additional allegations or failures to respond properly
by a Church officer® or Church body), that these are brought to the immediate attention of the
police and other statutory authorities, the Director of Safeguarding, and Winchester College as
appropriate”.

In researching information for the Review, several "Church officer” were identified who may have
"failed to respond properly". As required by the ToR, the names and information regarding these
individuals were brought to the attention of the Director of Safeguarding for their investigation and
subsequent decision on action to be taken. This process enabled the Director to establish only
whether a Church officer posed a current safeguarding risk, rather than holding them accountable
for their actions at earlier points in time.

Where additional allegations or concerns of a safeguarding nature have been identified, these
have been referred to relevant statutory authorities as is determined in statutory safeguarding
guidance and wider law,® where appropriate. The NST has also been notified in cases where this
relates to those in the scope of this Review.

As the Review progressed, it became apparent that there were several victims who, since the
abuse occurred, have become Church officers. As victims, they would have known of the abuse,
its severity and detail and may have "failed to act" according to the ToR and were therefore also
brought to the attention of the Director of Safeguarding at the NST. A subsequent decision was
made by the NST that they would not investigate those victims at that time, acknowledging that
they would face or have faced additional challenges in having to disclose the abuse they had
experienced to "respond properly". This decision applied unless it was deemed that the individual
posed a significant safeguarding risk at the current time, described by the Director as "a
proportionate and sensitive approach". This decision was based on the principle that these
individuals should be considered as victims first. Where relevant, this is analysed further in this
report and reflected in the learning from this Review.

During the Review, and in agreement with commissioners, we have explored relevant areas,
adapting to new information and lines of enquiry, using the ToR as our guiding document, which
states at paragraph 4.3 that; “Where appropriate the Reviewer may, with the agreement of the
Director of Safeguarding, follow up any alternate material lines of enquiry with any other
potentially relevant witness or organisation, not already detailed in these ToR, which in the
Reviewer’s opinion might be relevant to the Review”. We have identified in this report where this
has occurred.

The ToR states at paragraph 6.4 that: “The Reviewer will not be able to make formal findings of
fact but is asked to give a view, informed by his professional judgement, as to what version of
events seems most likely, on the balance of probabilities.” As a result, and in the writing of the
report, we have based our analysis on evidence that we have gathered over the course of the
Review. Where judgements have had to be made as to whether something took place or not and
where there is conflicting or incomplete evidence, the view expressed in this report is based upon
the balance of probabilities and will state that, where it has been necessary to make that
decision.

Oversight of the Review progress took place with commissioners via Directors/Deputy Directors
of the NST, with changes in those holding these roles on several occasions throughout the
review period, and its Learning Lessons Review Group (LLR)'® regularly receiving written and
verbal updates on progress and any impediments to this. Regular feedback was also given by
members of the LLR to the General Synod, with public statements communicated by the NST on
the Church of England website. The NST recognised the impacts of all these factors and offered
additional resources from February 2021. Additional resource helped later in the process, when

8 “A "Church officer" is anyone appointed/elected by or on behalf of the Church to a post or role, whether they are ordained or
lay, paid or unpaid", Church of England website, 2023.

® Working Together 2023, The Care Act 2014, Crime and Disorder Act 1998.

0 The LLR group was an internal Church group that oversaw multiple reviews including this. Reviewers were called in to update on
progress and to escalate any issues. Members of LLR over time included two lead Bishops for Safeguarding, Deputy Safeguarding

Bishop, Church Media and Communications Lead, NST Directors/Deputy Director, NST Case Workers and others.
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the administrative burden of collating all the material gathered in the writing of the report was
greatest. Additional resource was then included and legal advisors were appointed to assist with
the process.

APPROACH

From the start of our involvement in this Review, our strong intention has been to ensure victims
are at the front and centre of the Review process, to empower them to participate in whatever
form and extent they deem as appropriate. Throughout the course of the Review, we were
privileged to have met many of John Smyth’s victims in person, their accounts providing a central
reference point throughout the chronology and the analysis of events and are central to the
learning that has been identified. Victims told us that they wanted this Review to provide an
independent, true, and accurate account of the abuse and the responses to this that they have
experienced over the years since. We have remained in regular contact with several victims, and
we hope that by engagement and involvement in the Review process as far as we have been
able to, we have gone some way in achieving this.

In the process of drafting this report, we asked victims how they would like their accounts and
experiences to be reflected. One option presented, and taken by many, was to provide a written
impact statement, detailing the varying nature and extend of the impact of the abuse on their
mental and physical health, their relationships, families, friends, faith, and careers. These
accounts are threaded throughout the Review. Following discussion with those that have been
able to engage in the Review, we have adopted the term “victim” to describe those traumatised
and affected by John Smyth's abuse, whether that be psychological and/or physical and sexual
abuse. This includes his own family members. While some people prefer the term “survivor’ we
hope that the use of “victim” will help to express the serious and long-lasting impact of the trauma
they experience from the abuse. John Smyth’s victims include those psychologically abused or
affected and include victims’ families and friends.

We have been able to harness the voices of victims in Zimbabwe through the affidavits made by
victims to the courts in Zimbabwe during an attempt to bring John Smyth to justice there in 1997.

This report is supported by a detailed timeline, which lays out the known and evidenced
sequence of events in a chronological order, as required by the ToR. The chronology is
deliberately a summary, meaning not all detail known to Reviewers is included. This is
specifically done to avoid the risk of ‘jigsaw’ identifying individuals. The details in the chronology
reflect material which has been provided to us in the course of the Review, and the inclusion of
an item in the chronology therefore does not denote that we have reached a conclusion on the
matter referenced.

This Review does not attempt to comment on matters of theology, except where that is directly
relevant to an understanding of a particular event and to the knowledge that the Church of
England could have had at the time. Equally, the Review does not offer a whole critique of the
bodies and organisations involved, or their theology, beyond matters directly relevant to this
Review, for example in terms of John Smyth exploiting theological matters to enable his abuse.
These matters are outside scope of the ToR.

We aim to clarify facts and dispel myths that have developed over time in relation to this case.
During the Review, we have heard many hypotheses and accounts of the time that we have
tested and proved or disproved to ensure as accurate as possible a chronology of events from
which to draw from to ensure lessons are learned once and for all from this case.

METHODOLOGY

The methodology adopted for this Review is a hybrid of evidence based and tested models used
in other types of safeguarding case reviews. Reviewers have extensive experience of review
methodologies adapting these to suit each unique situation, adopting the approaches and key
principals of Review from models such as Root Cause Analysis and Appreciative Inquiry. These
methods were applied in meetings with contributors to the Review, and in terms of the specific
lines of enquiry that followed. Literature was reviewed, applying critical analysis and cross
referencing of evidence with other relevant reviews and investigations from within the period.

The Review has taken place in the following phases:
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5.2.6

Information Gathering: October 2019 — October 2022

(@)
(b)
(c)
(d)

Call for evidence and information from individuals and organisations
Research and review of literature, historic files and papers
Notification of review to all known victims

Direct requests for archive files and information from within the Church and all
relevant organisations in UK, Africa, and Canada

Engagement: November 2019 — December 2023

(@)
(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)

Face-to-face meetings with victims

Meetings with interested parties — both individuals and organisational
representatives

Meetings with Church officers
Liaison/referral of concerns or safeguarding issues to church/statutory services.

Reporting progress to LLR Group and NST

Chronology development: January 2021 — February 2024

(@)
(b)
(c)

Detailed review of all papers
Identifying significant events

Factual accuracy checking events with participants and in historic records

Report Writing: October 2022 — May 2024

(@)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

Analysis of key events

Fact checking and cross-referencing information
Developing key findings

Drafting recommendations

Proof reading

Representations process: May 2024 — October 2024

(@)
(b)
(c)
(d)

Engagement with criticised persons and organisations
Factual accuracy checking and cross referencing
Consideration of feedback, editing and proof-reading report

Legal advice within the process

Report handover to the Church of England: 18" October 2024

While delivering this Review, we have gathered vast amounts of information and evidence from a
wide range of sources. These are in keeping with the requirements set out in section 4.2,
"Relevant Material’ in the Review ToR:

"The Reviewer will need to gather evidence from relevant Church of England bodies and office
holders as set out below, so far as this is possible, to include:



(1) The oral accounts of those with an interest in this Review, namely survivors, clergy, and
appropriate others (“Interested Parties”), to the extent that they are willing to take part in
the Review; and

(2) Relevant documentary evidence as set out below."

54 Some material was provided to us in redacted form. It is important to note that some individuals,
who are victims, have expressed a wish to remain anonymous. In summary, contributions were
made and information gathered in the following categories.

541 The categories of individuals engaged in the Review are:

(@)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

()

(9)
(h)

(i)

0

John Smyth’s victims in the UK
Family members of victims
Close surviving relatives of John Smyth

People (including some Church of England Clergy) who knew John Smyth
through various associations

People (including some Church of England Clergy) who knew something of the
abuse and who reported some matters into the Church or other bodies

People (including some Church of England Clergy) who knew of the abuse but did
not report to anyone

Family members of those who knew of the abuse

Trustees of the Zambesi Trust'! that supported John Smyth and his family to
move to Zimbabwe in July 1984 and beyond

Those that contributed financially to Zambesi Trust and/or John and Anne
Smyth’s living costs in Africa and South Africa

Others wishing to offer a contribution to the Review in the UK or overseas

54.2 Where Clergy are named, rather than use of full and formal titles, simply, we are
referring to well-known, simple titles such as “the Reverend” or “Bishop” to ensure that
the report is accessible to all.

54.3 Organisations engaged in the Review are:

(@)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
()

Winchester College

Titus Trust

Scripture Union

Lawyers Christian Fellowship
The Stewards Trust

Police Constabularies — Hampshire and Isle of Wight, Thames Valley,
Cambridgeshire, Metropolitan, Surrey and Sussex

55 Written evidence submitted:

5.5.1 A large volume of documentation has been submitted to Reviewers in a variety of
formats, including several detailed files containing contemporaneous handwritten
correspondence, notes, and papers. We have reviewed much-published literature in

" The Zambesi Trust ceased to exist 10" July 2018.



the form of books, articles and blogs relating to this case written in the UK and abroad
over the review period. Many written submissions and formal reports regarding this
case have also been submitted and reviewed. Where there have been conflicts in the
material examined, we have gone back to contributors to establish what the facts are,
as far as is possible.

5.5.2 Over a weekend in February of 1992, exactly 10 years after the first ‘investigative
report’ of John Smyth’s abuse was prepared by Reverend Mark Ruston, a small
number of victims met and discussed their experience of the abuse in meetings taking
place in several sessions. These were recorded on audio tape, lasting around 11
hours, we have been given access to these recording by a victim for the purposes of
this Review.

5.6 Links to other Reviews

5.6.1 At the time that the ToR were written, it was intended that the Review would
encompass the responses of other organisations. It states:

"The Review will consider the response of the Church of England and its officers to
those allegations, and the response of other organisations, namely Winchester
College, the Titus Trust, and the Scripture Union, to the extent that those organisations
are willing to co-operate."

5.6.2 All three organisations have, since the writing of the ToR, published their own reports
detailing their involvement in this case, their own findings and learning for their
organisations. Winchester College and Scripture Union'? delivered and published
independently led reviews of their responses to this case, and the Titus Trust an
independent culture review' which includes reference to and learning from their
involvement, reflecting knowledge also from Iwerne Trust'* records.

5.6.3 The core purpose of this Review is to learn lessons for the Church of England, and this
is the approach we have taken, referencing these other organisations, and the findings
from their respective Reviews, where appropriate and necessary.

5.7 Confidentiality and Information Sharing

571 All those participating in this Review were alerted to the ToR and Privacy Notice for
this Review, which protects their rights in terms of data laws.

5.7.2 Steps have been taken to anonymise the name of individual victims and to redact or
omit information which might allow for identification. The ToR make clear that this
Review is intended to focus on what the Church of England (including relevant officers)
knew about the abuse allegedly perpetrated by John Smyth and the Church of
England's response to allegations of that abuse. The ToR envisage that redactions
should be applied to this report only for genuinely good faith reasons and were, we
understand, drafted with the intention that this report should name criticised persons,
and that anonymity should only apply to victims.

5.7.3 Some individuals named in this report are not directly part of the Church, but of
institutions connected to the Church such as the Titus Trust. Details of these
individuals are in many cases already in the public domain. They are named because
the Review concludes that the Church was very heavily influenced by the views and
representations of such individuals, despite them not forming part of the official Church
hierarchy. We consider this is important in understanding the Church's handling of
allegations relating to John Smyth.

2 Review Of Abuse In The 1970s And 1980s By John Smyth QC Of Pupils From Winchester College Scripture Union John Smyth
Review Executive Report 2021

'3 Titus Trust Independent Culture Review Report 2021

4 lwerne Trust was a Christian charity predominately focussed on funding for Iwerne Camps.



https://www.winchestercollege.org/stories/a-statement-from-the-warden-and-fellows-of-winchester-college
https://content.scriptureunion.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-03/Executive_Summary_of_SU_John_Smyth_Independent_Case_Review_March_2021.pdf
https://content.scriptureunion.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-03/Executive_Summary_of_SU_John_Smyth_Independent_Case_Review_March_2021.pdf
https://www.titustrust.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Titus-Trust-Independent-Culture-Review-Report-FINAL-Nov-2021.pdf

6. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS IN THE WRITING OF THE REPORT
6.1 Context of ‘the time’

6.1.1 The early period covered by the Review applies to a time when safeguarding'®, as a
term and way of ensuring child and adult safety, was in its infancy. This has been
offered as a contributory factor explaining the lack of action or reporting of abuse to
statutory services by those that knew it had occurred. This explanation has been
offered as a reason to Reviewers for the lack of response to victims in the 1980s,
earlier and later up to 2017, when the abuse was investigated by Channel 4 and was
then known in the public domain.

6.1.2 Reviewers were provided with a policy timeline document, produced for IICSA
(Appendix 3), setting out the historical development of child protection and
safeguarding policies within the Church of England spanning 1988-2019. This has
informed our analysis of the actions of individuals and organisations. We have been
advised by the NST that there is no record of any earlier Church child protection or
safeguarding policy or guidance that is relevant to this Review for our consideration.

6.1.3 However, we know that the protection of children from abuse and neglect had been
established in law since much earlier than even the earliest period of this Review, for
example the 1948 Children Act, and was reviewed at key points in time up to the
1970s, where this Review commences. Of significance to the period of this Review is
the abusive and tragic death of Maria Colwell in 1973, murdered by her stepfather who
beat and starved her. Maria’s death and the circumstances of it were widely reported
in national press at that time and in future years. In fact, public and media pressure led
to the Government instigating a full public inquiry, and an eventual change in
legislation with the Children Act 1975.

6.1.4 While ‘safeguarding’ as a term may not have been widely understood in the early
period covered by the Review, and practice guidance or policy for Church did not exist
prior to the earliest entry on the policy timeline provided to Reviewers, the importance
of protecting of children from physical harm was a widely known societal issue of
concern.

6.2 Child Victims

6.2.1 As the first ‘investigative report’ of John Smyth’s abuse prepared by the Reverend
Mark Ruston (the Ruston Report), detailed later in the Review, states, and our Review
explores later, children'® from the age of 17 and younger were known to have been
seriously physically, psychologically, and sexually abused by John Smyth. This was
known in 1982 and beyond, at least by those that were in receipt of the Ruston Report.
We have received accounts of sexualised approaches to children age 14, and several
victims that have described the abuse indicate that they were as young as 13 when
contact was first made by John Smyth and 14 when they began to be regularly and
persistently contacted by John Smyth. Reflecting on the abuse then perpetrated, they
describe this as being the age that they began to be psychologically abused and
groomed by him, for example:

"Between the ages of 14 and 15 ..... John Smyth was very quick to pick up on our
individual qualities and praise us for these........By the time | was 16 not only were we
going to his house in Morestead on Sunday’s but also occasionally going there in the
evening without the permission of our head of house master."

5 Safeguarding and promoting the welfare of children is defined in Government guidance as: protecting children from
maltreatment, preventing impairment of children’s mental and physical health or development, ensuring that children grow up in
circumstances consistent with the provision of safe and effective care, taking action to enable all children to have the best
outcomes. Working together to safeguard children 2023: statutory guidance (publishing.service.gov.uk)

Safeguarding of adults is defined in Government guidance as: Safeguarding means protecting an adult’s right to live in safety, free
from abuse and neglect. Care and support statutory guidance - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)

16 ,..a child is defined as anyone who has not yet reached their 18th birthday’ Working together to safeguard children 2023:
statutory guidance (publishing.service.gov.uk), “Child” means...a person under the age of 18.” Children Act 1975 (superseded by
Children Act 1989)



https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/65803fe31c0c2a000d18cf40/Working_together_to_safeguard_children_2023_-_statutory_guidance.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/care-act-statutory-guidance/care-and-support-statutory-guidance
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/65803fe31c0c2a000d18cf40/Working_together_to_safeguard_children_2023_-_statutory_guidance.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/65803fe31c0c2a000d18cf40/Working_together_to_safeguard_children_2023_-_statutory_guidance.pdf
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1989/41/section/105

"I was groomed by John Smyth QC between the ages of 16 and 20, and violently
assaulted by him at the end of that timeframe."

6.3 Seriousness of abuse, Church guidance, and the Law

6.3.1

6.3.2

6.3.3

The Reviewers are not lawyers or otherwise legally trained, although our professional
lives have, of necessity, involved us in considering the application of the legal
framework applying to child protection measures. What follows is not, therefore,
presented as legal analysis but as a reflection on (i) the legal and cultural framework in
place at the times when the abuse was occurring; (ii) what contributors have told us
about that framework and how they say it affected their actions or inaction at relevant
times. The Review does not rely on the personal assessment of the Reviewers in
terms of the law.

An argument which has been put forward by some is that the abuse occurred at a time
when corporal punishment and caning of children within education establishments was
still legal’”. While this was the case, it is important to note that over a third of schools in
Britain had banned corporal punishment by this point, recognising the harm and long-
term impact it caused. Early investigations into the abuse made it very clear that the
abuses carried out by John Smyth went far beyond what even at that time would have
been deemed “corporal punishment’. Our assessment is that this was abuse of an
extremely severe nature, and it is the view of the Reviewers that reliance on the then-
current legal and cultural framework is not a reasonable explanation for the level of
actions taken, particularly by those that read the Ruston Report. Some contributors to
the Review suggest that their knowledge of John Smyth’s abuse, throughout the period
up until 2017, was within the realms of corporal punishment and ‘caning’, rather than
abuse, and that this explains their response and lack of reporting. It is evident that
those informed by the Ruston Report would have been clearly aware of the grim extent
of the abuse, and we hypothesise that this knowledge could have been passed on
more widely as word spread among these individuals’ networks and contacts. The
Ruston Report, viewed by several people in 1982, states:

"The scale and severity of the practice was horrific. Five of the 13 | have seen were in
it only for a short time. Between them they had 12 beatings and about 650 strokes. The
other 8 received about 14,000 strokes: 2 of them having some 8,000 strokes over the
three years. The others were involved for one year of 18 months. 8 spoke of bleeding
on most occasions (“I could feel the blood splattering on my legs” — “I was bleeding for
3% weeks” ‘| fainted sometime after a severe beating”). | have seen bruised and
scored buttocks, some two-and-a-half months after the beating. Beatings of 100
strokes for masturbation, 400 for pride, and one of 800 strokes for some undisclosed
“fall” are recorded.”

The severity of the abuse is best demonstrated also by victims in their own words:

"I know that my bottom bled from the beatings.... | would need to wear nappies for
three or four days afterwards. Then | would have a scab that needed to heal and that
might take another week or so.

I don’t think it was long before | was having to wear nappies. It might have been the
fourth time. Something like that...Smyth supplied the nappies, but | don’t remember
where he got them from.

[at College ...] they have this thing called Formal Hall. It’s an evening meal where you
all stand up for Grace. After Grace, you all sit down together, of course if you sat down
really, really slowly, people around you would wonder what’s going on. So, | perfected
the art of sitting down very quickly till my bottom was about two inches above the
bench. This was because they were, these were hard benches, and they weren’t
cushioned. | would then let myself down very, very slowly the last two inches. It was

7 1n 1986, beatings in state schools were outlawed with the Education Act 1986. The ban was extended to fee-paying schools in

March 1998.



6.3.4

6.3.5

6.3.6

almost humorous that | was doing that | mean | had to because it would be too painful
to sit down quickly."

"The number of strokes increased each time up to well over a hundred.... The total was
between 800 and 1000 over ten visits."

"I was struck 30-40 times with a cane across my boftom, sometimes the cane missed
my bottom and connecting with my thigh. The pain was so intense, my bottom was
bleeding and despite it being red raw he would continue striking me. Each hit was very
violent, and it was extraordinarily painful. Smyth was hitting me as hard as he could —
he was sweating and exerting a lot of energy with each stroke.

During my time at Smyth’s house I recall conversations in which he stated that he had
broken canes during the beatings.

At no point did | seek medical attention following the beatings, for some years there
was evidence of scars however these are no longer visible.

... and then he struck me. | thought until that moment that he was a nice guy, but that
first strike was so brutal, there was no holding back at all, there was no mercy in it,
there was no gentleness in it, it was absolutely ferocious and the sting and then the
burning sensation.

It wasn't like anything that | had ever experienced before in my life, so | remember it
very well as it literally knocked the breath out of me. | remember there was a pause
after 10 lashes, but he didn’t ask if | was alright because | would’ve said no. He then
beat me for a further 10 strokes and during those strokes | remember for the very first
time that my skin was probably breaking. There were 10 further strokes and at that
point there was a sensation of hot blood coming to the surface of my skin and | think
probably breaking through my skin.

John was a very strong man and using a fairly substantial stick."

While child protection legislation may not have been in place at this time, other
legislation was clearly known about and relevant in 1982 and to this case. Indeed, it
was explicitly identified by the initial ‘investigator’ in his report that John Smyth had
committed offences going as far as to give exact sections of legislation that applied,
stating the abuses were: “Technically all offences under the Offenses Against The
Person Act of 1861, Sec. 47".

The legislation (of then and now) regarding this is assault occasioning actual bodily
Harm (ABH) — Section 47 Offences Against the Person Act 1861. There was clearly a
breach of this section in this case. The offence is committed when a person
intentionally or recklessly assaults another, thereby causing actual bodily harm. It must
be proved that the assault (which includes “battery”) “occasioned” or caused the bodily
harm. Bodily harm has its ordinary meaning and includes any hurt calculated to
interfere with the health or comfort of the victim: such hurt need not be permanent, but
must be more than transient and trifling.'®

This sentence, contained within the Ruston Report, suggests that some research, and
knowledge or even consultation with a legal or criminal law expert had taken place in
terms of the abuse. There are excerpts contained in this report, taken from notes
written at the time, that suggest legal advice of some description was sought, for
example, see point 5 of the document below'®. This suggests that Mark Ruston was
discussing “who could D (DCMF/ the Reverend David Fletcher) ask about legality of
beatings”. The name Ross Cornes appears, likely to be Graham Ross-Cornes, a
lawyer associated with a case that John Smyth also worked on, next to this point
indicating he may have been consulted.

18 Offences against the Person. incorporating the Charging Standard | The Crown Prosecution Service (cps.gov.uk)

9 Redaction/s were applied to this document and many of the added screenshots within the report, prior to being provided to

Reviewers.


https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/offences-against-person-incorporating-charging-standard
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6.3.7 Several of the victims' accounts indicate their experience of sexual abuse, particularly
describing John Smyth kissing them, draping himself and/or his arms over them,
nakedness and other indicators of sexual abuse. This is detailed later in victims'
accounts and in analysis of the types of abuse experienced. Had formal legal and
police consideration taken place, we consider that this could have been seen to breach
of Section 15 of the Sexual Offences Act 1956, which provided that: “(1) It is an offence
for a person to make an indecent assault on a man. (2) A boy under the age of sixteen
cannot in law give any consent which would prevent an act being an assault for the
purposes of this section." This was in force until 30" April 2004 and therefore covers
most of the relevant period of the Review, including the ‘early’ period. This was not
indicated in the Ruston Report or in any way reflected in the response at that time, or
in future, to the abuse, indicating a lack of acknowledgement or understanding of this
as sexual abuse of children or adults.

6.3.8 While practices in the Church of England began to be influenced in terms of child
abuse and neglect from 1988, with papers and discussions taking place onwards of
this time, the House of Bishops issued the first Church safeguarding policy document
much later in 1995, called “Policy on Child Abuse™. This was disseminated to all
bishops, diocesan secretaries, and registrars. As a result of this policy, each diocesan
bishop was expected to appoint a ‘representative to advise on matters of child
protection’. The relevance of this is explored in further sections of this report.

6.3.9 Prior to this, in 1991 the House of Bishops ‘Standing Committee’ considered
information regarding ritual and satanic abuse of children following a high-profile case
in Orkney and resultant official inquiry established in August 1991 by Lord Clyde. Child
sexual abuse and action to respond to it within the Church was formally discussed from
December 1993. At this time, a resolution was passed that urged all to work to end
sexual abuse and exploitation of women and children, following “evidence of sexual
abuse within the Anglican Church?®". A paper to “address the question as to whether
the Church should devise formal guidelines in relation to child sexual abuse” was

2 Timeline historical development of child protection and key safeguarding policies, NST, 2019 (Appendix 3)
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produced in the same year. It is not clear if this guideline included abuse of boys and
men. Again, the relevance of this in terms of the actions taken by Church officers to
respond to victims of John Smyth is further explored later in the report.

6.3.10  The Church’s July 1995 policy was prompted, in part, by Government guidance issued
in 1993 (Safe From Harm). The policy is primarily concerned with child abuse but does
contain guidance for Bishops on dealing with instances of adult abuse. A policy on
recruitment of people into ordained ministry, lay ministry, as well as paid staff and
volunteers, is included. This largely consists of the requirement on people applying for
these positions to self-declare any criminal or civil proceedings they may have been
involved with. These applicants were also required to self-declare whether they had
caused harm to children or put them at risk (but not adults).

6.3.11 This 1995 policy was revised and updated in 1999, with a further updating policy
issued in 2004, Protecting All God’s Children. This introduced a Lead Bishop for
Safeguarding and a culture of “informed vigilance”. In 2006 the first policy on
safeguarding dedicated to adults only was issued (Promoting a Safer Church). The 4
edition of Protecting All God’s Children was issued in 2010, with no substantial
revisions.

6.3.12  Our review of Church safeguarding policy reflects the IICSA investigation of the
Anglican Church findings and reported in conclusions and recommendations, namely
that prior to 2013, many of the Church’s safeguarding policies had “significant
weaknesses and implementation of those policies was patchy’??, while since 2015 this
has been more comprehensive, there are still improvements to be made.

Scale of the abuse

6.3.13  Evidence considered in this Review suggests that 16 Winchester College students
were physically abused 2%, with a further six to eight who were groomed. A further nine
victims were abused who had attended eight other public schools prior to the abuse
occurring — we strongly suspect that the true figure is probably greater, hence the
probable total of victims from this period being in the order of 26 to 30 victims who
were abused by John Smyth in the UK. Of these, at least five were recruited by John
Smyth directly from universities, with no pre-existing connection to, or attendance, at
Iwerne camps.?* Approximately 60% of those known to have been abused went to
Cambridge University, with the rest attending six other universities. John Smyth
actively travelled to and recruited at these universities, mainly via the Christian Unions
there, being invited to talk.

6.3.14  There is evidence of John Smyth perpetrating abuse against boys and young men in
Zimbabwe, detailed later in this report, with evidence primarily given from an
independent investigation carried out there in 1993, known as the Coltart Report®. The
nature and extent of this is truly shocking and relevant to the learning for this Review.
We have been passed detailed statements from people who were aware of this abuse
and attempting to prevent it at the time, as well as contemporaneous papers, and from
research carried out by one of the UK victims. The number of victims in Africa is
estimated at around 85 to 100 male children aged 13 to 17.

The lasting effects of the abuse

6.3.15  Victims do not form a clear homogenous group — the impact upon each person is
personal and cannot be generalised. A small number of victims we have spoken with
(and some others reported to us through a third party) describe ways that they have
come to terms with the abuse they suffered and have been able to compartmentalise it.

22 The Anglican Church Investigation Report | ICSA Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse October 2020

2 The Winchester College Review of this case includes detailed accounts of the abuse experienced by students (known as
Wykehamists) at the College. This Review is not attempting to reproduce detail in that Review or of those produced by other
organisations that have explored the abuse. Readers are encouraged to read the Winchester College Review report to enable full
understanding of the nature and extent of their involvement and the experiences of victims in relation to that as well as all subsequent
learning identified. Review Of Abuse In The 1970s And 1980s By John Smyth QC Of Pupils From Winchester College

24 John Smyth’s involvement as a volunteer leader in Christian camps known as “lwerne Camps” (run at Clayesmore School, lwerne
Minster, Dorset) is explored as a potential enabling factor in his access to victims and the abuse perpetrated.

2 Report on Mr John Smyth and Zambezi Ministries 19" October 1993 by David Coltart — Appendix 1
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6.3.16

6.3.17

6.3.18

A greater proportion of victims describe long lasting impacts including trauma,
diagnosis of PTSD and significant mental health conditions because of the abuse.
Several people articulate their experience of retraumatising events at several points in
this case, most significantly triggered by investigations, reviews such as this, news
reports, articles, and debates that take place on social media. The Channel 4
programmes, aired in February 2017, while viewed as a positive development, bringing
the case in to the public domain, were also an immensely triggering event for many.
This was the catalyst to several victims feeling they had no option but to disclose their
experience of the abuse to their families, friends and even the public as a result of
speculation and debate that took place as a result of the programme.

"I told my mum, my brothers, my sister, my children - | knew that, one way or another,
my name would come into the frame and everybody was incredibly shocked and very
supportive. | don't know whether it felt like a relief or not, it felt very awkward and, in
some ways, talking to my mum about it was more difficult than talking to anyone else
about it."

Victims have reported mixed and complex feelings because of the abuse, including
feelings of worthlessness, ‘Why me?’, guilt ‘Did | encourage this in some way? Am | to
blame?’ and shame ‘How could | have let this go on? Why did | go back?’. More details
of the abuse came to light with the publication of the Bleeding for Jesus book, and as
reports from Scripture Union, Titus Trust and the Winchester College Reviews
pertaining to this case were published. Again, victims tell us that while these have
assisted in promoting public awareness of the horrific abuse and lack of responses,
they were also understandably retraumatising. Victims describe how they were
anxious about more details being made public, had flashbacks, and had real concerns
about what their family and friends would think of them. Several victims are accessing
therapeutic support, many have been doing so for several years and find this crucial to
their recovery. We have heard from victims how, because of the abuse and trauma,
several of their intimate relationships and friendships ended.

"My faith had been a central part of my life, but that instinct told me | could not co-exist
with it. So, | rejected my faith. It was painful and disorientating. Over many months, |
was confused and frightened.”

"When [ lost my faith between 33 and 36 years of age, my life took a steep downhill
dive. Divorce and alcohol dependency were the main issues, accompanied by
loneliness and a lack of self-belief. | am not saying this is totally down to JS or even
other outside influences. We have to take responsibility for whatever life throws at us —
and at the time | wasn’t taking responsibility. However, it would be a strange thing to
think that he had no influence at all.

The impact this has had on me throughout my life is that it had impacted on my
relationship with my parents, because | became very secretive."

"The process | went through, that compartmentalising process, that cutting off, that loss
of contact with people, that loss of contact with part of your history. That denial of stuff
that was really important to you, had been really important to you, that sense of having
to reframe so much of life, at that point. That was quite traumatic, | suppose, and that
was | think what | would still feel quite emotional about."

Victims have detailed how they continue to experience PTSD, with many lasting and
life-changing effects, including an inability to work, difficulty with family relationships
and friendship, hyper-vigilance, obsessive behaviour, panic attacks. Several victims
have described how they continue to have suicidal thoughts, and some victims have
attempted suicide.

We have been told by several victims that their lives have been irrevocably impacted
because of the abuse and the responses to it over the decades that this Review
covers:

"Basically, | just rejected everything. | rejected my friends, | rejected my faith, |
rejected everything.
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It meant also that | rejected my friends — I could not rationally justify to myself what |
was doing and knew | could certainly not explain it to them in terms they would
understand.”

6.3.19  One victim describes how tells of way the abuse impacted on his studies whilst at
university:

"At the end of my second year, | failed my exams and was strongly encouraged to
leave. | could have continued, but the College’s exam results overall were poor and |
was led to believe that | wasn’t wanted anymore. And so | left in a great deal of
confusion....In retrospect, the JS saga was a huge distraction to my studying. But |
was unable to put this to my tutor. As it was a secretive group.

Looking back on these events, | am persuaded that my future career and more
importantly my relationship with my parents suffered greatly."

6.3.20  The fact that John Smyth evaded justice and the thought that he could have been
stopped at several points over the years, has added to these traumas, as is best
explained by victims themselves:

"It deeply troubles me and disturbs me to this day that criminal acts were committed
against boys and young men and it was never reported to the Police. I'm desperately
disturbed by that and wrestle with it because speaking for myself, it would’ve helped
me enormously if I'd been able to have psychotherapy before leaving university, to get
my head sorted out around these traumas."

The impact of the abuse goes beyond individual victims, causing harm and trauma for
victims’ families. We have heard many examples of how the abuse caused family
problems, damaging relationships with parents, siblings and friends.

"...my relationship with my [sibling] has only now recovered from the hold that Smyth
took on my life - we've talked about it - | have asked for forgiveness for the way that |
moved away - and it has taken about thirty years to rebuild our relationship."

"...my father knew how close | had come to committing suicide on Christmas Day 2013
and my father was very concerned. He could see that | was still struggling.....In the
last meaningful conversation | had with my father, he was still apologising to me. | said
something like, ‘Dad, it’'s okay, everything is going to be okay, don’t worry about this.
Let’s have a game of Scrabble’. He just wanted to go through it and talk about it again.
If Justin Welby or the Church of England had exposed John Smyth’s abuse in 2013
publicly, it would have been a different life or a different end of life for my father.

Like myself, she [my mother] was certain that the questions that | had raised would be
addressed very quickly. However, they weren't and as a result she also saw a different
kind of mental turmoil descend. She was baffled — she got angry towards the end at
the lack of response from the Church of England. In the end it angered her so much,
she said ‘| don’t really want to talk about it, but when you come into the room, if the
Archbishop has got in touch with you, just give me a thumbs up’. She was alive until
October 2017, so we had this sort of — | would just go thumbs down. She would go,

ALl

‘thumbs up?’. | would go, ‘thumbs down’.

"My mother didn’t know until a couple of years ago whether or not | had been involved
in the suffering that other young men had endured...she’d carried her anxiety for
almost forty years."

6.3.21 For some people, the responses they have had from organisations have been, and
continue to be, traumatising. This is particularly true for some, regarding the response
of ‘officers’, ‘institutions’ and ‘participants'® of the Church of England. The lasting
effects of this abuse are felt both by and beyond the direct victims of his physical

26 As detailed and described in the ToR for this Review.
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6.3.22

6.3.23

6.3.24

6.3.25

6.3.26

abuse. Victims of grooming?” by John Smyth, that often describe their ‘narrow escape’
from physical abuse, also describe the impact of the psychosocial abuse and harm
caused by John Smyth’s coercion and control of them.

Dr Hanson, independent Clinical Psychologist?®, worked alongside Reviewers to
analyse relevant material and evidence as well as speaking directly with some key
witnesses on key issues to inform our analysis and learning from this case. Dr
Hanson’s primary findings and conclusions are fed into the relevant sections of this
report and the learning that has been identified. Firstly, Dr Hanson comments on the
impact and lasting effects of the abuse:

“The toll that his abuse has taken and continues to take is immense, ranging from lost
opportunities and damaged relationships to ongoing PTSD (including symptoms such
as nightmares and flashbacks) to crippling worthlessness, self-doubt, and shame. This
long-term impact flows from the core dynamics of his abuse.... Particularly pertinent is
the invisible yet central traps and double binds that victims were caught in — for
example, to withdraw from the beatings would have been narrated as weakness and
seen as shameful, but to have suffered them has also been experienced as such. Of
related and equal importance is John’s ‘mind control’ — how he, through various means
including charisma and gaslighting, forced onto his victims his judgemental version of
the world and them, leading to pervasive distrust in oneself and eroded autonomy. And
his abuse fundamentally shattered assumptions in his victims around safety and who
can be trusted, leaving many without this foundation for trusting others and navigating
life.”

John Smyth’s own family, specifically his children (now adults and parents themselves)
are also his victims. There is evidence of both psychological and physical abuse
perpetrated by John Smyth in his family environment. Mark Ruston made reference to
the children in a note from 1982:

7
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The risks posed by him to his family were largely ignored in the period covered by this
Review and are analysed in this report. John Smyth’s son is a victim of his physical
abuse. He was abused between the ages of 7 and 11 years old. The nature and extent
of the abuse mirrors the abuse perpetrated by John Smyth to other victims. The abuse
is described in his own words below, he has bravely given his permission to quote
these words from his journals:

"The walk up the path to the shed was agonizing. We always held hands. It was a two-
minute walk from the house. Sometimes we would walk in silence. Sometimes | would
ask how many | would get this time. Trips to the shed were never quick. Quick beatings
happened in the house, in his study or the upstairs bathroom. The shed was about the
experience. The experience often began days before. My dad was often away all week
and returned at the weekends. Mum would write my wrong-doings in “‘the book” in the
kitchen ready for my dad to read on his return. | had days of waiting. Days of
anticipating my next visit to the shed."

The family members who have participated in this Review give good evidence of what
it was like to live with John Smyth as a father:

"I wouldn’t call our home a happy home ... my dad was very domineering, very
dominant. It was always his way, or the highway and he had a massive temper on

27 Metropolitan Police describe grooming 'is when a person builds a relationship with a child, young person or an adult who's at risk
so they can abuse them and manipulate them into doing things. The abuse is usually sexual or financial, but it can also include other
illegal acts.” Grooming | Metropolitan Police

28 psychological analysis of John Smyth and his abuse, Dr Elly Hanson, August 2022 — Appendix 4
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6.3.27

6.3.28

6.3.29

6.3.30

6.3.31

him, so we all knew about it when he was angry, whether it was at you or someone
else, everyone knew about it."

"My memory of Dad is a pretty antsy guy who was prickly and difficult and pretty cross
a lot of the time, and stressed, and not very present in our family."

"My Dad positioned himself as a spiritual authority, not just in my life and my Mum’s
life, but other people’s lives. He had this fixation about being head of the family, so
that was a big one, spiritual."

"I will say that he is an unbelievably persuasive man, he was... If you sat in the room
with him, you pretty much believed whatever he said."

"He was completely unable to accept that he wasn't right, so everything was fine until
there was a confrontation or a disagreement about something, and then if that person
just wouldn'’t agree, then they went separate ways, basically and often very
unpleasantly after quite a few arguments and stuff. He did never seem to be able to
work something through with someone and just agree to disagree."

In a submission to the Review, one person described how he discovered, many years
after the event, that John Smyth had attended his brother’s funeral. His brother had
taken his own life at an early age and there is now some uncertainty as to why John
Smyth would have attended his funeral, as he had only a passing and distant
connection with him. A query now hangs over this for the family and people are asking
themselves whether their relative was one of the people groomed and affected by John
Smyth or whether there is a more innocent explanation.

Another aspect of the continuing and lasting effects of the abuse on individuals is seen
in the impacts that some victims have felt from being pursued and named as victims on
social media. One victim felt compelled to talk about the abuse he suffered from John
Smyth, following repeated calls for him to do so by people commenting on various blog
sites and on Twitter. The assertion being made was that Clergy who had been abused
should reveal that abuse, for there to be transparency and to help other victims. This
victim has described that he felt conflicted with a right to maintain privacy, and an
associated inherent right to choose not to talk of abuses he may have suffered. A
second victim has felt that he has been “outed” by references to him in published
statements, against his wishes and to a point where he has felt obliged to issue his
own personal statement about the abuse; he describes being deeply hurt by this.
Further details of these two victims’ situations cannot be given, as this would readily
identify them. They have both said to the Reviewers that they wish for their position to
be referenced in this Review and for there to be a recognition of the negative effect
that this has had on them and their families. One of these victims has said to us that
other people are in a similar position and that they are in fear of the fact that they have
been abused being brought to public attention.

As Reviewers and as safeguarding professionals, we believe that victims of abuse
have the right to remain silent about their experiences of abuse if they wish to. This is a
matter of personal choice and is covered by the Right to Privacy under Article 8 of the
Human Rights Act 1998 which incorporated the European Convention on Human
Rights into domestic British law.

The use of social media by Church officers and the position of Church officers who
have been abused in terms of personal disclosure are both explored further in the
Learning Themes section of this Review at page.

Victims continue to be very concerned about some aspects of the events that occurred
over 40 years ago. Two victims, for example, have different recollections of the
sequence of events and a process was instigated to enable them to reach a resolution
of those differences. This was a mediation process, coordinated by an independent
person and paid for by the Church. This process concluded but further issues have re-
opened the issues, with the matter not being fully resolved at the current time. This is
another example of the lasting effects of the abuses and the continuing trauma
experienced by victims.
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7.1

7.2

7.3

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

ABUSE IN AFRICA

John Smyth left the country to move to Zimbabwe in July 1984 and subsequently moved to South
Africa in August 2001. Whilst in Zimbabwe, he continued to abuse boys and young men and
there is evidence that abusive practices continued in South Africa until his death in August 2018.
We examine the evidence for these abuses, including several major attempts to stop him in
Zimbabwe, a failed trial against him and the suspicious death of 16-year-old Guide Nyachuru at
one of his Zimbabwean camps. In discussion with the commissioners of this Review, we have not
carried a detailed review of the abuse that took place in Africa as it was felt these sit outside the
remit for the Review. We have therefore concentrated on establishing and analysing support,
including financial support, offered to John Smyth, both in his to move to Zimbabwe and whilst he
lived there, and in South Africa, his associations with individual Church of England Clergy and his
continued recruitment of young men from the UK, using his Church connections.

As is explored later, a key recommendation from this review is that the Church considers options
to ensure a further independent review of abuses in Zimbabwe and South Africa is undertaken,
because of our findings.

The then Lead Bishop for safeguarding, Bishop Jonathan Gibbs, stated at General Synod in
February 2022, in response to a question by Professor Helen King, that “The Archbishop of
Canterbury wrote in March 2021 to the Archbishop of Cape Town asking if he would be willing to
undertake a review of the activities of John Smyth in Southern Africa, and offering his support for
this. The Archbishop of Cape Town replied outlining what they knew about Smyth, but as far as
we know there has not been a further investigation. In my view once the Makin review is
completed, subject to any legal constraints, as much information as possible should be passed to
the Anglican Church in Southern Africa, with a further offer of support for an investigation.” A
further statement regarding a review into Southern Africa was made to General Synod in July
2023 by the new Lead Bishop, Bishop Joanne Grenfell.

JOHN JACKSON SMYTH

John Jackson Smyth was born on 27" June 1941 in Calgary, Canada. His father, Colonel
Edward Smyth, was Plymouth Brethren at that time. By profession an orthopaedic surgeon, his
father is said to have been a keen mountaineer and involved in work with Indigenous people in
Newfoundland. John Smyth was one of three siblings, reported to have grown up in a very strict,
authoritarian family environment. The family moved to the Isle of Wight in 1948, moving away
from the Brethren but remaining a strictly Evangelical family environment, with strong patriarchal
beliefs in terms of women'’s place, in society and religion, as well as homophobic views.

During our engagement with John Smyth’s family members, we were advised that he may have
been attacked and possibly sexually assaulted, age nine or ten while out riding his bicycle. This is
said to have taken place at the end of a pier on the Isle of Wight. Dr Hanson refers to this in her
report, and gives some context to later events.

John Smyth attended a public school called St Lawrence. Several contributors to the Review,
including family members, have reported to us that he carried a lifelong resentment that he had
not gone to one of the more “elite” public schools, as recognised by the lwerne movement. John
Smyth is also said to have admired his father and sought to be his equal.

John Smyth went on to Trinity Hall College, Cambridge, in 1960 to read Natural Sciences,
switching to Law from his second year. He graduated in 1963, then taking his LLB at Trinity Hall,
graduating in 1964 (Information supplied by the Archives Manager at Trinity Hall)?. He attended
his first Iwerne camp at Easter 1964, when he was 22. Contributors to the Review have noted
that this was interesting in that the Reverend Eric Nash (“Bash”), who founded the Iwerne Trust
and ran the camps made an exception for John Smyth, his young protégé, seeming to escalate
his leadership with Iwerne despite his lack of connection to an elite public school. John Smyth did
not attend the camps as a child, so had not “risen through the ranks”, but was sought out by
Nash, seeing him as a strong Christian and a gifted Barrister, who would be offering something to
the lwerne camps. These observations have come from both close family members and from the
statements made by victims, both to the Review and to Hampshire Police.

2 Source: Archives, Trinity Hall, Cambridge University.
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8.5 In 1966 he met Anne Leggott (Josephine Anne Leggott, born 10" December 1944) at a
Children’s Special Service Mission house party in Swanage. John and Anne Smyth married in
1968 and they initially lived in Norwood, London. They had four children; their first child was born
in 1969 and the last in 1978. An unusual and, in the light of what is now known, disturbing fact is
that at least two of the Godparents of John and Anne Smyth’s children were young men, as
young as 16- years old, who were also his victims.

8.6 After graduating in 1964 with an LLB, he took up a pupillage at a prominent chambers in London.
He qualified as a Barrister in 1965 and in 1979, went on to be the youngest Queens Counsel
(QC) at the time (see listing below from Who’s Who 2017):

i

H, John Jackson; QC 1979; barrister-at-law; Director of Zambesi Mi
ican Enterprise, Zimbabwe, since 1986; b 27 June 1941; e s of Col Eds
ckson Smyth, FRCSEd, and late Ursula Helen Lucie (née Ross) m 1968, Jos
rd of late Walter Leggott and Miriam Moss Leggott, Manor Farm, Burtc
ree d. Educ: Strathcona Sch., Calgary, Alberta; St Lawrence ‘
mbridge. MA, LLB (Cantab). Called to Bar, Inner Temple
rder, 1978-84. Publication: Discovering Christianity °
g, sailing, trout fishing, real tennis. Address: 2 Crown
ox HG 167, Highlands, Harare, Zimbabwe. T': 42561.

8.6.1 A victim described his influence and presence at this time:

"He [was] a charismatic personality he was the blue-eyed boy, he was Mary Whitehouse’s
lawyer, he was in the public domain, everybody knew about him, he was a QC, very eloquent."

8.6.2 This and the analysis of the events that follow this section, demonstrates John Smyth as a
highly driven and manipulative man simultaneously carrying out the prolific grooming®,
exploitation and the physical abuse of his victims while holding multiple positions of power and
influence, and consistently seeking new ones, both in his legal career and Christian life. It is
important to contextualise this in the time, for example, recognising the limited communication
methods that existed with no internet, email, mobile phones, or social media. His abuse,
commitments and activities took place in person, reaching most parts of the UK.

8.6.3 The scale and intensity of his coercive®! and controlling behaviour is very apparent in both the
written materials and spoken submissions to this Review, including and beyond that of his
direct victims.

8.6.4 John Smyth is said to have been a highly influential and, some have said, ‘gifted’ speaker, his
reputation, and approach described to us often by victims as charismatic and is described later
‘magnetic’. A victim describes their early encounters with him as follows:

"I remember he was quite different from most of the other speakers {at the Christian Forum at
Winchester College} in that he was about 20 years younger than everyone else and more
dynamic. He was introduced at that time to be the youngest person to be a QC and was known
to be a brilliant barrister and very eloquent speaker. When he spoke, his natural facial
expression was to have a slight half grin, so to my mind even, within a charismatic evangelical
Christian movement, he stood out as being maybe a little bit more charismatic than most of the
other speakers.”

8.6.5 The Reviewers are tasked in clause 2.3(4) of the ToR with identifying what additional lessons
can be learnt which are relevant and which might improve safeguarding practice in the Church
of England, and it is important for future learning and improvement to fully understand the
motivations for John Smyth’s abuse. Dr Elly Hanson, Clinical Psychologist, has worked
alongside the Reviewers to analyse relevant material and evidence as well as speaking
directly with some key witnesses. From this, Dr Hanson has set out her own analysis using
existing research and evidence. Clause 3.1 of the ToR provides that the Review should "Place

33 See footnote 27 for Metropolitan Police definition of grooming

31 This term is used to describe the behaviour perpetrated by John Smyth, recognising that this type of abuse was not fully recognised
at this time. UK Government Home Office defines coercive behaviour as “an act or a pattern of acts of assault, threats, humiliation
and intimidation or other abuse that is used to harm, punish, or frighten their victim. Controlling behaviour is defined as a range of
acts designed to make a person subordinate and/or dependent by isolating them from sources of support, exploiting their resources
and capacities for personal gain, depriving them of the means needed for independence, resistance and escape and regulating their
everyday behaviour”.
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8.6.6

8.6.7

8.6.8

the actions of individuals and Church bodies in context, showing understanding of the
underlying reasons that led to individuals and organisations acting as they did, or which might
explain why they did so." Dr Hanson’s report has assisted the Reviewers in placing John
Smyth's actions into context and in identifying lessons learned as required by the ToR, but the
Review's conclusions are our own. Dr Hanson’s primary findings and conclusions are listed
below: understanding the abuse and motivations for it supports learning to prevent future harm
and to inform responses to it by the Church. This was explored by Dr Hanson in her research
for this Review?®?, her findings can be summarised as follows:

(a) Several forms of abuse were perpetrated by John Smyth — physical violence, sexual
abuse, coercive control, psychological abuse and emotional neglect (of his own children).
These abuses interact and overlap. He used parts of the Bible and religious authority to
assist his abuse, which can be seen as a distinct form of abuse — spiritual abuse — or as a
layer of his coercive control and psychological abuse.

(b) His core motives for committing the abuse - sexual gratification, pleasure from other
people’s pain (including their humiliation), status, a desire to be at the top of hierarchy
and to be admired and revered and the dominance and control of others.

(c) He had narcissistic personality disorder of a grandiose type and, related to this, little
interest in relational connection; little ability or willingness to self-reflect; a focus on his
self-interest above those of others; and little or no empathy.

(d) He displayed exhibitionist and voyeuristic tendencies; callousness; and an ability to
charm (a magnetism).

(e) He had a sexual interest in boys and young men, not incompatible with a sexual interest
in his wife.

(f) He held several core beliefs that likely played a role in contributing to his abusive
behaviour - these were that he was more important than others (i.e., a sense of
entitlement); that being gay or having gay sexual experiences is a serious moral wrong;
and that some people are ‘elected’ and endowed with special qualities to lead and be an
authority over others, in particular himself.

(g) He did not have a conception of or belief in relationships between equals, and often
behaved as if his family were avatars, not full people in their own right but in some way
extensions of himself.

Dr Hanson expands on these findings in her report and comments on the psychological effects
of this abuse on others including his victims. Her full report can be found in Appendix 4, as
relevant and appropriate to support the learning from this case, these are interwoven into the
relevant sections of the report.

John Smyth posed as a “father figure” to victims, often where victims had limited contact or
long separation from their own fathers. John Smyth exploited their vulnerability as children
away from home and their need for a father or parent role model. A victim describes the trust
placed in him:

"I trusted Smyth completely and completely trusted his motives. What we were doing seemed
to me a hundred percent, it was what God wants from me. It was like a parent telling their child
in as much as the parent only tells the child what’s good for them and the child accepts what
the parents are telling them."

Dr Hanson offers a very helpful analysis of how this enabled him to abuse:

"...John established himself to the boys (and the wider peer group) as a Christian authority
(their most important one), central to their salvation and faith, and as a father figure welcoming
them into his family. In this process he drew on his charisma, intelligence, and marriage and
family. And his grooming was made more effective by leaders and peers within the community
buying into his projected image of himself, giving it credibility and status. In all of this, John

32 psychological analysis of John Smyth and his abuse, Dr Elly Hanson, August 2022 Appendix 4
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presented himself as meeting several core, unmet needs that the boys variously held: for
belonging, for identity, for meaning, for love, for esteem, and for certainty."

Of note in Dr Hanson’s analysis is reference to boarding school culture and practices, in which
she describes how often very young children are separated from their families for long periods
of time and therefore “come to lack strong, secure attachments and an understanding of
healthy relationships. This can make them more vulnerable” to exploitation and abuse,
“especially when perpetrated by someone in the guise of a ‘father figure’.” Dr Hanson goes on
to explain the vulnerability and needs of those that were targeted by John Smyth “... needs are
especially acute during adolescence, and become more so when children are placed in
boarding school - and furthermore it appears that John targeted those that he perceived as
having deeper unmet needs (in other words particular vulnerabilities)”. This explanation
correlates to the experiences of several victims who described describe vulnerability because
of family relationship breakdown and/or boarding school attendance.

THE IWERNE CAMPS, IWERNE TRUST, SCRIPTURE UNION & TITUS TRUST

The relationship between the lwerne Trust, Scripture Union and the lwerne camps during the
period covered by this Review, is complex. The Scripture Union Review Executive Summary
Report®® and Titus Trust's documents® relating to their response describe and analyse these
arrangements in further detail. In summary, Scripture Union employed at least two of the key
Iwerne individuals, Reverend David Fletcher and the Reverend Tim Sterry, also Church
officers - who then organised and operated the Iwerne Camps. Funding for these roles was
provided by the lwerne Trust. On paper this meant that the Scripture Union were the governing
body for these staff. In practice, this seems to have differed, this was described by David
Fletcher to the Reviewers, written in the Scripture Union Review as follows:

“David Fletcher indicated that he regarded his employment by [Scripture Union] SU as a
technicality as the money to pay for his camp work and salary was raised through the Iwerne
Trust..”

The Titus Trust was created in 1997, with the lwerne Trust continuing as a facility to handle
legacy funding, until 2015, when the lwerne Trust formally ceased. Giles Rawlinson chaired
the Iwerne Trust and chaired Titus Trust once it had been incorporated, as well as chairing
Scripture Union Independent Schools Committee for a number of years. The Titus Trust took
on the responsibility of running the camps and employing staff fully from 2000. Titus was
registered separately with the Charities Commission.

The camps were run by a smaller group of individuals including these two individuals. Lines of
accountability, governance and definitions of arrangements were not clear at that time. This
was complicated and arguably eroded by the fact that many of the same people held positions
of power and authority on several of these relevant bodies. At one point, for example, John
Smyth chaired the lwerne Trust (1974 or 1975-1982), was a trustee of Scripture Union, and
also attended the Iwerne Camps as a volunteer leader.

Iwerne camps originated in 1933, founded by Eric Nash (“Bash”). The purpose of the camps
was to develop young men from leading public schools (around 30 schools had an association
with lwerne) in terms of their Christian faith and to prepare them for high office, both in
Churches and in wider roles in society. The camps were initially run very much along military
lines, similarly to other Christian camps of the time, complete with “Adjutants” and “Officers”.
From the early 1940s, the “camps” were run at Clayesmore school in lwerne Minster, Dorset,
in the school buildings. The camps were non-denominational but with a strong link to the
Church of England. Victims describe the approach taken by Iwerne at that time as:

"...as a child at the Iwerne camps, it was all about getting people into the Church of England
and looking to hold sway on opinions within the Church, and that wasn’t hidden from us as
teenagers. That was very much the emphasis, that you have been chosen, and you will go on
to do great things for Jesus within the Church of England. That was part of what they were
selling to us."

33 Executive Summary of Scripture Union John Smyth Independent Case Review March 2021.pdf (scriptureunion.org.uk)

34 Titus Trust Documents relating to the Titus Trust’s response to John Smyth’s abuse, 2021
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"The philosophy was both at Iwerne Minster summer camps in my view, and | am not alone in
thinking this, and in John Smyth's head that you could only really serve God with a dog collar
around your neck in the Church of England and that the job, the mission, the task, the quest
was to get boys of real promise to become ordained in the Church of England, to become
bishops and archbishops, and for the Iwerne tribal, evangelical, narrow-minded brand of
Christianity, which is anti-gay, as Smyth was with the Whitehouse trials, to infiltrate the whole
of the Church of England and to take it over."

A victim describes the approach taken by Iwerne at that time as:

"The Iwerne Project which provided activity-based holidays for public school boys who were
accepted from a list of 30 elite boarding schools in England, ...all of which had their own
Christian Forum/Union organisation, run by staff member(s) at the individual schools.

Iwerne held three camps over the summer holidays each of which lasted for 10 days and were
called A, B and C. The public schools broke up around the 20th of July and the first camp
would be 10 days, then the second and third camp would follow for the same period. They
were held in Clayesmore School near to Iwerne Minster in Dorset.

The camps provided sporting activities and each morning and evening there was a talk about
the Christian faith. Different people would give the talks, on topics such as sin, forgiveness and
similar. There were people called leaders at the top of the hierarchy such as clergy, school
teachers who were involved in Christian Union activities in those thirty leading schools and
theological students, often from Ridley Hall in Cambridge or Wycliffe Hall in Oxford."

As is described here, the camps placed a great emphasis on healthy outdoor pursuits and
sports, which many participants to this Review have praised and reflected positively on.
Victims have detailed how John Smyth was able to groom them through engagement in
sporting pursuits solely with him outside of the Iwerne camp perimeters, for example hiking,
sailing, and skiing activities and holidays as is detailed later.

An independent review regarding allegations against a different Church officer was undertaken
in 2021 on behalf of a diocese and parish, this described the research and evidence relating to
the term ‘muscular Christianity’, a term used frequently in their interviews with victims, and in
our meetings with victims of John Smyth in terms of the Church arenas, organisations and
institutions that he operated within. They describe research and evidence regarding muscular
Christianity and how it “combines a focus on physical exercise, Christianity and manly
character (Hall, 1994)”. They explore how this kind of Christianity suggests “physical strength
and engagement in physical exercise and sports, equates to being strong enough to be
effective in sharing the gospel, and weakness makes you ineffective (Putney, 2011)”, and
reference that the muscular Christianity movement “arose to some extent as a response to
what was seen by some as Christianity becoming an effeminate religion (Siphiwe, 2015)". The
parallels in victim experiences in these two cases in the context of this are clear and inform the
learning for this Review.

Muscular Christianity is also described as a ‘conducive cultural and organisational factor by Dr
Hanson in her paper produced for this Review3®. Dr Hanson presents that this may have
assisted or contributed to John Smyth’s abuse:

“John Smyth’s personality, the array of strategies he deployed to achieve his abuse and their
interaction with conducive cultural and organisational factors and how he was treated and
revered, created a formidable invisible web in which he entrapped numerous boys and young

men-.

Dr Hanson presents ‘Muscular Christianity’ as being — “a version of masculinity involving
endurance, toughness, suppression of vulnerability (‘stiff upper lip’) is valorised”. The lwerne
leaders, sought attendance at camps from boys and young men who were seen as future
leaders, having already demonstrated leadership qualities which others would look up to.
Several victims have said that the camps provided them with an opportunity to explore their
Christian journey in a deep and thoughtful way.

35 Psychological analysis of John Smyth and his abuse, Dr Elly Hanson, August 2022 - Appendix 4
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As a victim describes below, and as is described by several Review contributors, Iwerne
camps were run entirely by men, with women being present only as “lady helpers”. A key
feature of the Iwerne camps was that women were involved often in subsidiary roles only, with
this having a direct impact on the thinking and the development of the boys and young men
attending the camps.

"...it was an incredibly sexist setup, a group of people called lady helpers, many of whom were
either wives of the leaders or female undergraduates. These lady helpers were kept out of
sight, out of mind, they’d be doing the cooking in the kitchen, despite the fact that some of the
female undergraduates might be doing the same course at the same College as the senior
campers for example. Then there were the pupils from the schools."

Dr Hanson also explores how this patriarchal approach in the organisations and cultures that
John Smyth operated, was a conducive cultural and organisational factor, describing the
impact in relation to this case:

“Misogyny and patriarchy: men are seen as in authority over women — whilst men and women
are said to be equal before God, men are granted more power than women and treated as
having more wisdom and insight. As a result, John’s behaviour and justifications may have
been given more legitimacy; his focus on young men was not questioned; and potentially
valuable perspectives from women were absent.”®

Contributors to the Review have described how camps for girls and for state school-based
children later developed. The Iwerne Trust also ran ‘Winter Conferences’, attended by John
Smyth and referenced later in the report.

While there is no evidence of a formal safeguarding policy or procedure within Iwerne Camps
at this time, Reviewers were presented, by David Fletcher, with a rudimentary sheet describing
a set of ‘rules’ that applied (see below screenshot). Contributors to the Review have also
described these rules, and that these included reference to conversations having to be in
public, and the banning of one-to-one meetings between camp leaders and children.

8th January 2020

lwerne Minster Holidays.

Iwerne Minister holidays are planned for boys and girls in their senior
Public Schools to hear about the The Christian Faith in an enjoyable
holiday setting.
Groupings at the camp.
1. Campers ; boys and girls. Separate toilets, bathrooms and
dormitories.
2. Lady helpers ( made up of women of all ages )
3. Leaders. Some younger ones may sleep in the dormitories with their
campers.
4. Senior campers are those who have left school and want to come to
camp. They help with the general running of camp.
5. Leaders are those who have been senior campers for two or three
camps and who are invited back as a leader to be responsible for the

campers enjoyment and welfare both physically and spiritually.

Rules about relationships.

1. They are asked not to talk with boys on their own; in dormitories; in

private rooms; in motor cars; or with the same boys two years

running.
2. Obviously any physical contact was discouraged.

Bathrooms and toilets were single sex

% |bid
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PART 2: ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

“l had a sense that each cane stroke had left its own mark on my body, however when |
was beaten more than 30, or even as much as 100 times, there was no sense of any
individual stroke marks....just a bloody mess”.

A victim of John Smyth, 2022
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10.

1.

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

The Review follows a chronological approach, divided into distinct periods. Each section that
follows represents a period, includes key findings, an analysis of what the Church of England
knew about the abuse at that time and how further abuse could have been prevented if action
had been taken. The periods of Review are:

a. 1970 — end 1981 (including some references to the pre-1970 period)
This covers the period from the start of the Review period until the abuse was revealed by the

Ruston Report, bringing it to the attention of people who could have acted to prevent further
abuse.

b. 1982 - June 1984

The period between the abuse being reported to some individuals and John Smyth and his family
leaving the UK to move to Zimbabwe.

c. July 1984 - 2011

John Smyth’s time in Africa, up to the point where knowledge of his abuses in the UK was
widened. Abuses in Zimbabwe were investigated, and an attempt was made to take John Smyth
to trial.

d. 2012 -end 2016
This period covers the time when people in the Church and other institutions knew of the abuses
in the UK and Africa and took insufficient actions, both in exploring the abuse and in attempting
to ensure that no further abuses took place.

e. January 2017 - to present time
The UK and African abuses were made public in Channel 4 programmes in February 2017,
following which insufficient actions were taken to fully investigate, to establish whether further

abuse could be prevented and in supporting victims of the abuse.

TIME PERIOD: 1970 — 1981

Key Findings

11.1.1 The Review ToR steer us to focus on two related but distinct questions: (1) what did
the Church of England (i.e. relevant officers and institutions) know about alleged abuse
perpetrated by John Smyth, and (2) what was the response of the Church of England
to those allegations. For this period, in response to these questions, we have found the
following:

(a) John Smyth made at least one confirmed attempt to be ordained into the Church
of England. He was refused at the selection panel (Advisory Council for the
Church’s Ministry (ACCM). Contributors to the Review, including those that
experienced or were involved with selection panels at this time suggest this
indicated concerns that would have been present. It was deemed ‘unusual’ for an
applicant as prominent as John Smyth to get to this stage and be declined at
panel.

(b) Given his attempts at ordination were prior to the revelations contained in the
Ruston Report, this indicates earlier concerns regarding John Smyth, albeit not
necessarily due to abuse, were known within the Church. Despite extensive
research, Reviewers have not been able to establish exactly which diocese/s
were involved and therefore who would have been members of the relevant
selection panel/s. Church records are not sufficiently robust to allow for this
research to be completed.
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11.1.2

(c)

(d)

(e)

()

(9)

Winchester College was concerned enough about John Smyth’s influence on
boys at the school for the Headmaster to bring in a new Chaplain (the Reverend
Mark Ashton) to oversee the Christian Forum. It is likely that he was briefed on
the concerns regarding the forum and John Smyth. All Chaplains were also
Church of England ordained clergy.

Other Chaplains (there were four in total at the time) were alerted by the Head to
concerns about John Smyth and his role in the forum and with the boys.

There is a record of a postcard, containing an explicit warning about John Smyth
and “the shed” sent to David Fletcher in early 1981. This is one of several likely
‘red flags’ or warnings regarding John Smyth’s behaviour and relationships with
boys that were present. However, there is no evidence that these were detailed in
regard to the nature and extent of grooming or abuse, there is also no evidence
that these were followed up, reported or investigated.

At this time, because of the lack of safeguarding systems and information sharing,
such concerns were not shared and therefore the opportunity for combined
knowledge that may have indicated greater cumulative concerns was missed.
Even at this time, a greater degree of oversight, professional curiosity, and
diligence in following up on such concerns could have led to the abuses being
discovered, and further harm prevented.

A victim attempted to talk to the Reverend Peter Sertin, Rector at St Michaels
Church in Paris, in the Spring of 1981. It is unclear what the conversation details
were. However, The Most Reverend and Right Honourable Lord Archbishop
Justin Welby, while not an ordained member of the Church at the time, advises
that as a result of this he was warned about John Smyth by Peter Sertin. This
demonstrates that Justin Welby had some knowledge of the concerns about John
Smyth at that time. This awareness of a problem went on to be questioned much
later, in 2013, when John Smyth was brought to his attention again.

The following findings should also be considered;

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

()

(9)
(h)
(i)

John Smyth made rapid progress through the ranks at the lwerne camps and was
favoured by Eric Nash.

It is not clear why the Smyth family moved from London to Winchester and a
working hypothesis is that he deliberately chose to live close to a leading public
school. There was no other logical or family reason to be located there.

John Smyth had strong associations with the Church of England. He was a Lay
Reader and a regular preacher.

Winchester College allowed John Smyth easy and unsupervised access to the
boys at the school and did not see their attendance at his house as being in any
way questionable.

A Housemaster at the College was concerned enough to write to parents of boys
in his house regarding John Smyth.

A boy made a serious suicide attempt because of John Smyth’s abuse of him.
This was not fully nor properly investigated.

The grooming of boys started early on, in 1974 or possibly earlier.
John Smyth very actively promoted the lwerne camps to the boys.

John Smyth was an extraordinarily busy QC, but he managed to dedicate a
disproportionate amount of time to his work with the boys at the College.

The physical abuse started earlier than has previously been suggested.
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(k)

U

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)

(a)
(n

Between 26 and 30 boys and young men were viciously beaten by John Smyth
and/or another person in this period, with a further unknown number, but probably
around six or eight, “groomed” but not beaten.

The abuse took place in several locations, including on rented premises adjacent
to those used by the lwerne camps at Clayesmore School, Iwerne Minster and on
trips to Cornwall.

A fine difference rests on whether the Iwerne regime was causative or enabling of
John Smyth’s abuses. We have not concluded that Iwerne “caused” John Smyth
to abuse boys and young men, but the regime most definitely enabled him to do
so. It (the regime, the connections, the networks, the opportunities, and the
power) gave him licence to operate in the way that he did and helped as a cover
to legitimise his actions.

He was “hiding in plain sight” and his strong association with the lwerne camps
and the Iwerne Trust helped to protect him. On the flip side of this, we have
received many representations from people who praise the camps and are
thankful for the opportunities they gave them and their life-long appreciation of
this.

The attempted suicide of a boy at the College was not properly investigated nor
pursued. John Smyth could have been discovered as an abuser at this point.

Anne Smyth knew of the abuses and assisted with dealing with the physical
consequences of them. She gave the victims bandages and ointment, as well as
adult-sized nappies, to help with the stemming of bleeding.

There was at least one co-abuser working with John Smyth.
There is evidence that John Smyth’s abuses were known about as early as

Spring 1981 and there is also evidence of concerns about him by the College and
others earlier than that.

Suggestions from some quarters that the abuses were simply an extension of the corporal
punishment common at that time in public schools does not explain the reason for the abuse.
This was clearly brutal abuse on an industrial scale.

Chronology - Pre 1970 to 1981

Date - Year/Month Event
Pre 1970s

27" June 1941 John Jackson Smyth born in Calgary, Canada.
January 1951 Smyth Family move from Canada to Isle of Wight, UK.
Easter 1964 John Smyth attends first Iwerne Camp (aged 22 years).
January 1965 John Smyth qualifies as Barrister.
January 1966 John Smyth meets Anne Leggott.
18t June 1968 John Smyth and Anne Leggott get married, they are living in London.
22" July 1969 Nicola Smyth born, John and Anne Smyth's eldest child
August 1969 ?;t\?\rsfr@i(ﬁ?:rquﬂi r;I:aa.lter a teacher at Winchester College) meets
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Date - Year/Month

Event

1970

1970

John Smyth becomes Iwerne Trustee.

Easter 1970

John Smyth attends Easter lwerne Camp.

Summer 1970

John Smyth attends Summer Iwerne Camp.

15t October 1970

Smyth family take tenancy of rented property in St Cross, Winchester.

1971 - 1974

1971

John Smyth made a sexualised approach to a 14-year-old boy, whilst
driving him in his car.

26t March 1971

Peter John Smyth born - John and Anne Smyth's second child.

Easter 1971

John Smyth attends Easter lwerne Camp.

June 1971

John Smyth begins training as Lay Reader for Christ Church,
Winchester.

Summer 1971

John Smyth attends Summer Iwerne Camp.

24" November 1971

John Smyth is a trustee of Scripture Union.

Easter 1972

John Smyth attends Easter lwerne Camp.

Summer 1972

John Smyth attends Summer Iwerne Camp.

1973

John Smyth becomes Deanery Synod®” member until 1974.

September 1973

John Smyth begins to ‘get to know some of the Christian boys (at
Winchester College), befriend them and train them up to be future
Christian leaders’. via Peter Krakenberger at the request of lwerne
leaders.

November 1973

John listed as a trainee Lay Reader at Christ Church, Winchester.

25t March 1974

John Smyth elected as a Sidesman® at Christ Church, Winchester.

6™ April 1974

John Smyth becomes Chair of lwerne Trust between this date and 5th
May 1975.

May 1974

John Smyth qualifies as a Lay Reader at Christ Church, Winchester.

23 August 1974

Smyth family purchase and move in to Orchard House in Morestead,
Winchester.

December 1974

John Smyth first attended Winchester College Christian Union.

37 Deanery Synods are part of the governance of the Church of England, sharing the mission of the Church in local areas, providing
a communication line between Parishes.
38 Providing support to the Church Warden.
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Date - Year/Month

Event

December
1974/January 1975

While away on a skiing holiday alone John and Anne Smyth ask that
their children's misdemeanours are recorded by a family member
caring for them in a ‘red book’ so that John Smyth could administer
suitable punishments for them on his return.

1975 -1976

1975

A ‘Christian revival' is said to commence at Winchester College
including evangelical speakers at Christian Forum. John Smyth
regularly attends Christian Forum, including when not invited as a
speaker.

January 1975

Children (age 14-15 years old) who are students at Winchester College
begin to be taken for Sunday lunch, by John Smyth, to the Smyth family
home.

Easter 1975

John Smyth attends Easter Iwerne Camp - recorded as a volunteer
leader/officer.

Victims who were children aged 14-15 years old, who are also students
at Winchester College, begin attending Iwerne camps at the suggestion
of John Smyth.

Summer 1975

John Smyth attends Summer Iwerne Camp.

Summer 1975

Justin Welby attends Summer Iwerne Camps.

Children who are students at Winchester College begin to attend
meetings at Peter Krakenberger's flat in Winchester where John Smyth

1976 is also present.
John Smyth no longer listed as Sidesman at Christ Church, Winchester.
1976 A victim recounts the onset of physical abuse by John Smyth when he

was 15 years old.

Easter 1976

John Smyth attends Easter lwerne Camp.

Summer 1976

John Smyth attends Summer Iwerne Camp.

Summer 1976

Justin Welby attends Summer Iwerne Camps.

1977

1977

A victim is physically abused by John Smyth, describing how he was
beaten using a plimsole after stealing a chocolate bar from a shop.

January 1977

John Smyth “unofficially” begins leading the Christian Forum at
Winchester College taking over from Peter Krakenberger.

John Smyth begins to groom®® boys that are part of Kingsgate/Beloes
House at Winchester College.

39 ‘Grooming is when a person builds a relationship with a child, young person or an adult who's at risk so they can abuse them
and manipulate them into doing things. The abuse is usually sexual or financial, but it can also include other illegal acts.’ Definition
from Met Police https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/gr/grooming/
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Date - Year/Month

Event

March 1977

John Smyth takes a victim to observe a murder trial at Winchester
Crown Court

13t March 1977

Caroline Emma Smyth born - John and Anne Smyth's third child.

Easter 1977

John Smyth attends Easter lwerne Camp.

4% July 1977

Trial of Denis Lemon/Gay News starts - John Smyth is prosecuting
counsel. Trial concludes 11" July 1977.

Summer 1977

John Smyth attends Summer Iwerne Camp.

Justin Welby attends Summer Iwerne Camps.

Victim attended Iwerne camp and whilst there was invited by John
Smyth to visit him in his accommodation. Victim arrived to John Smyth’s
accommodation in the afternoon and describes how John and Anne
Smyth were both naked on the bed.

John Smyth gives victims leather bound bibles and books such as 'The
Pursuit of God’ (AW Tozer, 1948) and ‘Quiet Talks on Power (SD
Gordon, 1908)

September 1977

Mark Ashton begins to work as a Chaplain at Winchester College,
employed by John Thorn to assist in managing ‘tensions’ arising from
Christian Forum.

25" September

John Smyth preaches at Family Service for ‘West Downs’ Preparatory
School at Christ Church, Winchester.

1978

1978

Justin Welby, while lodging with Mark Ruston, is overheard having a
“grave” conversation with him about John Smyth

Parents of Winchester College students and staff at the College raise
concerns regarding John Smyth's involvement with children at school
and within Christian Forum.

January 1978

John Smyth becomes an Assistant Recorder at Crown Court.

First reported physical abuse of victim by John Smyth using a cane in
his shed. Victim is 17 years old.

Further reports of physical abuse of multiple 17-year-old victims by
John Smyth including use of a gym shoe.

Peter Krakenberger aware that John Smyth is physically abusing
victims under 18 years old.

February 1978

John Smyth suggests physical abuse to a further victim. Victim
describes escaping potential abuse.

Multiple victims introduced to the idea of physical abuse as an
appropriate step in their Christian progression, by John Smyth while 17
years old.
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Date - Year/Month

Event

John Smyth asks victims report back to him about ‘sins’ so that they

March 1978 can be marked by punishment.
April 1978 John Smyth attends Easter Iwerne Camp.
A victim describes how he was physically abused for first time, in the
garden shed of John Smyth’s home, Orchard House. Abuse took the
May 1978 form of 30 strokes by John Smyth using a cane, in rounds of 10. Victim

was asked to be naked from waist down, leaned over a chair. He was
treated and bandaged in the shed, and then went back to the family
house where he was made a cup of tea by Anne Smyth.

July - August 1978

Several victims take gap years; John Smyth coercively controls these
victims via letter correspondence and telephone calls

John Smyth attended Iwerne Summer Camp.

Justin Welby attends Summer Iwerne Camps.

September 1978

John Smyth preaches at Christ Church, Winchester.

November 1978

Victim recounts going on ‘family holidays' with John Smyth, his wife and
children.

7t December 1978

Fiona Helen Smyth is born, John and Anne Smyth's fourth child.

Victims who are children (one aged 16 years old) become or are asked
to be Godparents.

December 1978

John Smyth indicates a victim should self-harm regarding his sexuality
leading the victim to attempt to take his own life.

10t December 1978

John Smyth preaches at Christ Church, Winchester.

1979

1979 (month
unknown)

Victims take ‘gap years’ overseas (including other continents). John
Smyth continues to coercively control them in this period. He sends
letters and regularly calls them by phone and takes trips to visit them.

John Smyth described by several victims as ‘popping up’ on their
holidays with friends and family.

John Smyth visits USA staying with a victim's father.

Easter 1979

John Smyth becomes a Queens Counsel (QC).

29" April 1979

John Smyth preaches at Christ Church, Winchester Easter Sunday
Service for West Downs School (local preparatory school).

May 1979

John Smyth speaks at a Cambridge University College’s Christian
Union and is said to have been introduced to further victims.

27t June 1979

John Smyth steps down from role of Trustee at Scripture Union - reason
provided was work commitments due to QC responsibilities.

July 1979

Victims describe physical abuse escalating in nature and severity in the
garden shed at Orchard House.
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Date - Year/Month

Event

August 1979

Sailing party takes place, John Smyth attends. He gives a talk on sex
to members of a Cambridge college Christian Union at the party.

Victim returns from gap year, travels to lwerne Camp to visit John
Smyth for ‘punishment’. Abuse takes place in the bungalow that John
Smyth was staying in at the camp.

Justin Welby attends Iwerne Summer Camp for 2-3 weeks and is listed
as a speaker.

September 1979

John Smyth attends York University Christian Union as a speaker.

Several victims describe further escalation of frequency of physical
abuse by John Smyth.

October 1979

Further victim describes his first experience of physical abuse by John
Smyth in the garden shed at Orchard House as 60 strokes with a cane.

25" November 1979

John Smyth listed as preacher for evening prayer service at Christ
Church, Winchester

1980

1980 (month

First trip to Bosloe in Cornwall, attended by university students and
John Smyth. John Smyth physically abused victims in the garden shed
of the property.

unknown) John Smyth and Simon Doggart described a victim as on the ‘brink to
the abyss of hell' because they began a relationship at university.
Victim recalls preaching at Christ Church at John Smyth’s request
Victims describe a trip to Hadrian's Wall with John Smyth and being

March 1980 physically abused before and after the trip at Orchard House,

Winchester.

10t April 1980

John Smyth attended Iwerne Easter Camp - listed as Chair of Iwerne
Trust.

Victim describes escaping further abuse and as a result, being

May 1980 ostracized from the group by John Smyth.
Further victim describes his first experience of abuse by John Smyth at
June 1980 Orchard House with a cane, after being encouraged to do so by Simon
Doggart. Victim describes frequency of abuse as three-weekly.
July 1980 Victims speak to each other about abuse from John Smyth.

August 1980

John Smyth attended Iwerne Summer Camp.

September 1980

John Smyth starts to physically abuse further victims in the garden shed
at Orchard House.

15t November 1980

John Smyth listed as a reader in Christ Church Winchester parish
magazine.
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Date - Year/Month

Event

16" November 1980

John Smyth described as a Preacher for morning prayer at Christ
Church Winchester

11t December 1980

John Smyth listed as being sponsored for ordination in the Diocese of
York.

1981

1981

John Smyth regularly visits victims attending Cambridge University. He
gives talks to students in a victim's bedroom, and at a Cambridge
University College Christian Union.

John Smyth sought ordination in Winchester Diocese. Available
records suggest possibly also in Oxford and earlier in York.

1st January 1981

John Smyth attends lwerne Winter Conference in Eastbourne — victims
describe being groomed by John Smyth, to be 'back in the club' and
being invited to visit John at Orchard House, Winchester.

February 1981

John Smyth attends Durham University Christian Union and a
Cambridge University College Christian Union and giving talks on
wholeheartedness.

March 1981

Mark Ruston records that ‘lwerne people are suspicious of John
Smyth. Anonymous ‘Postcard’ reportedly sent to David Fletcher with
the message ‘When will someone stop this disgusting activity going on
in John Smyth’s shed?'

March 1981

Further victim describes his first experience of abuse by John Smyth at
Orchard House with a cane, with Simon Doggart present. Recalls 30-
40 strokes, describes this as violent and John Smyth ‘sweating with
every stroke’.

29" March 1981

Easter trip to Bosloe House in Cornwall attended by John Smyth and
victims - John physically abuses victims during the trip in a shed in the
garden. Victim reports seeing John Smyth in bath with another victim.

April 1981

Victim reports physical abuse from John Smyth on a weekly basis at
Orchard House, Winchester.

Frequency and severity of physical abuse escalates.

John Smyth becomes a Judge/Recorder of the Court.

Simon Doggart is present whilst John Smyth is physically abusing
victims.

12" April 1981

John Smyth reads at Christ Church, Winchester at evening service on
Palm Sunday.

Between February
and May 1981

Victims describe being coercively controlled by John Smyth in terms of
his instructions to end intimate relationships.

John Smyth visits a Cambridge University College and meets victims
who he attempts to groom and manipulate into receiving physical abuse
from him.

40




Date - Year/Month

Event

27t June 1981

John Smyth's 40th Birthday Party at Orchard House, Winchester —
majority of those present are victims.

August 1981

John Smyth's last recorded attendance at the summer camps. John
Smyth gave a talk on 'repentance and how you mark your sins, and
whether you’re doing enough to signify your repentance’.

Party held by John Smyth for 15 plus young men at end of lwerne camp
C.

21st August 1981

John Smyth hires house in grounds of Clayesmore School (location of
Iwerne Summer Camps) — victim physically abused by John Smyth and
Simon Doggart in property.

September 1981

More victims groomed and manipulated for John Smyth to physically
abuse from universities and from lwerne camps.

New shed built at Orchard House in Winchester - the shed placed
further away from house at end of the garden with sound proofing.

Further Trip to Bosloe House in Cornwall organised by John Smyth for
a week. Victim physically abused in the garden shed by John Smyth.

Victim recalls John Smyth using a flag in the garden to indicate when
abuse taking place. If the flag was up, nobody was to approach the
shed.

October 1981

John Smyth and Simon Doggart began to wear 'uniforms' of white
singlet, shorts and flip flops when administering physical abuse to
victims.

Victims describe frequency and severity of physical abuse increasing.
Simon Doggart present and involved with physical abuse of victims.
Victims describe Anne Smyth being at Orchard House during abuse
and involved in discussions at dinner table after physical abuse.

November 1981

John Smyth and Simon Doggart visit victims while they are on holiday
in Europe.

22" November 1981

John Smyth preaching at Evening Prayer Service, Christ Church in
Winchester.

December 1981

John Smyth takes victims on a ski trip. They stop in Paris on their way
to Switzerland and on their way home, visiting St Michaels Church on
both occasions.

The Church Chaplain later warns Justin Welby about John Smyth
stating, ‘One of the boys had a chat with me’ and advises him to stay
away from John Smyth.

Victim physically abused by John Smyth on a significant family
occasion with a cane in the shed at Orchard House, Winchester.

John Smyth warns a victim of physical abuse to be given prior to his
birthday.
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Analysis

11.3.1

11.3.2

11.3.3

11.34

11.3.5

John Smyth became a Trustee of the lwerne Trust in 1970 and went on to be the Chair
of the Trust from 1974, until 19824, This has been noted as a rapid rise through the
ranks, mirrored in his position in the lwerne Camps. Contributors to the Review have
noted that he won great favour with Eric Nash (“Bash”) finding this unusual given his
education and family background. John Smyth was also a trustee of Scripture Union
from 1971. The Scripture Union Executive Summary report gives details of this
appointment, for example:

"The minutes of the SU Council Meeting on 29th September 1971 state that: ‘Mr. John
Smyth has been added to the Schools Committee with a view to Council Membership.
Members of that Committee agreed he would make a useful contribution to Council
discussions but wondered if his work as a barrister would prevent regular attendance
at Council meetings. The General Director was therefore asked to enquire if Mr. Smyth
would be able to commit himself to Council membership, in which case he should be
invited to join the Council.’ It makes absolute sense in terms of robust governance that
the performance and behaviours of individuals are assessed in a committee role before
consideration of their suitability for a Council/Trustee appointment. In Smyth’s case,
the process appears to have been very artificially implemented in order to expediate
his appointment as a trustee which placed him in a significant position of power and
influence without any prior assessment of his suitability to undertake this role." (Page
21 of Independent Executive Summary of the John Smyth Independent Case Review
by Gill Camina.)*!

John Smyth was also at this time, a prominent leader at the lwerne camps. He ran
dormitories and gave regular talks, including ones which became known as the “Whole
Heartedness/Consecration of Christ” talks. These were aimed specifically at
encouraging the young men to commit to Christ, and to convert to Christianity. We
have heard from many people for whom this was the case. These talks continued for
more than 10 years. One regular and committed Iwerne attendee, a contributor to the
Review, has described to Reviewers that he felt John Smyth spoke from a position of
faith, but deployed what he described as “ungodly” skills in a “secular’ way. He was a
close contact of John Smyth, who describes an instinctively bad feeling about him at
the time. He saw him as someone who was constantly trying to impress and prove
himself, according with the analysis that he was struggling with his feelings about being
equal to his father and having not attended an elite public school.

John and Anne Smyth, with their first child, moved to Winchester in 1971, to a rented
house very close to Winchester College. They attended Christ Church, a busy
evangelical Church in the city with a large congregation, at this time. John Smyth soon
became very involved with Church affairs, becoming a Lay Reader and a Sidesman at
the Church in 1973.42 It is a matter of conjecture as to whether the family move from
London to Winchester was a deliberate act, to be very close to Winchester College, or
a coincidence, which later fed into forming an ideal opportunity for John Smyth to
become very familiar with the school and to access students there.

John Smyth was giving talks at several public schools during this time; indications are
that he gave talks at Canford School and Harrow School from as early as 1971. His
connections with these schools were through Iwerne contacts. The sessions at
Canford School were held in a house rented by a teacher in the grounds of the school,
someone associated with the lwerne camps.

A contributor to the Review has advised that in 1971, while at school, John Smyth
made a sexualised approach to him while he was a 14-year-old boy; John Smyth was
driving him in his car. John Smyth put his hand on the boy’s upper thigh, scaring him
so much that he jumped out of the moving car and ran off. It is very unlikely, given the
knowledge of his later abuse that this was a completely isolated incident. It took place

40 Source: The Iwerne Trust - Trustees Report for the Year 1981-82
41 Executive Summary of Scripture Union John Smyth Independent Case Review March 2021.pdf (scriptureunion.org.uk)

42 Recorded in Winchester Diocese archives
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11.3.6

11.3.7

11.3.8

11.3.9

11.3.10

in the year that his own son was born and is likely to demonstrate his predilection
towards boys.

In September 1973, Peter Krakenberger started teaching at Winchester College. He
was a Maths Don (the term for a teacher at the College), a keen "lwerne man”, and a
significant person in this developing story, providing some insight into the detail of John
Smyth’s introduction to Winchester College. Unfortunately, he has declined to
contribute to the Review in person and instead wrote to us stating that "Although | have
never beaten or been beaten by anyone, | believe that | am one of the victims in this
case", having been attacked over the years for his association with John Smyth. He
gave us permission to review his statement with Hampshire Police as part of their
investigation in 2017. In this, he describes the instruction he was given by senior
leaders in lwerne to introduce John Smyth to the College, to introduce their strong
brand of Conservative Evangelicalism there:

"...one of my objectives, presented to me by the lwerne leaders, was to act as a
facilitator on behalf of John SMYTH, who was a person of considerable note, so as to
enable him to get to know some of the Christian boys at this famous school, in order
that he might befriend them and train them up to become future Christian leaders."

The Christian Forum at Winchester College was an evangelical group, led from 1972
by John Woolmer. John Smyth began visiting Winchester College to speak at the
Forum from 1975. The Winchester College review into this case describes this in detall
including his presence at the Forum. John Smyth is noted to have attended the Forum
every Sunday, even when not speaking, despite not being a member of staff at the
College. Between 1975 and 1977, the Christian Forum at the College is said to have
grown to gatherings of up to 100 students, almost a sixth of the size of the school. The
review describes a distinct “recruitment drive” for the Christian Forum in 1974, with
three additional evening sessions being held, each attended by large numbers of
students.

John Smyth became a regular and familiar face at the College. He met with boys in
Peter Krakenberger’ s flat from 1974, part of the College but just outside the College
grounds, and while at the lwerne camps, as well as at the Christian Forum meetings.
John Smyth would meet with boys in a private room on his own, victims describing that
the meetings were secret and special. Peter Krakenberger describes his view of this in
his statement to Police in 2017:

"I did feel that there was something slightly intense about John’s relationship with the
boys he was meeting with regularly, and on one or two occasions | saw him sitting on
the floor of my guestroom at another boy’s feet in a position that was not very natural:
instead of sitting on a different easy chair, John would sit on the floor at the boy’s feet
in very close proximity."

Victims describe this time as follows:

"...it became clear that there was this inner group of people who were friendly with him
who would go out for Sunday lunch and have lunch with him and it seemed like that
was a very special little group, and, naturally, you want to be part of that special little
group, so | became part of that special little group.”

"After that first year of contact with John Smyth, he moved from not only attending the
Christian Forum meetings, but to coming into Winchester College to hold bible
readings in the flat of Winchester teacher called Peter Krakenberger, when | was
around 15 or 16 years of age. These meetings had been taking place without John
Smyth, but when he started attending, | think Peter Krakenberger thought that as he
himself was not particularly gifted or eloquent, he should step aside and let John
Smyth take us through the bible to teach us his particular version of evangelical
Christianity."

It was during this time that John Smyth started to invite boys to his home, which was,

by then, in a village some four miles from Winchester, having moved there in 1974.
This was for Sunday lunches and parties, with groups of boys aged as young as 14
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11.3.11

attending; several victims suggest that they may have been as young as 13. The
school age at Winchester College is 13 to 18. They often played games in the large
garden also with the Smyth children, swam in the swimming pool (which was installed
after they moved into the house) in the garden of the house and sat around the dinner
table, enjoying Sunday lunches prepared by Anne Smyth. Victims have described how
John Smyth would read scriptures and to carry out individualised one-to-one
‘mentoring’ sessions with them. Many people have told us that they were converted to
Christianity via John Smyth. They felt special, honoured to be invited the home of this
charismatic, attractive, father-like figure, a leading QC. This is best described in
contributions from victims themselves:

"He had a young pretty wife, two pretty children in a nice house with a nice car and a
swimming pool, and you couldn’t have got a safer context in those days, back in the
1970s.... There was a real family atmosphere. | could be part of a normal family, as
opposed to my relatively dysfunctional family, so that was a factor, and it was great
fun. We did lots of things. We sailed across to Cherbourg, we went on trips. We did
all sorts of things, generally speaking, with a number of other boys and it was all hale,
hearty stuff. You would say now probably too intimate in terms of just too much for
someone to be in so much contact with young, vulnerable people. We didn’t see
ourselves as vulnerable, of course.

He was...a serious, A-class, credible person, someone who was at the pinnacle of his
profession. He had charisma, there was a lot going for him, and so to feel that you
were associated with that as an older child or a younger man, it was positive."

John Smyth was actively grooming child victims in this period. This term has been
widely adopted in the UK since the early 2000s. Prior to this, perpetrators of sexual
abuse were described as using ‘seducing’ techniques, to enable their abuse and
exploitation, often of parents and carers as well as the children themselves. Grooming,
or indeed ‘seducing’ techniques were clearly used by John Smyth, to desensitise his
victims and those responsible for their care. His tactics reflect those that are now
widely understood to make victims less likely to reject or report his abusive behaviour.
Grooming often happens, as in this case, when there is a power differential within a
relationship, which the abuser exploits for their own gratification. Victims describe their
experiences of this grooming and influence:

"I think at that time that my parents were concerned about John Smyth’s influence over
me, so invited him down with his family to stay for a weekend at their house. |
remember my father specifically asking me whether anything inappropriate was going
on so | lied to him and said no.

They didn’t completely trust him but he had a delightful wife and children so they never
suspected that anything was really wrong with him."

"He was a nice man, he was kind. Even now | find him hard to dislike. Probably there is
a part of me that feels like, which is how I lived with this, because the story I told myself
and others after when | did start telling people was, he genuinely believed this was
right and he was wrong about that, but he was genuinely trying to do it for the right
reasons. That’s the story that | told myself and that was the story I told myself at the
time."

"...the seductive bit was John seeing me as special, conveying to me that | was
special. | wasn’t just anybody else at Iwerne, | was one of the elite of the elite. It was
very powerful."

"I don’t remember him saying ‘you mustn’t tell anyone about this’, | don’t remember him
ever saying that, but | just thought - how could | possibly tell my parents, for example? |
couldn’t even imagine how | would do it. Why would | want to? If | sat down and
thought about it, they would be absolutely horrified. However, there was an allure to
the secrecy of the beatings; | thought: I've been on this, and it's a means of spiritual
empowerment.”
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11.3.13

11.3.14

11.3.15

All the evidence suggests that at this time John Smyth was using his power, position
within the local Church and Iwerne Trust, and influence to get close to boys at the
College. Several contributors to the Review have suggested that this was simply his
way of spreading the word of the scriptures. It is clear from the accounts of victims and
the knowledge we have gained throughout the course of this Review that the intent
was more insidious than simply spreading the word of God. For example:

"We looked at this passage together from Hebrew’s Chapter 12 which was all about
how God is a father and how all fathers discipline their children. No child likes the
discipline at the time but afterwards it reaps a reward in terms of good behaviour. It
was at this point that he started to talk about the beatings. He said, ‘A father will
chastise his child and in the Bible it says, ‘Do not spare the rod’.” So, he brought in this
metaphor of the rod, only it wasn’t a metaphor because he meant it literally. He said
‘And | don'’t believe that | should spare the rod with you either....” So I said, ‘What do
you mean?’ He said, ‘Well, with your friends, | beat them.’ It was just 3 words: ‘I beat
them’. | thought in my head when he said, ‘| beat them’ that what he meant was 6 of
the best, like at boarding school.”

"I recall him talking to me in his study at Orchard House and he introduced the subject
of a physical form of repentance by referring to scriptural verses from Hebrews and |
believe from Samuel. He made specific references to marking your repentance by
either shedding blood or | think there was a verse that talks about stripes on your body.
John Smyth used these verses to suggest to us that the time had come in our spiritual
growth to begin to show proper repentance for the sins that we were committing."

"Then after supper, let's go and have a chat, and this was all "firesidey", let's look at
some verses from the Bible about how the Lord disciplines those he loves, you haven't
yet resisted sin to the point of shedding your blood, from the Letter to the Hebrews.
When you stop to think about it, that is so terribly twisted out of context, because that
was written to Christians who had been persecuted like people in North Korea now,
that kind of thing, but, of course, he had another agenda with that."

We have been given a great deal of detail about this period and have heard directly
from victims who were abused in this way when they were still legally children. It is
impossible to set out all that detail in this Review, as that would risk identifying
individuals who have asked for anonymity and confidence. What is very striking from
all the accounts we have heard is the high level of activity that John Smyth undertook
at this time. He was representing high profile clients, with national coverage, in court,
including Mary Whitehouse with the Gay News trial in 1977, and, later, the Romans in
Britain trials well as being involved with a range of other major criminal cases. He was
regularly speaking at the Christian Forum at Winchester College, and possibly other
schools and education settings, acting as a Lay Reader at Christ Church, Winchester,
chairing the lwerne Trust, a trustee of Scripture Union, a volunteer leader at lwerne
camps and grooming victims at his home. He was also a Deanery Synod member for
Winchester Diocese in 1973 and 1974.

John Smyth also referred to books which, he claimed, supported his theological
justification for the physical abuse. In particular, he quoted from AW Tozer, The Pursuit
of God (1948) and SD Gordon, Quiet Talks on Power (1859).

Dr Hanson comments in her analysis that:

"...the [religious] beliefs in which John Smyth operated are critical to understanding
how he manipulated his victims into it, how it went on for so long, and how he evaded
justice. Smyth drew on a set of beliefs that helped justify his abuse to his victims and
likely also to himself. In parallel with this, his abuse is not accounted for by these
beliefs (i.e. it simply being a misunderstanding or misapplication of theology)... he had
deeper motivations at work, and deployed numerous strategies in service of his abuse.
It should also be noted that a large variety of beliefs and values (whether they be
religious, political, economic or philosophical) can be conducive to abuse when they
are held ‘ideologically’ — followed at the expense of a core care and regard for every
human being."
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11.3.16

11.3.17

11.3.18

11.3.19

11.3.20

Victims have told us that in the lead up to their physical abuse, often as a precursor to
introducing the idea of physical punishment, John Smyth talked to them about sins.
The biggest ‘sin’, according to John Smyth, being related to their masturbation. Given
the evidence that is presented later in the report, it seems that masturbation was a
reoccurring theme and perhaps an obsession of John Smyth’s throughout his life, right
up until he was well into his 70s, still talking with boys and men about masturbation,
albeit from a different perspective later on.

"We were encouraged to live lives which were holy and to be as good Christians as we
could be. This was an attempt to remove what’s commonly known as sin from our
lives. Small sins like being lazy or white lies and sexual sins or what are regarded as
sexual sins like lust and masturbation. He stated that God likes sex and sex is good
but that there are certain rules like no sex outside of marriage and so forth."”

"The conversation must have gone something along the lines of ‘God doesn’t want you
to masturbate. It’s not in God’s plan for you and of course it’s really powerful and the
devil really wants to take you away from being focused on God'’s work and take you
away from it. He will distract you with all sorts of things, including thoughts about
having sexual relationships with people, with women and masturbation, so all of that is
getting in the way. God is really calling you to something special.

When I think about it now, the whole thing that Smyth set up was premised on the
basis that everybody was going to fail the test. The idea that this was going to work
and stop people masturbating was complete tosh, and so he was always going to have
access to people to apply this to. It’s just extraordinary, really."”

The earliest account dating the commencement of physical abuse in the form of
beating with a cane, comes from a victim who has stated to Reviewers that this took
place in 1977. He describes this as taking place in the main bedroom, at the Smyth
family home.

"I can remember at least once in his bedroom in his main house. | can remember that.
It is possible only once, but | can certainly remember it once there."

Others have concluded that the first physical abuse perpetrated by John Smyth was in
the form of a beating with a plimsoll of a student, as a punishment for theft. This was
allegedly offered an alternative to telling the boy’s parents, school and potentially the
police. This is said to be either late in 1977 or very early in 1978 and is an early
example of John Smyth’s manipulative and abusive behaviour.

As is referred to earlier in this report, John and Anne Smyth’s son has publicly stated
that he was emotionally and physically abused by his father from a young age, also
during this time, and this included visits to the same shed location that was used by
John Smyth to physically abuse boys and young men that were not his family
members. This is described below in his own words:

"Once we arrived at the shed, we would sit together and talk through what | was getting
beaten for. Specificity was important to dad. When | shop-lifted some sweets, | got a
set of lashes for stealing and another set for lying to mum about where | got the
sweets. When | was a bad sport on the squash court, | got a set for being a bad sport,
and another set for embarrassing him. When | borrowed a friend’s cricket boots without
asking, | got a set for stealing and a set for lying to mum about where | got the boots
from. In the winter of 1979 after my first term at Prep School, | got six lashes per
subject for each of my six subjects. But there was a further sub-division within each
subject: three were for not trying, and three were for disrupting other students. The six
separate pages from the school report were with me in the shed. Each sin was being
specifically treated. By my stripes | would be healed."

At this time, concerns were being raised at the College about John Smyth — the
amount of time he was spending there and his influence over boys, these concerns are
documented and well analysed in the Winchester College review. However, the
Review clearly describes how the College authorities did not fully react to these
concerns or investigate them in a meaningful, proactive way that prevented its
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11.3.21

11.3.22

11.3.23

11.3.24

11.3.25

continuation. The main house at the College where John Smyth had major influence
was “Beloes” (Kingsgate House). The Housemaster there (Geoff Hewitson) gave
permission for the boys to go to John Smyth’s family home without any form of real
checking as to the safety or the probity of this. One housemaster, Jock MacDonald,
did, however, refuse permission for a boy from his house to go to John Smyth’s family
home and this was met with an angry response from John Smyth. This was in 1979.

There was also concern within the College that John Smyth’s influence generally was
getting to be too great. One of the reactions to this increasing concern was for the
Headmaster, John Thorn, to bring in Mark Ashton as a Chaplain to oversee the
Christian Forum developments. At this time, the College had four Chaplains.
Attendance at the Christian Forum was very large by then, with around 100 students
attending on occasions, around 60 being the norm. Concerns about John Smyth’s
influence had been raised by some parents, and Geoff Hewitson discussed his growing
concern with John Thorn.

Victims report that John Smyth gravitated towards and paid more attention to the better
looking and “sporty” boys at the College. This has been confirmed by contributors to
the Review who were contemporaries of or in contact with John Smyth, including Fiona
Ashton (Mark Ashton’s widow), Jill and Martin Kingston (Trustees of the Zambesi Trust
until 1989) and Janet Brooks (now Thompson) (Anne Smyth’s sister). It is also
confirmed in correspondence reviewed. David Fletcher, when interviewed, said: “/
could tell by John’s behaviour how attracted he was to boys. He took me on the
boundary line at a cricket match, and he said, “Look at that boy there, doesn’t he look
tremendous?”

At this time, it is evident that John Smyth had asked a child to be a Godparent to his
own child. He was the first victim to be asked to take this role for the Smyth children.
The Winchester College review refers to a victim being asked to be Godparent, with his
parents being “furious” at this suggestion, but with the outcome being that he did,
indeed, become a Godparent. The close family members of John Smyth with whom we
have spoken have expressed their concern about boys being recruited as Godparents.
This is unusual, however viewed, and an indication of how John Smyth positioned
himself in a “parental’ and “father-like” role with these boys and young men. The
details of this cannot be stated, as this would identify individual victims. Several boys
and young men were Godparents to three of the Smyth children. Being made a
Godparent had the effect of bringing the young men closely into John Smyth’s family
“inner circle”. It gave them a sense of importance.

Throughout 1977, John Smyth’s grooming and sexualised behaviour was becoming
more explicit, reinforcing the conclusions that are reached by Dr Hanson in regard to
his sexual motivations for the abuse. We have an account of a victim being asked to
visit John Smyth in his ‘quarters’ at lunchtime, while attending the lwerne camp at
Clayesmore School. The victim knocked on the door, was called in, only to find John
and Anne Smyth naked in bed together. From the description of this event to
Reviewers it seems that this was deliberately set up.

"When | got to his room, which was a room he was sharing with his wife, he was stark
naked with his wife, on a mattress on the floor, and they were asleep. | was a kid of 16,
17. | walked into this and | thought, ‘what the heck?’, | had a meeting at 3pm. Anyway,
| then went into another room down the corridor and just waited, but that was my initial
encounter with John Smyth."

On another occasion, a boy was sent to the bathroom at John Smyth’s family home, to
talk with John Smyth, who was naked in the bath. John Smyth told him to sit down on a
chair by the bath so that they could have a discussion. Other victims describe similar
occasions and detail how John Smyth often joked and bragged about his sexual
prowess and talked of his and Anne Smyth’s “very active” sex life. He would say that
this was a reward for waiting to be married before having sex and he wove this into his
warnings about masturbation. On another occasion, he opened a bedside drawer to

show a boy many condoms.
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"He talked about his sexual antics with his wife with victims all the time, so he was
talking about this “very high sex drive” supposedly allegedly that Anne, his wife, had,
and how he had to keep her satisfied. He was talking like that with boys, so we all
thought ‘oh, he’s clearly a hot, red-blooded heterosexual man, this is a kind of
conventional heterosexual marriage’, but that was all part, in my view, of the
smokescreen, that he was trying to make us feel that he was something other than
what he was, which of course he was very good at."

A further contributor to the Review who was groomed by John Smyth has described
how, at Bosloe, Smyth invited a victim to go to talk with him whilst he was naked in a
bath. He said that they should sit right next to him on a chair. He proceeded to talk
about masturbation and how to resist it and how he could help in that process. They
described John Smyth as being “obsessed” with masturbation.

Another contributor described how he visited the Smyth family home and Anne Smyth
told him that John Smyth wanted to see him, while he was in the bath. They have
described how they had to go and sit in the bathroom to discuss something with him,
and how this felt uncomfortable. They have described that Anne Smyth was also in the
bathroom while this was taking place and that this made the event feel legitimate. This
occurred when the contributor was still legally a child at the age of 16.

John Smyth gifted items that he considered of significance to his victims. Several
victims have reported that they were given signed copies of the Bible in their early
experience of the abuse:

"Then he gave me a Bible, a leather-bound little black revised standard version Bible,
which he wrote in, signed - which | threw away long ago because of its associations, its
memory associations — and he started to kind of mentor me. Obviously in those very,
very early moments there was nothing, to my mind, odd or theologically heretical about
what he was saying, it’s just that my first encounter was with him naked."

In addition to gifts, John Smyth also took victims on holidays. These varied in type and
included sailing breaks, ski trips and breaks to a large stately home in Cornwall, some
included his family, usually trips included other victims.

An ex-student of Winchester College has given the Review a detailed account of his
knowledge of John Smyth, whilst at the College in 1977. He and other 13-year-olds
played various teenage games based on “Dungeons and Dragons”, including what he
describes as a “silly game” which involved using an upturned plastic cup, held by the
boys, to direct them to answers to questions on a board. The questions included, for
example, “will humans be able to speak with dolphins in the future?,” the cup then
apparently moving by its own volition to the answer “yes” written on a piece of paper on
the table. The sort of game that young teenage boys engage in.

They stopped doing this when they got bored with it after a short while and he thought
no more of it. A little later, his father, whilst driving the car with him as a passenger,
stopped in a lay by and said that he had something “very serious” to discuss with him.
He said that a man named John Smyth had contacted him to say that his son had been
involved with other boys at the College in what he described as “satanic rituals” which
involved trying to summon up the devil. He also said that they had been smoking
cannabis whilst doing so, which our informant says was completely untrue. John Smyth
told his father that the matter was of “grave concern” as Satanism was still punishable
by death under English law. He offered to help his son to get out of this “terrible”
satanic regime.

How John Smyth had got to know of the boy’s prank is not known. John Smyth had
clearly gone right past the College authorities and approached the boy’s father with this
frankly hugely exaggerated story. This demonstrates several things — John Smyth’s
obvious obsessions, his ability to flout the College’s authorities and the danger he

presented by offering to “help” with this boy’s “problem.”

A new shed was built in the garden of the Smyth family home in 1981, replacing the
previous shed that was used. This new shed was soundproofed and had only one
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window, facing towards the Church which lies at the back of the garden. The shed was
situated out of sight of the house, away from the road and hidden behind a large
hedge. Unusually, the door into the shed was set right up against a hedge to the side
of the garden. The shed is likely to have been designed by John Smyth with the abuse
in mind, including a purpose-built bench to assist in administering the abuse.

The earliest account of physical abuse that we have received is 1977. The physical
abuse took place in the form of beatings of a ferocious nature, with a cane. His victims
were wholly or partially naked, with John Smyth either partially or fully naked. They
were persuaded by John Smyth that these beatings were an appropriate step in their
Christian progression.

John Smyth justified beatings to be administered for a number of key “sins” that had
been committed and listed by the victims. Victims describe being asked to write these
down and bring them to John Smyth:

"I recall having to have a list of my sins written out on a piece of paper and this paper
was placed on the chair that | was leaning on. He was encouraging me to pray and
repent for the sins that were listed on the sheet of paper in front of me but the pain was
so intense that it that became impossible."

Many of these sins related to sex and particularly masturbation. The sin of pride has
been referenced by several victims. In one case, a victim, was given several lashings
for “looking at a girl for too long”. The statements from victims below describe the
justifications given by John Smyth for the abuse:

"The sins he particularly mentioned were normal teenage activity such as sexual
references made verbally or masturbation, but he would consider these as impure, so
that the sins he came up with were quite confined, they weren't the list of sins that you
might expect a Sunday priest to address a child about. John Smyth then began to instil
in us the principle that these sins had to be marked in a way that would mean we were
repenting before God. According to John Smyth it wasn’t enough to keep saying sorry
for sinning then keep on repeating that sin but if it was marked in some way, then we
were more likely to stop sinning in the first place and that God would think we were
really repentant. | don’t remember him using the word beatings but | can’t think of the
word he used but my impression from what he said was that sins needed to be marked
by some form of physical punishment.”

"I had a list of a dozen or so regular failings in my character and | received two strokes
for each, then another ten, totalling 35 the first time."

In addition to sin-related physical abuse, John Smyth also introduced the concept of
“training beatings”, not related to a particular sin, but as a further means of (in his
terms) “getting closer to God”. This was described in the Ruston Report of 1982:
"““training” beatings of some 75 strokes every 3 weeks were instituted, as being better
than only going down after a “fall”, though these persisted. One told me he was
receiving beatings at least every 4/5 days one vacation. The custom of semi
nakedness gave way to complete nakedness “to increase humility”. For training
beatings a man undressed himself, for “falls” he submitted to being undressed by the
operator."

These incidents of abuse are also described by victims:

“...during the summer term SMYTH had initiated training beatings. | knew that by
admitting to masturbation or having sexual thoughts would result in a beating but also
pride, it was a catch 22 situation that if | did not admit to these thoughts | would be
beaten for pride”.

"If the period extended over 4 to 5 weeks then John SMYTH would start exerting
pressure in terms of saying things like, ‘look you know you’ve sinned, you need to
come back’. So | know that the approximate timeframe between beatings was three to
Six weeks.
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| also remember that it became less important to John Smyth for me to prepare written
lists of my sins before each beating."

John Smyth would drape himself over the victim, before and after the beating,
sometimes kissing them on the neck or back. The accounts from victims and the
details which follow, as we explore the chronology of the increasingly frequent
beatings, describe an aberrated and clearly sexually motivated, sadistic, regime.

Dr Hanson describes that “no single factor is sufficient to determine a sexual
motivation to John Smyth’s abuse, however various things when taken together
indicate that this was highly likely to be at play in his beatings of young men and boys”.
Dr Hanson goes on to describe these factors as:

(a) His special interest in boys thought of as good-looking, conforming to a particular
type;

(b) His obsession with the topic of masturbation by adolescent boys and young men;

(c) The nudity he enforced on the UK boys and young men whilst they were being
beaten, alongside his own nudity; and the nudity he also enforced on the
Zimbabwe boys’ camps, such as the mandated naked swims (‘skinny dipping’)
and his showering with boys; and

(d) His invitation of a boy to visit his bedroom (at a lwerne camp) at a time when he
was naked with his wife, and inviting the boy in whilst him and his wife were in
bed together.

John Smyth expressed disapproval of homosexuality, treating this as a sin and a
‘justification’ for the abuse. Dr Hanson explores that this “does not caution against
there being a sexual motive to his abuse of males, indeed research suggests that
some homophobic men have homosexual interests which may in fact be contributing to
their homophobia (e.g. Cheval et al., 2016)”. She also explains that his expression of
homophobia may have helped him to hide his abuse in plain sight.

This was not an extension of the corporal punishment which was still taking place in
some (but not all) public schools, nor was it in any way a legitimate use of punishment
somehow connected with an interpretation of scriptures. These were offences of a
serious nature and against the law, as was clearly defined in the Ruston Report at that
time (Section 47 of the Offences Against The Person Act, 1861). Dr Hanson explores
how this kind of punishment could have been a cultural factor that contributed or
assisted him to abuse. That the practice and approval of physical punishment at the
time enabled his abuse to be justified "as the harsh end of something legitimate”.

A victim has described to us how John Smyth indicated he should self-harm after he
discussed his sexuality during a meeting with John Smyth in Peter Krakenberger’s
Winchester College flat. John Smyth suggested this as a path to fighting sexual
feelings that he was having. The victim was so traumatised by this guidance that he
attempted to take his life, described in his own words below. This event was not
properly dealt with by the College as detailed in the Winchester College Review. The
victim advises that he approached a College Chaplain for help and support:

"There was a plant....which grew in [the] graveyard.....I'd done some gardening there
and | remember being told about this plant is dangerous... | took some of it and made
a tea from it, an infusion, which I drank. | don’t honestly recall exactly what happened.
| was in my shared study still, and clearly one of my study mates was worried, he
couldn’t get a response out of me apparently, so he got ... the House Master, to come
down. | don’t remember anything more of that night...He knew something was up, but
I wouldn’t say, and that’s probably when | had these sessions with one of the College
chaplains...| remember very little [of the attempt], probably because | was not
conscious throughout it anyway.

You look back and think was it my intention, but | can’t tell now whether I intended to
go through with it, although | do know that | saw no future. | was down the path where
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there was no future, so | suspect it was effectively quite a serious attempt, but it may
just have been a cry for help. Effectively, it became a catalyst for change, because one
could see that there was no future going down that path, and therefore one was going
to have to change direction. That was effectively the only option, which is why | started
then breaking with Christian Forum."

Several slightly older victims, some still under 18 years old were at this point starting
their gap years or moving on to study at universities. John Smyth persisted with regular
contact with them, via letter writing and also visiting them at their university or work
placement or visiting and calling regularly, sometimes even when the victim was
travelling abroad as part of their gap year.

"In my first year at [university] | really wanted to experience life as a student and one of
the things I've always been fascinated by is films but it was quite clear from what
Smyth said to me that they were off limits. | only ever remember watching one film in
that timeframe and that was Chariots of Fire which was allowed because it was about a
Christian man who was an athlete.

Smyth came to visit me in my rooms. He got into my rooms, | let him in rather, and |

can remember him standing in front of me and saying ‘you've got to choose between
me and [my girlfriend] and, if you choose her, you are going to Hell but if you choose
me, you are going to Heaven’.

Throughout this time [in a gap year between school and university] | was still very
much in touch with John Smyth who would check in on me every three or four days,
usually by calling me and asking what | was up to."

While visiting universities, he forged links with Christian Union groups and began to
make contacts with other young men, not from Winchester College, whilst they were
studying at university. He gained access to them by giving talks, taking part in Christian
Union meetings. Our analysis of his activity at this time suggests he was frenetically
busy, driving the length and breadth of the UK, visiting his victims, grooming others in
attempts to abuse. He arranged for victims to regularly attend his family home for
weekend visits, these would include introduction to and administration of physical
abuse, usually taking place in his shed.

Much of this abuse is clearly documented in the Ruston Report, detailed in the next
section, but the scale and the extent of the grooming, persuasion and subsequent
physical and sexual abuse goes beyond what Mark Ruston established and reported
on. Victims describe this below:

"The severity of the beatings would increase, and that just got worse and worse and
worse, or should | say, not worse, but more intense — the beatings were more severe,
but you were frightened of going down there. | think | know what it feels like to be
fearful. Also, there was a huge sense of relief after it had happened, accompanied with
the belief you were serving God."

"It was at this time during my beatings | started crying a lot more. John SMYTH would
encourage me to shout out for forgiveness during the lashes being administered but |
began consciously not following his instructions and demonstrating to him by crying
and shaking that, actually | was really struggling physically with the beatings. The irony
was that | wasn't struggling that much physically even though the number of lashes
had increased during the years that | was at university and probably around 60 at a
time to anything up to 100 at a time. As the beatings increased in severity, | was
starting to take aspirin in advance of them to try and reduce the pain, but other than
this I found | could cope pretty well as | learnt to disassociate myself mentally from
them. What was becoming almost unbearable was the anxiety and the mental trauma
around the beatings.

I could feel blood on me and all the while he kept going. When he was doing it, he told
me ‘You’re not allowed to turn round.’ Which | didn’t understand but I didn’t, | did as |
was told, but as he was doing it he sounded like a Wimbledon tennis player, a man
serving, so there was kind of like this grunt every time he did it. And | remember
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thinking ‘he’s going to kill me.’ | was that scared, and | thought how am I going to get
out of this? By now | was beginning to feel more and more dizzy, woozy, so | decided
that | would collapse and pretend that | was fainting because | didn’t see any other
route out of it."

"I was beginning to feel a bit trapped, if I'm honest, because there was an element of
spiritual empowerment, but nevertheless | was still having normal thoughts, as a young
man, about girls, and so on, and | thought, I'm still having these, and | began to get the
feeling that | will always need beating, because I will never be rid of this stuff."

"I have often asked myself the question why did | go back, why did | allow myself to be
beaten and the answer is that | thought Smyth was my spiritual mentor."

Sometime during 1978, Justin Welby was overheard by a contributor to this Review,
having a “grave” conversation with Mark Ruston, about John Smyth, whilst lodging with
him. Justin Welby has advised reviewers that he does not recall this conversation and
explains he was not aware of the actions of John Smyth at this time which later came
to light. He advises that he shared accommodation with Mark Ruston at this time and
would have had many conversations particularly as this was in the period following his
father’s death.

Also in 1978, a meeting took place between Euan MacAlpine, Housemaster at
Winchester College, and John Smyth. Information presented to Reviewers suggests
that John Smyth was challenged about his influence on boys and young men (but not a
challenge about “abuse” as such) at the College and he is said to have reacted by
“curling up into the foetal position on the chair’. These instances may give some
indication that he had a degree of awareness that his abuses were wrong. An
alternative explanation is that he was developing a fear of being caught.

The physical abuse perpetrated by John Smyth in the form of beatings, began to
escalate in several ways throughout 1979 — in terms of numbers of young men
involved, in terms of the severity and number of lashings received with a cane and in
terms of the range of educational establishments attended by the victims.

There have been several accounts of the abuse in the public domain, including those
reported by Channel 4 in 2017 as well as in blogs and posts on social media and in
many articles and published books. It has been difficult to fully capture the real extent
of the abuse. This is best described in the victim’s own words:

"As time went on it used to take about two weeks for the skin to heal, although from
that first beating it probably only took a week but when | was being beaten with a
greater number of strokes it would take two weeks to heal and therefore, the shortest
period would’ve been three weeks between beatings.

When | was beaten 20 to 30 times, | could run my fingers up and down my bottom
afterwards and | had a sense that each cane stroke had left its own mark on my body,
however when | was beaten more than 30, or even as much as 100 times, there was
no sense of any individual stroke marks on my buttocks, they were just a bloody mess.
The rippling effect on my buttocks was still there even when the skin had repaired and |
had the sense that the shape of my buttocks was being changed by the increased
number of strokes | was receiving. | felt that they were flattening out and their natural
curve wasn’t there.

Sometimes immediately after a beating | would run down to the swimming pool and
actually put my backside into the pool to ease the pain."

The young men were left physically harmed and scarred by the beatings, bleeding
badly, leaving blood on cushions and seats and having to wear adult nappies and
bandages to prevent leaking of blood.

"I would sometimes stay overnight at Orchard House following a beating and
remember numerous occasions when | bled on their bedsheets."
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11.3.52 Bandages and other medical supplies to dress wounds were provided by Anne Smyth.
Victims describe how these were kept in the shed and sometimes they were handed to
victims as they returned to the house following abuse, and prior to being served tea or
Sunday lunch by Anne Smyth. It is seeming likely that Anne Smyth purchased these in
the knowledge that physical harm serious enough to require dressing and padding was
being caused, and she could not have interpreted what was happening in any other
way than to fully grasp the seriousness of the abuse.

"As | remember it, | essentially had one dressing for each buttock, so they were passed
across to me and | think Anne explained, ‘We’re conscious that this can result in some
blood, we don’t want you to have to remain like that, we don’t want to be found out, we
don’t want you to have blood on your underpants or your clothes or whatever, so if you
put one of these on each buttock for the next few days, that will prevent any blood
getting onto your clothes.”

11.3.53 Physical abuse took place between early 1977 and February 1982, the majority
occurring in the shed as described. Contrary to the previous reports and coverage of
the case there were several other locations that the abuse took place. This includes
the locations of holidays organised by John Smyth including one called ‘Bosloe’**
Victims describe these holidays and how they would be referred to as an even further
refined and ‘special’ group called ‘Bosloe Boys’. Not all of John Smyth’s victims were
invited to attend these special breaks. There was, in effect, an “inner circle” within the
“inner circle”, which emphasises the extent and depth of the grooming approach that
John Smyth adopted.

"It was very relaxed because there were no beatings going to happen, and it was
actually quite fun."

"We’d gone down to Bosloe with a few people and we’d actually had a very pleasant
time there, just doing a few things."

"We were “Bosloe Boys ...”

11.3.54 Contributors to the Review have described how physical abuse took place at
Clayesmore School in 1981. This was the location of the lwerne summer camps at this
time. Indeed, the most severe physical abuse event reported to the Review was carried
out there, immediately after camp had finished. John and his wife had rented
accommodation within the premises and John Smyth had stayed on there. This event
is said to have involved an astounding 800 lashings in one day, administered by John
Smyth and another victim, Simon Doggart who was a Winchester College and
Cambridge University student, a contemporary of many of John Smyth’s victims.
Simon Doggart was primarily a victim of John Smyth, groomed and coerced by him.
The incident referred to was described to us by several victims, one of whom details:

"I also knew that another victim had received an all-day beating of 800 strokes."
11.3.55 And a further victim describes this in more detail:

"The most serious case of physical abuse occurred to a victim on Iwerne Minster
premises, just after one of the Iwerne camps had ended. The preparation for this boy
receiving this abuse took place during the camp that preceded these days, and the boy
in question was beaten between 700 and 800 times, between 10 o’clock in the morning
and 10 o’clock at night, with a break. They were almost caught by somebody who was,
I think, a groundsman or somebody local to the school.”

11.3.56 While no evidence has been presented to suggest that physical abuse took place on
site while a camp was in operation, it is clear from this statement that John Smyth was
able to exploit his position and access to the victims while the camp was operating.

11.3.57 This victim describes how the "preparation” for the abuse took place during camp. On
this occasion, it is also clear that he was also able to use the premises hired while

43 We understand this to be a large country house, near the Helford River in Cornwall, that John Smyth hired for group holidays.
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camp was in operation to provide the location for serious physical abuse. There is little
doubt that his leadership role in the lwerne Trust provided him with an opportunity to
groom and abuse his victims. He used his position in the Iwerne Trust and camps to
influence others to allow him to have uncontrolled, regular contact with victims. His
senior role and regular attendance at the camps allowed him to persuade and
encourage the same boys and young men to attend and thus enable increased his
access to them. It is likely that there were culture and organisational factors within
Iwerne and the camps that may have assisted or contributed to John Smyth’s abuse,
as is explored by Dr Hanson in her report. He was able to exploit his links to lwerne
and this enabled his grooming and abuse to take place. The connections, the
networks, the opportunities, and the power he obtained through Iwerne gave him
licence to operate in the way that he did and helped as a cover to legitimise his
actions.

11.3.58 ltis clear from the information considered in this Review that Simon Doggart was
groomed and abused by John Smyth and later became involved in perpetrating abuse.
He was particularly used by John Smyth to recruit young men from universities to be
abused. Simon Doggart died in 2017 shortly after the abuse was investigated by
Channel 4 and we were therefore unable to meet with him as part of this process.
Simon Doggart’s role in the abuse at this time is described by victims as follows:

"I saw Doggart’s presence there as almost reassurance someone to say ‘I've been
through it and I'm ok™

"Throughout this time the beatings would continue but the number of lashings | was
getting was increasing. My punishments were often compared to that of Simon Doggart
who Smyth would tell me was now receiving say 60 strokes, so the number | received
increased in line with this”.

“Simon Doggart visited me at university once. | saw this contact as a way to
encourage me to stay within the circle”.

“l was beaten by both John Smyth and Simon Doggart. | was given approximately 50
strokes from John Smyth and | don’t remember how many strokes from Simon."

"l agreed to go with Simon Doggart, while Anne and John Smyth remained in the
kitchen and literally saw us off from the kitchen door."

11.3.59 We have been told that at times, John Smyth and Simon Doggart wore similar “outfits”
of white shorts and short sleeved shirts while administering physical abuse. A victim
describing this as their “uniform.” A victim described to us how John Smyth would treat
physical abuse as a routine event:

"It was as if, for him, it had become rather like servicing your car, that’s what |
remember of it, going down and having a beating is part of the regular discipline."

11.3.60 It has been suggested that at least one other young man, also a victim, was similarly
targeted by John Smyth to “recruit’ and physically abuse other victims. We have been
unable to verify this with any additional information. We have also been made aware
that other victims were used by John Smyth to introduce victims to him, particularly at
universities, we have information that suggests several other victims were also used to
endorse John Smyth’s approach and to encourage ‘doubters’ to participate in his
physical abuse, explored as relevant later in the report.

11.3.61 In mid-1979 a Winchester College housemaster wrote to some parents of boys in his
house, describing “irresponsible behaviour’ by John Smyth. There was a growing
concern at his attendance at the College and the influence he was having over the
boys there, via the Christian Forum. This is described and examined in the Winchester
College review, and we will not explore that further here*4.

44 Review into the abuse by John Smyth of pupils and former pupils of Winchester College 2022
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One boy at the school has said that he considers that he had what amounts to a
narrow escape from physical abuse. With hindsight, he thinks that he was being
actively groomed by John Smyth. His mother was suspicious of John Smyth and his
father directly confronted him about his concerns. John Smyth did not pursue him
further, but the impact on him has been significant. He says that relationships within his
family have been permanently damaged. He uses this experience to educate and
prevent similar situations from occurring in lectures that he now delivers to students at
a theological college.

A teacher at Winchester College, John Woolmer, described concerns that John Smyth
had far too great an influence and he was concerned about the direction the Christian
Forum was taking, especially that it was taking attention off the Sunday morning
Chapel. He commented that he thought John Smyth was “dead behind the eyes”,
despite his apparent charisma. John Woolmer was approached by a student at Oxford
University in either late 1981 or early 1982 to say that he was worried about something
“very serious” which involved abuse. John Woolmer did not pursue this and has
reported to Reviewers that he has regretted that since. He has written about this,
expressing his regret at not doing more at the time. His account of this is appended
(Appendix 5). He has stressed to reviewers that he was told of this under a strict
understanding that he must not pass this on. He considered himself to be under the
“seal of the confessional’, which he would not break and that he understood the report
to be about corporal punishment of the type that was still apparent at the time.

In January 1981, John Smyth attended a lwerne winter conference. An anonymous
person contacted the independent reviewer for Scripture Union, claiming to have
overheard conversations about the abuses at the conference. We have not been able
to substantiate this but victims' accounts also describe how their "recruitment" by John
Smyth and other victims took place at this conference.

Shortly after this, the same anonymous contributor advised that he also sent an
anonymous postcard to David Fletcher as a warning about John Smyth, asking how he
could “allow this disgusting practice to continue”. David Fletcher participated in this
Review prior to his death*. In his feedback on this point he stated that he couldn’t
recall ever receiving this postcard.

A further indication of earlier knowledge of concerns regarding John Smyth comes in
the form of a handwritten note, contained in the contemporaneous files handed to
Reviewers by David Fletcher, seemingly written by Mark Ruston in February 1981:
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45 David Fletcher met with Reviewers on 10" January 2020.
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This suggests that some warnings were being exchanged between the two men and
another individual written as “HP”. It is likely that these initials refer to the Reverend
Hugh Palmer, as later documentation in the same bundle of papers submitted to
Reviewers refer to Hugh Palmer and his initials as HP. This note is entitled: “Peter
Wells* tel.” indicating a telephone call took place, it suggests that ‘D’ (likely to be
David Fletcher) is concerned about John Smyth, as detailed above. There has been
suggestion from some contributors to this Review, including victims, that a report was
written, sometime in 1981, about the abuse. We have not found any evidence of this in
the course of our Review. A potential author of this report was named and we have
explored this, including with the Church of England, as far as possible without being
able to confirm this took place.

While this information does not fully establish that there was detailed or widespread
knowledge of the nature and extent of the abuse prior to 1982, it does indicate serious
concerns regarding John Smyth’s activity and relationship with young men earlier.
These concerns were seemingly discussed by at least two influential evangelical
Church leaders, ordained clergy, much earlier than February 1982, when the abuse
was clearly and undeniably disclosed by multiple victims to Mark Ruston.

Victims' testimony to this Review and to Hampshire Police*” details how the physical
and psychological abuse continued to increase, in both frequency and severity
throughout 1981, and a victim has given an account that John Smyth started to use a
thinner cane sometime during this year:

"Thinner canes were used as they were less likely to scar. The skin got thicker each
time which helped. Sometimes a cane broke."

The bar for punishments also steadily lowered, with, by the end, “nearly masturbating”
attracting 40 strokes of the cane in his scale of punishment for atoning sins.

At this time, it is also evident that new victims were being recruited by John Smyth and,
at times, other victims including Simon Doggart as described earlier.

John Smyth spoke at three Cambridge University colleges, Corpus Christi, Magdalene,
and Trinity. He also visited and spoke at Bristol, York and Durham universities. He
visited Oxford University, but there is no evidence of him giving a talk there. The
invitations to speak at universities came from the relevant Christian Union at the
university/college. At Cambridge, the individual colleges extended the invitations, but it
does not seem that the coordinating body across colleges, the Cambridge Inter-
Collegiate Christian Union (CICCU) had a role in this. College Chaplains apparently
had a quite distant role in this organisation and we have been told that their main
concentration was on the College chapel and the services conducted there. The
Christian Unions were evangelical and outside of this mainstream. Chaplains, the
university authorities and CICCU could have had a part to play in ensuring
safeguarding at the university. Indeed, they should have. These Chaplains were and
are employed by the College, with a dotted line relationship with the diocese and the
diocesan Bishop. Changes have taken place since that time in university awareness of
safeguarding, with a particular focus now on external speakers attending them.

A victim of John Smyth has described to Reviewers that he was groomed and
subsequently abused as a direct result of attending one of these talks at his college in
Cambridge.

Victims have described how the topic of the physical abuse to repent from sins was
discussed and “offered” by John Smyth following a period of grooming. Some victims
describe ways they were able to escape the situation and avoid physical abuse, and
how from this point John Smyth would often expel them from his ‘group’, from
invitations to parties, holidays and family events. John Smyth is said to have attempted

46 peter Wells was Scripture Union Field Staff Worker (Iwerne Minster) — according to the Scripture Union John Smyth Independent

Review Report

47 As part of their investigation of John Smyth and the abuse, named Operation Cubic, from 2017.
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ordination in 1981, and that this application was refused at a late stage of the process.
This point has been widely reported and is also referenced in several victim
testimonies to this Review, by family members and in Police witness statements by
those close to John Smyth at the time. Many describe his reaction to being declined:

"...when JS was turned down for Ordination) ...he was really angry about it. He
generally very rarely showed anger about anything, but that was a time | remember
thinking — | was hopeful | wasn’t going to have a beating, because if he was angry then
it would be even worse than it was normally."

The information presented to Reviewers suggests he sought ordination and was
unsuccessful on more than one occasion and in different dioceses, it is suggested in
other reviews that this included Winchester diocese, other commentators have also
suggested Oxford. Church of England archive records (see below) on this matter are
not comprehensive; however, they do make a reference to an attempt at ordination by
John Smyth, with York diocese, on 11" December 1980:

Reference Date of Date of
Name number Status Diocese Sponsorship birth

SMYTH J 27/
J 11/12/1980 6/1941

A family member has told us that he had said that he was thinking of pursuing a life in
Ministry, rather than continuing as a Barrister:

"John at that stage was wondering whether to become ordained and he actually went
on whatever it is you go on for a weekend or two or three days and nights and wasn’t
accepted. He was quite surprised about that.

He said: “You know, | think | should tell you that | don’t think God will want me to be a
barrister all my life and | would love to think that | could be effective in some way as
Billy Graham*8 is, not on that big scale but | would just love to be able to preach and

s

teach and do that sort of thing rather than being a barrister’.

The records show that his application got as far as a selection panel, but, despite
extensive research, we have not been able to confirm this or factually establish why it
did not proceed beyond this point. Reviewers have been advised that someone of John
Smyth’s stature getting to the point of a selection panel and then for an application to
be ceased, would have been highly unusual. It is of note that applications have to be
sponsored by a diocesan Bishop. Despite in-depth research involving Church of
England archives and staff, we have been unable to establish the reasons for this.
Many ordained individuals were suggested to us as being potential panel members, or
Diocesan Directors of Ordinands (DDOs)* at relevant dioceses at this time. All
surviving potential panel members and DDOs were contacted, none of these
individuals had a memory of John Smyth’s application and therefore offered no
explanation of the reasons for his application failing to progress.

Several contributors have suggested that his extreme theological views were
unacceptable to the panel/s. One contributor suggests he was told by a Bishop that
John Smyth’s application did not progress due to suspicions about his character.

In the summer of 1981, John Smyth is said to have preached at a Iwerne camp, with
the entire camp listening, about “marking and signifying repentance for sins”.

48 Billy Graham was an American evangelist whose large-scale preaching missions brought him to international prominence
(Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2023)

4% A Diocesan Director of Ordinands (DDO) is appointed by the bishop to oversee, on their behalf, the process of selecting, training,
choosing an appropriate curacy, and ordaining of new ministers into the Church of England.
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He makes references to Scriptures to justify his argument, as he was doing with boys
and young men throughout. A victim we have spoken with thinks that this was Smyth
attempting to justify his abuse.

Around Easter of 1981, John Smyth took a group of four victims on a skiing trip to
France. All four young men were at this time victims of psychological, sexual, and
physical abuse by John Smyth. They were travelling in John Smyth’s car and stopped
off in Paris on the way. Accounts presented to Reviewers suggest the purpose of this
was for John Smyth to attend an evangelical Church in the centre of Paris — St
Michael’s Church, close to the Champs Elysée. He knew the Rector there, Peter Sertin
(now deceased). Justin Welby, at that time worshipped at the Church and was working
for an oil company based in Paris. He was not, at that time, ordained. Peter Sertin
knew that Justin had connections with Iwerne and mentioned he was there. This event
is described by the Archbishop to Reviewers in his own words:

“While we were in Paris, and this | do remember, John Smyth came through Paris,
stayed the night in Paris on his way to Switzerland with a group of Iwerne boys, senior
campers, and they came to St Michael’'s Church which we attended on a Sunday
morning.

...I had no idea he was coming and when we arrived, Peter Sertin, the Chaplain, said
‘Oh, didn’t you used to go to Iwerne?’ | said ‘Yes’, and he said ‘Oh well, there’s a man
called John Smyth here. Do you know him?’, and | said ‘Oh yes, how interesting!’,
there was a group of boys, lads, and so | went up to him at the end of the service as
one does over the coffee and said ‘Hi John, it's Justin’, and | can still remember, he
was extremely offhand...”

The group then travelled on to the ski resort for a week’s skiing. One of the victims
present on this trip commented to us that:

"...the skiing was good and the week was relaxing, but only in the sense that we knew
we would not be beaten during the trip."

This is a disturbing and chilling insight into the power and coercive control that John
Smyth perpetrated on victims at the time. One of these victims was severely physically
abused following the trip and believes that this was triggered by something that he did
or said whilst on the trip.

Peter Sertin confided to Justin Welby that one of the “boys” had “spoken to him” about
John Smyth and Peter Sertin warned Justin Welby that John Smyth was not a good
man and to “stay away from him”. Again, this is described in Justin Welby’s own words:

‘I was travelling, | was in Nigeria, they came back apparently, went through and when |
got back from Nigeria, | used to go every month for a week, ten days, | saw Peter who
was a good friend, the Chaplain and he said “You know that Smyth fellow?’, and | said
‘Yes’, he said ‘He came back through’, | said ‘Oh, really?’ He said ‘Yes. Not a nice
man, really not a nice man’.

He said ‘One of the boys had a chat with me’. | don’t know who it was and | wouldn’t
remember if he’d told me but he wouldn’t have told me, he would have kept it strictly
confidential, but he said ‘I wouldn’t have anything to do with him if | were you’, but no
more than that."

In a submission to reviewers, Justin Welby has commented that the warning from
Peter Sertin was vague. He thought that it was based on incompatible personalities
and there was no indication given of the abuses which later came to light. It does
demonstrate, however, that Justin Welby had some knowledge of John Smyth, with a
concern being expressed about him. He carried this knowledge into later life, when he
did become aware of the serious concerns.

While no detail was given, it is seemingly likely that one of the victims had attempted to

confide in Peter Sertin, out of fear and to seek help perhaps in anticipation of the
physical abuse that was imminent.
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The Parisian Church is part of the Church of England (within a Diocese known as
“Gibraltar in Europe” or more generally known as “the Diocese in Europe”), with Peter
Sertin being a member of the Church of England. This is important in terms of
understanding what the Church of England could and should have known about
potential abuse. He failed to report being told of a concern by a young man. At the
time, the Church did not have robust procedures in place, but, as has been outlined
earlier in this Review, there was enough awareness of abuse to have meant that alarm
bells should have been sounded. Peter Sertin was concerned enough to raise the
matter with someone who was a parishioner at the time, warning him off John Smyth,
but without being specific enough to indicate the potential depth of the concern.

We have explored with Justin Welby his relationship at that time with John Smyth. He
knew John Smyth from the lwerne camps and was in John Smyth’s dormitory for two
camps. He has described being “impressed” by John Smyth and reacting to his
apparent power of intellect and charismatic (in the lay sense) personality. He says that
they were never close, however. He remembers a time when he delivered boat keys to
John Smyth’s family home, but says that this was “incidental’ and that he was “just
doing a favour” and that this is not indicative of any deeper friendship or relationship.

Justin Welby says that he and John Smyth “exchanged Christmas cards” for several
years whilst he was in Paris and on his return to the UK for a period. This included the
time when John Smyth was living in Zimbabwe. He characterises this as something
that was “usual for the time” and as one of many very casual exchanges of cards with
people. This was more about people being on a Christmas card list, with quite formal
sending and receipt of those cards, rather than a more active and personal Christmas
greeting as between friends.

Justin Welby says he recalls “making donations” to John Smyth to help with his
Ministry in Zimbabwe, but cannot remember the details of this, timing or amounts.
Again, he says that this was within a “typical and usual pattern” for the time, with gifting
to prominent people heading Ministries and the like being common and unremarkable.

John Smyth took young men, in small groups, on several different holiday trips. This
skiing trip (we believe there were others), sailing trips on his yacht out from Lymington,
and trips to Bosloe, a holiday home in Cornwall. These trips constituted a key part of
his abuse of the young men, being, ostensibly, "fun" trips with a "manly and
muscular*®® nature but having an ulterior motive of abuse and grooming, and drawing
them into his close circle.

John Smyth physically abused victims while on these trips. For example, the
Winchester College Review of this case describes an incident of physical abuse while
on a trip to Bosloe: [He}.. participated in the trips to Bosloe...the first Bosloe holiday
was in 1980 and was attended only by those who were then at university. Smyth
rented a large National Trust property for a "Christian house party”. Victim 002 was
beaten by Smyth in a shed in the garden of Bosloe House.”'

12 TIME PERIOD 1982 — MAY 1984

Key Findings

12.11

12.1.2

The Review ToR steer us to focus on two related but distinct questions:

(1) what did the Church of England (i.e. relevant officers and institutions) know about
alleged abuse perpetrated by John Smyth, and: (2) what was the response of the
Church of England to those allegations.

For this period, in response to these questions, our research, detailed below, has
shown that a significant number of ordained Church of England Clergy knew of the
abuse between March 1982 and July 1984, some may well have known or suspected it
even earlier than 1982 although information confirming this is not available. One of
these was very senior, a Bishop, and several others were well known influential

%0 See earlier analysis of 'Muscular Christianity’ under 'The Iwerne Camps, Iwerne Trust, Scripture Union & Titus Trust.
51 Page 38 of Winchester College John Smyth Report 2022
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1213

1214

leaders within Iwerne networks and the wider Conservative Evangelical world. Several
not ordained, but powerful and influential leaders in Evangelism were also aware of the
abuse.

An example relates to Hugh Palmer, who states that he was fully aware of the purpose
of his visit to a victim who made a serious and almost successful attempt on his own
life, at a time when details of the abuse were emerging and being notified to several
individuals. He says that he did not realise that this was connected with abuse. Hugh
Palmer maintains that he cannot recall who asked him to go to the hospital and has
speculated that it could have been one of several people, including David Fletcher or
Mark Ruston. Handwritten notes from this time give some indication:
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Hugh Palmer is also unable to recollect the circumstances or detail of any continued
contact with the victim, in contradiction to the victim’s account of that time. While it is
recognised that these events occurred in a period approximately 40 years ago, it is felt
that the significance of the events surrounding the two hospital visits and the
circumstances of the ongoing support might lodge in a person’s memory. Hugh Palmer
describes his contact with the victim as being “not unusual’ and “certainly not limited to
the Iwerne network”. He says it would have been part of a natural concern for someone
moving from home to a student situation, not for any oversight or restriction to be put
on people.
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If the Ruston Report in 1982 had resulted in a report being made to the police (in terms
of the assertion that a serious crime, or crimes, had been committed) and this had
been investigated, the wider Church would have known of the abuse. In attempting to
keep the matters secret, the number of people directly initially knowledgeable of the
abuse was limited to those to whom the report was circulated. However, as we have
detailed later, this “secref’ became a very poorly kept one indeed, with many people
knowing of the abuse, including ordained people throughout the time, as analysed in
this Review.

Our conclusion is that members of the Church did know of the abuse. The wider
Church organisation could have and should have known of the abuse and,
furthermore, a sufficiently large number of prominent people within the Church did
know of it. Significant enough to say that the Church of England “knew” in the most
general sense, of the abuse.

At the time, there were no policies in place which required individual Clergy (or others
connected with the Church) to report abuse to their Bishop within their Diocese. The
position is now different, and we analyse the current safeguarding arrangements later
in this Review.

We concur with commentators and participants in this Review that “safeguarding” was
not an understood concept used to aid the protection of children or vulnerable adults®?
as it is now, but the stark circumstances of these abuses, the fact that a crime had
been uncovered and law identified, and the sheer extent and nature of the abuses
committed, should have transcended any semantic arguments about whether this
constituted serious abuse, which needed to be reported and dealt with formally.

If a different question is posed, say, “did the Archbishop of Canterbury know of the
abuse at the time?”, or “was the abuse known about outside of the immediate circle of
Iwerne men?”,%® the conclusion has to be that, no, the Church of England, if defined
formally as an “institution”, did not “know” of the abuse as such. We contend that could
and should have been the case — the then Archbishop of Canterbury and the wider
Church could and should have been informed, and that would have led to very different
outcomes. John Smyth would have been, at the least, “outed” more publicly and
actions taken to curtail his continuing abuse in Africa. Whether or not any police inquiry
would have led to prosecution is a secondary issue.

The following findings should also be considered;

(a) The abuse was uncovered in February 1982, with disclosures from victims,
correspondence to David Fletcher and a serious attempted suicide by a victim.
The Ruston Report was written in early March 1982, and shown to a small group
of Iwerne people.

(b) The decision was made that the authorities will not be informed (most importantly
the police) and that the matter will be “held secret’ by this small group.

(c) The reason given for this is that it will be in the best interests of the victims, as
their lives would be ruined by the abuse being made public. Canon David
Maclnnes has told reviewers that he was called by a parent of one of the victims.
He made it clear that their family did not wish the reports of abuse to be taken any
further.

52 The Care Act 2014 defines that safeguarding duties apply to an adult who:

. has needs for care and support (whether or not the local authority is meeting any of those needs);

. is experiencing, or at risk of, abuse or neglect; and

. as a result of those care and support needs is unable to protect themselves from either the risk of, or the experience of

abuse or neglect.

53 Reviewers have been told of the concept of the “lwerne man” or of “lwernites”. This is a reference to people who attended the
Iwerne camps and say that they have been influenced and shaped by these experiences, throughout their lives. People talk of this
in warm and positive terms.
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The evidence from the time, which includes a great deal of contemporaneous
correspondence between the people shown the Ruston Report, shows, clearly,
that there were several possible reasons for the non-disclosure:

(i) To protect the reputation of the Iwerne movement.

(i) To protect the wider reputation of Conservative Evangelicalism.
(iii) To protect the reputations of the individuals involved with lwerne.
(iv) To protect the reputations of the victims’ parents.

In an interview with us, David Fletcher said: “I thought it would do the work of God
immense damage if this were public.”

A claim is made that the parents of the victims were consulted, and they agreed
to this non-disclosure. The truth is that only three sets (possibly four) of parents
were consulted, with one of these favouring disclosure to the authorities.

There is no attempt to consult with the victims as to their views on this. It is worth
noting here that the victims were treated as “boys” and are referred to as such.
The emphasis throughout is firmly on considering the wishes of the victims’
parents. These were, by this point not “boys” but adult men, who were not given
agency in this whole process.

A psychiatrist is consulted and there is some evidence that legal advice may have
been sought. The Ruston Report clearly states that offences had been committed.
The choice is explicitly made to withhold the knowledge of offences potentially
being committed from the police.

There was little support offered to the victims. Indeed, there is evidence of Mark
Ruston being critical of some victims when questioning them. There is also
evidence of what amounts to “victim blaming” in some of the correspondence.

John Smyth was assisted by one of his victims, Simon Doggart (now deceased),
as a co-beater. The notes from the time make a reference to the possibility of
there being at least one other co-beater, in addition to Simon Doggart. There is a
very weak attempt at curtailing John Smyth’s activities. He openly flouted the
several conditions laid on him, continued to preach as a Lay Preacher, continued
to see the young men he had agreed to not see and continued to challenge
people in an aggressive and manipulative way. He attended a Stewards Trust
house party with two victims in tow, along with his own family.

There is a worrying pattern of deference to John Smyth from the people dealing
with the fallout from the Ruston Report. They defer to him and are led by him,
sharing their thinking with him. There is one reference to maintaining his
“Christian usefulness and commitment’. The discussions are about how he can
continue in some way with the lwerne Trust and camps, rather than how he can
be stopped from committing further abuse. Even within the context of the time and
the policies in place, both within the Church and in wider society, their clear
responsibility was to report serious crimes to the police.

All decision-making during this period regarding investigating and responding to
the abuse was ‘managed’ by a group of men that included ordained Clergy and
prominent Evangelicals.

We must reach the conclusion that this constituted a cover-up of the abuse by
those few individuals who were told at the time. This interpretation of what
occurred has been questioned by many, but our firm conclusion is that a serious
crime was covered up. The correspondence includes words and phrases
associated with “keeping things quiet’ and “secrecy’.

There is no reference to the welfare of the victims at the important meeting at the
Carlton Club, where decisions were made as to how to proceed.
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There is no reference whatsoever, in any of the correspondence we have seen to
the potential risk that John Smyth may be posing to his own family and children.
Sadly, we now know that John Smyth’s son was directly abused by him from the
age of seven, including canings in the shed at Orchard House.

A warning was given to the Reverend David Jackman by David Fletcher when
John Smyth and his family began to attend the Above Bar Church in
Southampton.

It is suggested to John Smyth that he should consider moving to another country
or to another location in the UK.

The Scripture Union was informed of the abuse during this period.

Warnings are issued by individuals not directly connected with the nine people
who saw the 1982 Ruston Report, raising the question of just how “secret” this
was being kept by them. A clergyman (Reverend Michael Green) at St Aldate’s
Church, Oxford, said that he was told of the abuse by a curate at Winchester
College and was “sworn to secrecy.”

A housemaster at Winchester College is told of the abuse by Peter Krakenberger,
who also informed four other people of the abuse, outside of the “inner core” who
were shown the Ruston Report.

A victim alerted the Reverend Richard Bewes at All Souls Church, Langham
Place, to the danger that John Smyth posed when he was going on a Mission to
Malawi with African Enterprise.

The Right Reverend George Carey (now the Right Honourable Lord Carey), as
Principal of Trinity Theological College, Bristol, was informed of the abuse and
sent a copy of an outline of the Ruston Report but he denies seeing it.

The Chair of a selection conference for ordination for a victim of John Smyth, was
informed of the abuse and there is no evidence of any follow-up or action
because of this. The Chair, Reverend John Trillo, the Bishop of Chelmsford at the
time, is now deceased.

The attempts to intervene in John Smyth and his family moving to Zimbabwe
were weak and wholly ineffective. This includes several ordained clergy, who
were involved in failed attempts to prevent his working, ultimately with children, in
Africa.

Two psychiatrists knew of the abuse but did not report this to authorities. It is
outside the remit of this Review to explore this in detail.

Several Church officers and ordained persons, including a Bishop are included
knew of the abuse by mid 1984. Following this period, and prior to 2017, many
more people, including Church officers, ordained Clergy and Bishops, in the UK
and Africa, are made aware of the abuse.

Chronology — 1982 to May 1984

Date - Year/Month Event

1982

January 1982

John Smyth attends lwerne Winter Conference in Oxford and gives a talk
on spiritual discipline; he mentions the "rod of discipline", a select group
of victims attended. Jonathan Fletcher, David Fletcher, and Peter
Krakenberger also in attendance.
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Date - Year/Month

Event

Victim describes engagement to his girlfriend as "final escape from John
Smyth's clutches".

John Smyth introduced to new victims. Simon Doggart also continues to
physically abuse a victim on his own and alongside John Smyth. Anne
Smyth reported to give dressings to victims for their injuries.

The number of victims, the intensity and frequency of physical abuse
perpetrated by John Smyth increases.

28" January 1982

Letter sent by a victim under pseudonym to John Smyth and David
Fletcher exposing physical abuse from John Smyth.

4% February 1982

Victim attempts to take his own life.

5% February 1982

Hugh Palmer visits victim twice in hospital.

7" February 1982

Approximate date of John Smyth's last appearance as a speaker at
Winchester College Christian Forum.

12" February 1982

First victim visits Mark Ruston to tell him about abuse received from John
Smyth.

Mid-February 1982

Mark Ruston meets with 13 victims who report abuse from John Smyth.

Mark Ruston speaks to small number of influential parents of Winchester
College students.

14" February 1982

Mark Ruston meets with John Smyth — John Smyth asks Mark Ruston to
"try and put him first".

15" February 1982

Mark Ruston meets again with John Smyth — John Smyth is in a highly
emotional state.

Reverend David Fletcher discusses John Smyth abuse with Dr lan
Lodge-Patch, Psychiatrist.

16" February 1982

Mark Ruston and John Smyth speak over the telephone. Notes from this
telephone call show a discussion about who David Fletcher could talk to
about “legality of beatings”, suggesting Graham Ross-Cornes.

Mark Ruston meets with John and Anne Smyth in Royston.

17" February 1982

Mark Ruston meets with John Smyth and Simon Doggart. John Smyth
agrees to cancel trip to Bosloe House planned for September.

18" February 1982

List of victims of John Smyth abuse written by Simon Doggart describing
their experiences. Note indicates victims were "allocated" to either David
Fletcher and Mark Ruston for reasons unknown.

19" February 1982

Simon Doggart sends a letter to Mark Ruston apologising for everything
that has happened.

David Fletcher telephones Mark Ruston and describes John Smyth's
abuse as "passive masochistic homosexual activity".

20" February 1982

John Smyth resigns from Iwerne Trust as Chair, advising he will step down
from his role in the Romans in Britain trial and his role at Christ Church in
Winchester.
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Date - Year/Month

Event

21%t February 1982

John Smyth reads at Christ Church, Winchester, during a morning service.

Late February 1982

Mark Ruston continues to meet with victims to gather testimonies and
information.

4% March 1982

David Fletcher meets a victim — he tells the victim about the anonymous
letter received and about another victim who attempted to take his own
life.

6t March 1982

Mark Ruston sends his report regarding John Smyth's abuse with covering
letter to seven recipients.

8th March 1982

Mark Ruston receives responses from recipients of letter 'acknowledging
his memo and horrific nature of report'.

8th March 1982

David Fletcher and Mark Ruston given advice and guidance by John
Smyth on next steps.

9th March 1982

David Fletcher and Mark Ruston prepare list of questions to be considered
at planned meeting on 16" March to discuss Report by Mark Ruston.

10" March 1982

John Smyth writes to David Fletcher (copy sent to the Reverend John
Eddison) and provides a list of points to be made to advisors who think
that John Smyth's behaviour is "abnormally gross". John Smyth also
states himself, Simon Doggart and Anne Smyth take responsibility.

12t March 1982

Letter from John Eddison to David Fletcher suggesting John Smyth
cannot return to lwerne camps unless they can be sure of the "whole
matter being sealed off' and "no more leaks".

13" March 1982

Letter from Peter Wells to Mark Ruston - Peter suggests him and David
Fletcher have "lived with the problem, in one form or another, for several
years."

15" March 1982

Trial of Romans in Britain starts, and John Smyth withdraws as QC
representing Mary Whitehouse. Reason for John Smyth's withdrawal
given was he had succumbed to a virus.

16" March 1982

Meeting to discuss Report by Mark Ruston, with its recipients at The
Carlton Club in London.

Meeting notes from David Fletcher detail restrictions and response to
Report by Mark Ruston for John Smyth. John Smyth's behaviours noted
as being "grossly abnormal".

20" March 1982

David Fletcher visits John Smyth to deliver response to Report by Mark
Ruston. John Smyth agreed to leave camp work but did not agree to other
conditions proposed.

215t March 1982

John Smyth preaches at morning prayer service at Christ Church in
Winchester

John Smyth writes to David Fletcher and acknowledges David Fletcher's
apology to him and Anne Smyth. John Smyth is requesting for trip to
Bosloe to be reinstated.

22" March 1982

David Fletcher writes to Mark Ruston about meeting with John Smyth on
20" March. David Fletcher states he did not explain to John Smyth that
the conditions were the price for their silence and that the next step would
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be to refer matter to the Scripture Union Council if John Smyth does not
agree.

23" March 1982

John Eddison writes to David Fletcher and suggests telling John Smyth
about reputation risk and personal integrity they (Ruston Report
recipients) are risking by not reporting abuse to Winchester College or to
authorities, therefore John Smyth must abide by the conditions.

25" March 1982

David Fletcher writes to John Smyth detailing four conditions to be
imposed on him. David Fletcher also urged John Smyth to seek
professional help.

26" March 1982

John Smyth resigns from Iwerne Trust Camp work.

27t March 1982

John Eddison writes to David Fletcher stating John Smyth's acceptance
on conditions is (Ruston Report) recipient's "price of our silence".

31%t March 1982

Letter from Richard (Dick) Knight to John Smyth, requesting a meeting
with himself and Anne Smyth.

John Eddison writes to David Fletcher following telephone call with John
Smyth where he told Eddison it would be "quite impractical for him to give
the undertakings (conditions) we ask for".

Mark Ruston writes to John Smyth explaining he does not regard anything
victims have told him as "coming under the seal of the confessional".

March 1982

John Smyth attempts to contact victim Simon Doggart. Simon Doggart
described as acting like an "agent" for John Smyth.

John Smyth contacts Mark Ruston to check who told him of abuse.

John Smyth contacts a victim and wants to know if he was the one who
told Mark Ruston about the abuse.

Mark Ruston sends a letter to David Fletcher with details of contingency
plans if parents of Winchester College students find out.

2" April 1982

John Smyth writes to John Eddison. Both John and Anne Smyth do not
agree with all the conditions to be imposed.

Telephone call from John Smyth to Dick Knight to discuss what Dick
should say to victim’s parents.

Victim writes to David Fletcher and describes abuse from John Smyth as

rd i

3% April 1982 a "very spiritual thing".
John Eddison writes to David Fletcher and suggests "if he (John Smyth)

4™ April 1982 had no family commitments it would be advisable for him to leave the
country for a few years or go to a completely different part of the UK."
John Eddison writes to John Smyth, includes paragraph about John

6™ April 1982 Smyth moving abroad if he "had been younger, perhaps, and were not a
family man...".

7 April 1982 Easter Iwerne Camp takes place — notable that none of the victims that

were camp leaders or regulars at Camp were in attendance.

Easter 1982

Victim writes to David Fletcher and states advice given to Fletcher about
John Smyth abuse being "non spiritual' was "off target". Also discourages
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visit to John and Anne Smyth who are described as being "at breaking
point".

11" April 1982

John Smyth writes to John Eddison, Dick Knight and David Fletcher to
advise he has sought advice from Anglican layman who is an expert on
authority within Church.

12" April 1982

Anne Smyth writes to John Eddison, Dick Knight and David Fletcher —
Anne Smyth asks them to accept both her and John Smyth's letters as the
last word on the matter and for them to leave her and her family alone.

7™ April 1982

John Smyth starts to attend Above Bar Church in Southampton.

14th April 1982

Alan Martin (General Director of Scripture Union between 1978-1986)
writes memo - indicates he was "at a disadvantage, although | know John
Smyth. | do not know the others involved, and therefore lack the
background knowledge which obviously affected decisions which have
been made."

14" April 1982

David Fletcher advises some victims to stay away and not to contact John
Smyth. John Smyth continues to try and contact victims.

April 1982

Hugh Palmer visits victim.

John Smyth reapplies for Iwerne Trust membership.

John Smyth speaks to victim on the telephone to invite to another victim's
birthday party in the Summer which John Smyth is organising at Orchard
House in Winchester.

14" April 1982

John Eddison, Dick Knight, Mark Ruston, David Fletcher and Tim Sterry
write to John and Anne Smyth asking them to keep the terms/conditions
as agreed it will be easier to defend them.

7" May 1982 David Fletcher visits John Smyth in Winchester. David Fletcher refuses to
tell John Smyth who he has told about abuse.
9 May 1982 David I_=Ietc_her writes to Mark Ruston providing update on visit to John
Smyth in Winchester.
" Simon Doggart writes to David Fletcher - tells him he thinks it is appalling
9™ May 1982 that David Fletcher is persisting with allegation of homosexuality against

John Smyth and the rumour that Simon Doggart has left Iwerne Camps
because of his dependence on John Smyth.

13t May 1982

David Fletcher writes to Mark Ashton describing their meeting the day
before, enclosing a list of victims and those with knowledge.

14" May 1982

John Eddison writes to Simon Doggart addressing his concerns about
how John Smyth has been treated.

15t May 1982

Mark Ruston meets with Peter Krakenberger. Peter Krakenberger feels
guilty and John Thorn (Head of Winchester College) "should be told".

16" May 1982

Mark Ruston meets with Mark Ashton. Notes state "head on block for John
Smyth", "better that John Thorn should think it was 'ordinary™, "will
become public." Iwerne Camps "would not feel the need to tell John Thorn
if no Wykehamists".
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13t May 1982

John Smyth writes to John Eddison about feeling "betrayed" by him.

14" May 1982

John Eddison writes to John and Anne Smyth, asking if Anne understands
the extent of abuse John Smyth subjected victims to. John Eddison also
highlights he is aware of John Smyth continuing to contact victims despite
agreeing not to.

19t May 1982

Anonymous Letter sent to David Fletcher — John Smyth has implied to
them that "total exclusion" sanctions have been lifted.

20" May 1982

Simon Doggart writes to Mark Ruston, he is upset that Mark Ruston has
described John Smyth's actions as homosexual.

26' May 1982

John Smyth visits a victim who is on holiday in Europe.

May/June 1982

Peter Krakenberger reports he was told about abuse and shown the
Report by Mark Ruston.

15t June 1982

Simon Doggart writes to John Eddison and states John Smyth never
denied the abuse but did not admit to it due to confidentiality. Letter signed
off by Simon Doggart, John and Anne Smyth and others whose names
have been redacted.

15t June 1982

John Eddison writes another letter to Simon Doggart and states he
reassured a Winchester College School Master that John Smyth was to
be trusted.

9t June 1982

John Eddison writes to Simon Doggart — John Eddison asks Simon
Doggart to use his influence with John and Anne Smyth to try and resolve
the situation. John Eddison thinks any outsiders will consider John
Smyth's motivation for abuse as homosexual. Copy of this letter was sent
to David Fletcher, Dick Knight and Mark Ruston.

9t June 1982

David Fletcher produces written statement regarding John Smyth as a
record of intentions and actions against potential full disclosure of John
Smyth's abuse.

29t June 1982

Dick Knight writes to Simon Doggart and states they have no responsibility
to tell Winchester College School master's and student's parents about
John Smyth abuse.

30" June 1982

Victim meets up with John Smyth throughout Summer 1982, on one
occasion Simon Doggart also joins them.

Summer 1982

Victim's father is said (by a victim) to have told John Thorn (Winchester
College Headteacher) about John Smyth abuses. (This is not agreed by
Winchester College as being the case).

July 1982

Hugh Palmer visits victim - he tells victim he was extremely sympathetic
to abuse suffered at hands of John Smyth.

John Smyth holds birthday party for victim at Orchard House in
Winchester, garden shed still up in the garden, and somebody
commented John Smyth should take it down.

Victims visiting John Smyth and staying with him for weekends. Victims
start to withdraw from lwerne Camps due to John Smyth being prevented
from returning.

68




Date - Year/Month

Event

Summer 1982

Telephone call from John Smyth to Dick Knight. John Smyth discusses
how he and Simon Doggart were hoping for his parents did not have to be
told about abuse.

6™ July 1982

David Fletcher writes to Mark Ruston confirming John Smyth has made
contact with victims.

12" July 1982

Communication between lwerne trust Officers/Trustees about meeting
John Smyth. John Smyth described as being scared of exposing Simon
Doggart and Anne Smyth.

Mid-July 1982

John Smyth attended Stewards Trust 'House Party' at North Foreland
Lodge with Anne Smyth and their children. Two victims attend as guests
of the family, helping to run the young people’s aspect of the event. Also
attended by Anthony Cordle, John Smyth's adviser in 1982. David
Maclnnes was a guest speaker.

20" July 1982

John Smyth writes to John Eddison, David Fletcher and Dick Knight to
advise he does not want to meet with them at present.

24™ July 1982

Peter Wells meets a victim and tells the victim that "it’'s no good taking it
to the Church now, because they’re not going to do anything about it, but
rest assured that when Iwerne people are in senior positions in the Church
- which was always their aim — John Smyth will be brought to account for
what he has done".

August 1982

Peter Krakenberger writes Winchester College Christian Forum
newsletter.

Peter Krakenberger writes to several people talking about John Smyth
signing a paper and being expelled from Winchester College, he gives
reason for not telling police as being the parents’ wishes.

John Smyth warns a victim off close contact with Jonathan Fletcher.

Attendees of Iwerne Summer Camp describe "great consternation" about
John Smyth. Peter Wells approaches a camp attendee and presses them
about John Smyth and whether they knew about abuse or not.

Mark Ruston and others continue to debate issues and actions to be taken
with John Smyth, who continues to contact victims despite agreeing not
to.

Warnings given to young men by people outside of Ruston Committee
about John Smyth "severely beating" boys in a shed in Winchester.

Mark Ruston writes to some victims explaining what is happening
concerning John Smyth following his Report.

John Smyth writes to David Fletcher continuing to try to control situation
and criticises Iwerne (e.g. being "sectarian").

13" August 1982

John Eddison writes to David Fletcher to discuss John Smyth being seen
by a doctor.

17" August 1982

John Eddison writes to Alan Martin (General Director of Scripture Union
between 1978-1986) about John Smyth's proposal to put the matter in his
hands. John Smyth is refusing to meet and discuss the conditions.
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18" August 1982

Alan Martin writes to John Eddison - he thinks previous concerns about
John Smyth should have been followed up and that he will encourage
John Smyth to seek professional help.

23 August 1982

Alan Martin sends a memo to 1982 Report by Mark Ruston Committee -
he thinks John Thorn should be told about John Smyth and "extreme
pressure" should be put on John Smyth to seek professional help.

24" August 1982

David Fletcher writes to Mark Ruston..."dare we tell John Smyth whom
we have told and then say we will inform his legal superiors unless he
sees a Dr?"

25" August 1982

Mark Ruston writes to Alan Martin, states that he is working on the
assumption the practice of physical abuse has stopped but thinks Alan
may still believe the beatings are continuing.

John Eddison writes to Mark Ruston and sends him a copy of his and
David Fletcher's response to Alan Martin. David Fletcher is concerned
about what information John Smyth might share with Alan Martin.

Letter received by a person (not a victim) from Anthony Cordle. Anthony
Cordle asking recipient to not repeat what they had been told about John
Smyth abuse.

September 1982

Peter Krakenberger states that in Autumn 1982 he "felt it necessary to tell
Winchester College authorities".

Governing Body Meeting held at Winchester College. John Thorn
reportedly stated "we are not going to discuss this [John Smyth's abuse]"
at the meeting - this was after John Thorn had 'consulted' parents who
agreed they wanted to be kept a secret.

John Smyth continues to meet victims regardless of the 'undertakings'
(conditions) that had been produced.

Victim speaks to The Reverend Canon, Andrew Cornes, about abuse from
John Smyth.

John Eddison writes to Mark Ruston confirming John Smyth has agreed
to meet David Fletcher with Anthony Cordle and David Maclnnes.

13" September 1982

John Thorn is informed of John Smyth abuse after discussion with Mark
Ashton and Mark Ruston. John Smyth is banned from Winchester
College.

Between 13-17t
September 1982

Winchester College Housemasters meeting - David Conner and John
Thorn should be informed if anyone hears of John Smyth making contact
with boys.

17" September 1982

Dick Knight writes to Simon Doggart’s parents to explain Simon's role
within John Smyth's abuse.

20" September 1982

John Eddison writes to Dick Knight — John Eddison has met with Peter
Wells, Jonathan Fletcher and another person at Iwerne. They think
members of Headmasters’ Conference should be told. John Eddison
reports Michael Green, Rector from St Aldate's, was told about John
Smyth's abuse by a curate from Winchester College but was sworn to
secrecy.
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29 September 1982

John Smyth no longer listed as a Lay Reader in Winchester Diocese.

October 1982

John Smyth goes on a Mission to Malawi with African Enterprise. A victim
raises concerns about this with Richard Bewes of All Souls, Langham
Place.

Correspondence indicates that several victims are controlled by John
Smyth, being signatories on letters asking for him to be reinstated in
Iwerne Camps.

6" October 1982

John Eddison writes to David Fletcher advising he has spoken to Anthony
Cordle who think parents of victims should be told.

10t October 1982

Simon Doggart writes to Mark Ruston apologising and admitting he made
mistakes.

11t October 1982

John Thorn and some parents of Winchester College students visit John
Smyth with the purpose of him signing the undertaking. Copies of this
document/undertaking 'kept' by John Smyth and John Thorn. The
document suggests two other copies are also kept by two of the victim’s
parents.

12t October 1982

John Smyth meets Dick Knight to discuss 'Undertaking' document.

18t October 1982

John Smyth writes to David Fletcher asking for forgiveness and confirms
he has signed the undertaking.

27t October 1982

Peter Krakenberger writes to Mark Ruston. Peter Krakenberger thinks
knowing anything about this business has been a "disastrous security
risk".

9t November 1982

A meeting between Anne Smyth and Sue Fletcher (wife of David Fletcher)
was cancelled by John Smyth in an "unpleasant" telephone call.

17t November 1982

Anthony Cordle writes to state that John Smyth visited a psychiatrist.

20" November 1982

David Fletcher is contacted and asks to "what extent should the links to
(John Smyth) be severed".

25" November 1982

Mark Ruston meets with several victims who report no contact with John
Smyth has taken place. Victims explain how John Smyth used a list of
sins to inform beatings.

December 1982

Peter Krakenberger recalls being told by a Winchester College parent that
John Smyth was provided with an ultimatum, to either leave the UK or he
would be reported to the police.

1983

January 1983

John Smyth joins Above Bar Church in Southampton, offering his services
as a Barrister. David Fletcher and Mark Ashton warn David Jackman as
leader of the Church about John Smyth. Discussions about recruiting John
Smyth to an assistant minister role ended before any formal proposal was
made.

13" February 1983

Letter sent from Peter Krakenberger to David Fletcher suggesting that
John Smyth wants reconciliation with David. Peter tells David he has
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apologised to John Smyth for mentioning "secret activities" to five people
who did not already know.

8th March 1983

David Maclnnes writes to David Fletcher stating he is "seriously worried
about John Smyth", advising he has had a letter from one of the victims
suggesting John Smyth had been in touch (with the victim). Also
concerned that John Smyth is thinking of working with David Jackman
(Above Bar Church, Southampton).

13t March 1983

Mark Ruston receives a letter from a victim suggesting John Smyth had
been in touch and that he had stated that the "agreed time for break in
communication had run its course". Advised "Andrew Cornes has been
told about the situation and was able to talk it over with him".

David Maclnnes writes to Mark Ruston advising he has been in touch with
Dr lan Lodge-Patch and David Jackman, stating that there is "a clear
understanding about the situation among the leaders of Above Bar", and
"no risk at the moment of [John Smyth] being appointed". He also advises
that he is seeing John Smyth soon with Anthony Cordle.

March 1983

David Maclnnes suggests to a victim that he speaks to someone other
than him about John Smyth. The victim saw psychiatrists as a result
including Dr lan Lodge Patch.

13t April 1983

John Smyth applies starts theological study for a term at Trinity College in
Bristol. It is here that John Smyth meets Andy Shaw.

Spring / Early 1983

David Jackman was contacted by Mark Ashton, with a follow-up by David
Fletcher warning that John Smyth should not be given any sort of
leadership role or public ministry, and that he had been removed from
Iwerne leadership as a result of his unacceptable behaviour towards
young men. David Maclnnes later sent David Jackman an outline of the
Ruston Report.

May 1983 A typed summary of the Ruston Report is produced by David Fletcher.
John Smyth approaches Martin and Jill Kingston, David Pope and Michael
May 1983 Beardsmore to become trustees to support him in setting up Zambesi

Ministries in Zimbabwe.

17t May 1983

Mark Ruston writes to David Fletcher regarding a summary of the
Ruston Report which David Fletcher has written to send to others.

June 1983

Mark Ruston informs Selection Conference Chairman, John Trillo, of John
Smyth abuse.

John Smyth was challenged by a victim about his plan to work in Africa.

15t June 1983

David Maclnnes writes to David Fletcher referencing a letter he has had
from George Carey "who is going to try and take what opportunities he
can", and that he hopes they will hear "any reactions that there may be
from that end".

July 1983

John Smyth attends Evangelist Conference in Amsterdam and meets the
leader of African Enterprise Zimbabwe (Chris Sewell, now deceased).
John Smyth is encouraged to join in a Pan African Mission/African
Enterprise and to move to Africa with his family.

September 1983

John Smyth joins a committee to support Billy Graham'’s ‘Mission England’
tour.
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October 1983

John Smyth visits South Africa to attend Pan African Mission. Delivers a
talk with Michael Cassidy and Bishop Festo Kivengere.

November 1983

John and Anne Smyth visit African Enterprise teams in Zimbabwe and
Nairobi.

Member of committee supporting Billy Graham’s ‘Mission England’ tour
was warned away from inviting John Smyth to be part of this, by a
colleague/friend who said to ‘get rid of him’. The same person was also
told about John Smyth's abuse by David Fletcher.

1984

Early 1984

John Smyth leaves Billy Graham’s ‘Mission England’ tour committee
following a confrontation by a member of the committee regarding the
abuse and information given to him by David Fletcher.

John Smyth visits Peter Krakenberger to apologise.

20" January 1984

Orchard House is sold and the Smyth family move to Alresford,
Hampshire, where they lived until moving to Zimbabwe.

March 1984

John Smyth writes to Mary Whitehouse and advises he has been ill and
will be back working soon.

1%t April 1984

John Smyth sends a ‘round-robin’ letter describing that he has
relinquished his practice at the Bar and resigned his Recordership at the
Crown Court due to taking up a position in African Enterprise. Letter
suggests they have received an 'official invitation' to join Africa Enterprises
in Zimbabwe.

May 1984

Michael Cassidy writes to friends of Africa Enterprises sharing "his vision
for John and his family” and explaining the setting up of a UK trust and
requesting funding to support John Smyth's stay in Zimbabwe. The letter
suggests flights are booked for the family to move to Harare on 10"
August 1984.

John and Anne Smyth visit Harare in Zimbabwe looking for
accommodation.

18t May 1984

David Maclnnes writes to David Fletcher to inform him John Smyth has
been appointed in post with Africa Enterprise. David Maclnnes indicates
attempts to contact Michael Cassidy.

22n — 25t May 1984

David Maclnnes writes to John Smyth as he concerned Michael Cassidy
is unaware of John Smyth's abuse in UK.

David Maclnnes writes to David Fletcher, including copy of
correspondence to John Smyth and advising that Michael Cassidy wants
more details of John Smyth situation. He suggests he may "again need a
copy of Mark R’s confidential account of the boy’s stories”.

David Maclnnes describes a lengthy conversation with Michael Cassidy
describing the "arrangements for John to go there [as] far too advanced
to be reversed".
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Analysis

12.1.11

12.1.12

12.1.13

12.1.14

12.1.15

1982 was a significant year in the history of this case. It is the year in which there is
unequivocal evidence that John Smyth’s abuses are first disclosed fully in person by a
victim to an ordained member of the Church of England Clergy, Mark Ruston. At a
similar time to this, another member of the Clergy, David Fletcher, is warned again by
post of the abuse and the need for it to end.

This period commences in January 1982, with John Smyth attending the lwerne Winter
Conference, also attended by a select group of the victims, encouraged by him to
attend.

A victim has told us that at this time, he “escaped John’s clutches” by getting engaged
to his girlfriend and fleeing from the abusive regime he had been involved with.

At this time, Simon Doggart began to be actively involved and carrying out abuse
unassisted by John Smyth.

A victim of John Smyth attempted to take his own life and was hospitalised as a result.
The victim described to Reviewers and in his police witness statement that:

"Very shortly after enduring that beating John Smyth told me that my next one, which
was going to mark my 21% birthday, was going to be special and more severe than
those I'd suffered before. | thought this meant | was going to be getting two of three
hundred strokes as | was aware by then that one of the other victims had been beaten
with 400 strokes. | also knew that another victim had received an all-day beating of 800
strokes.

I thought to myself that | had to end the beatings, but | hadn’t actually thought about
how this was going to happen. It was January 1982 and | couldn’t concentrate on
anything to do with my studies, it was bizarre because it was my 21 birthday and my
parents had laid on a party which | couldn’t enjoy. | was aware from somewhere,
although can’t recall how | knew, that my special beating would include both Simon
Doggart and John Smyth carrying out the beating. So, after my birthday | deliberately
made-up excuses to John Smyth over the telephone as to why | couldn’t go down for
another ten days and it was then that | came up with a plan to escape the beatings.

I thought of sending two letters signed by a fictitious person. | wrote the letters
between my birthday and the date of the beating which I think was in early February
1982. | wrote one letter to John Smyth at Orchard House and one to David Fletcher
who | saw as the managing director of the Iwerne Minster Christian camps. | hadn’t
been to the camps for a number of years but | thought that if anyone could exert any
control over John Smyth it would be David Fletcher. | wrote a very cursory letter to both
of them saying that | had become aware that John Smyth had been beating young men
and that if it didn’t stop immediately the police and media would be told. | honestly
thought that the threat of exposure would prevent John Smyth from beating me again
and hoped that as soon as David Fletcher read the letter it would put an end to
everything. | left it for about two days but was quite surprised that no friends or John
himself hadn’t got in touch with me to say that something was happening as a result of
the letters being received.

I then rang John Smyth the night before | was due to travel down for the special
beating and had my usual conversation about train times. | realised that my plan had
not worked and | felt | was staring into an abyss which bought a certainty with it in a
way in that | knew that | just couldn’t go ahead with the beating, so | decided that | was
going to kill myself.

| went out to a number of chemists and bought two bottles of 50 Aspirin. | also bought
razor blades. At the time | was living with friends in a flat but that night they had gone
out for the evening | then started with cutting what hair | had on my head off and went
around the bedroom chopping my face out of family photographs.
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Then I went to the toilet, locked myself in and cut my wrists. | can’t remember if my flat
mates had returned or | waited for them to come back before | did anything, because |
think there was part of me that wanted to survive.

| then swallowed the bottles of pills but either in swallowing the second bottle or after |
put it down on the sink, it fell on the floor and a friend who was passing asked if | was
alright. | don’t remember saying anything but they must have sensed that something
was wrong because they smashed the door down and called an ambulance. The next
thing I remember was being in Norwich hospital and having my stomach pumped.”

His fear of the horrific abuse that was ahead of him led him to taking a large overdose
of pills and cutting his wrists. He was found by flatmates and rushed to hospital.

Hugh Palmer (referred to earlier and in papers handed to Reviewers as ‘HP’) visited
this victim in hospital the day after his suicide attempt, on 5 February 1982. He also
visited him on another occasion in July 1982 in Norwich, both the victim and Hugh
Palmer describe these as pastoral visits. The victim says of Hugh Palmer; "He was
always kind to me. | appreciated his sympathy and his kindness, his visits to me, two
visits to me in the hospital."”

The victim at the centre of this has also indicated to Reviewers that a previous and
future pastoral relationship existed with Hugh Palmer, however, including his
attendance at Church services led by Hugh Palmer followed by lunch or coffee,
discussing his faith and Christian journey. Hugh Palmer has a different recollection of
this occurring. In the victims' own words:

"l used to go and see him maybe once a university term at his suggestion. | appreciate
now that that was either Iwerne or more likely John Smyth keeping tabs on [me]... my
actual faith had disappeared by then but | did attend the odd service at Holy Trinity. |
always sat in the back and normally once a term he [Reverend Palmer] would invite me
to have lunch and we would talk generally about Christian matters. I'm not quite sure
how his spiritual mentoring of me began. It certainly wasn't instigated by me. | don’t
remember, but my guess is it was either an instruction from John Smyth or from
Iwerne, most likely from John Smyth who couldn’t visit me that often, thank God."

Hugh Palmer “utterly repudiates” this version of what happened and says that his
contacts with the victim were "driven only by genuine concern."

This victim received a telephone call from Hugh Palmer, shortly after the Channel 4
programmes were aired in early 2017. His account of this is:

"Hugh Palmer called....He was sure that he came to see me twice in hospital. First
time was day after or day after that. He was pretty clear that | hadn’t talked about the
abuse at all but that he ‘knew’ a little by his second visit although it wasn’t until the
Channel 4 reports that he knew the full extent.... | believe this last bit but not that he
wasn't filled in before then. Crucially, around who told him, he accepted that this had to
have been someone from the lwerne network or ‘quite possibly’ John Smyth himself."

After his discharge from hospital, the victim advises that he was encouraged, by
another victim, to telephone John Smyth. He describes this in the recording of a
meeting between victims in 1992:

"I went home...[names another victim] came and visited one day, and when he came
up and visited he said ‘John wants to say something to you’. He said, we’re going to
give him a ring....we rang him up. | can remember, because | was sitting in the, not the
sitting room but one of the bedrooms, bedroom next door to it, and all | said was ‘Hello
John’, and he said, ‘..., how are you?’, he said ‘We’ve been so concerned’. | said, I'm
absolutely fine’, He said, ‘I just want to say that | am really sorry’, he just said, I'm
really sorry’. He never said that it was wrong, and he said it should never have
happened, and he blamed himself for not seeing things earlier.

He said, ‘Anne would like a word’, and she said exactly the same thing.... That was
their idea of making their peace.....and he said to me, I'll never forget, he said, ‘I will
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never get in touch with you again’, but then he also added, in a typically John way,
‘unless you get in touch with me first’."

Later in February 1982, Mark Ruston set about interviewing men who had been
abused by John Smyth. We have ascertained that there were three likely triggers for
his investigation and resulting report:

(a) Ananonymous letter sent to David Fletcher on 28" January 1982. This was
written by one of John Smyth’s victims anonymously and using the name “W
Hiller”).

(b) A victim attempting to take their own life: 4" February 1982.

(c) A disclosure directly made to Mark Ruston by a John Smyth victim: approximately
12'" February 1982.

Bromsgrove,
WORCS.

Thu Jan 28,

Dear Sir,

I have been informed, recently, of some
disturbing facts about a John Smyth Q.C. ( who I am told
acts as a referee for your Scripture Union camps ) which
I feel obliged to pass on to you. It appears that many
students from some of this country's top universities are
in the habit of travelling down regularly to Mr Smyth's
house in Moresteed: where in some hut in his garden he
inflicts upon them a severe measure of corporal punish-

ment, ' a thrashing ', in the name of Christianity.

I, and other people I have told in confid=-
ence of this, find this disgusting and would like to see
this sadistic 'practice' cease immediately. I'm sure I
do not need to tell you the harmful effect that any ad-
verse publicity could do to the Scripture Union and your
camps in particular. However, if this malter cannot be
ended privately then I will be forced to expose ¥ @ it
in a considerably more public arena....

Yours Faithfully, .
ﬁ‘ﬁr'/

W. Hiller.

I

From the information presented to Reviewers it is likely that the cumulative impact of
these events, coupled with previous suspicions and concerns as highlighted earlier in
the report, spurred both David Fletcher and Mark Ruston to attempt to investigate and
address John Smyth’s abuse. The disclosure by the victim, on or around 12" February,
led to further victim disclosures to Mark Ruston and this seems to have been the final
trigger. What then followed was proactive contact by Mark Ruston with all known
victims and an investigation, including meetings with and disclosure by almost all the
victims of the abuse at that time.
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The Ruston Report

1.

2e

3
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Circulation RJBE, RJK, TS, PGLW, Daé. RMC, CMR, DEW.

A8 T was on the spot, and as one of those involved came to mee me on February 12th,
I have now tolked at length to thirteen of the twenty-two young men involved, and
one who was on the verge of joining in, 8o it seems sense that I should get some
of it on to paper before we meet on March 16th.

'mefractico began in 1978, with J. offering a 17-year old the choice of a beating
froaf him or being reported to parenta/ti?ol. H: Egoao the beating given with a

cane in the gummer house,

For a term or two, it continued with four 17-year olds, on the bare bottom with a
gym shoe (because it leaves less evidence) but was voluntarily accopted as a

deterrent to masturbation. Beatings varied from a dozen to 4O strokes. (In all
nention of figures I quote wha* they have told me, in every case taking t:e¢ lower

figure). Thess were tochnically all crizinal offeszces =niur ths 2f%ccee Ipeicet
the Person Act of 1861, Sec.47.

Sinece sunmer 1979 it has graduclly escalated, in frequency cnd geverity of beatings
and in the number of men involved.

The motives were alvays secen as good by operators and participants - the
sanctifying of young Christian men, end the blessings of fatherly diseipline,

I believe this but cannot really understand it, Prayer, praise and loving
Christian concern in Christ's name were evident at every point. There vas never
the slightest evidence of overt sexual excitument or interference, But the
paychiatrist describes it as suppressed masochistic sexual activity (or sndistic

I suppose in the operators), Soveral men 8imply =aid 'I trusted J' 'I went into
it on trust!,

The scale and severity of the practice was horrific., Five of the 13 I have seen
vere in it only for a short time. Between them they had 12 bestings and about

650 strokes. The othor 8 received about 14,000 strokes: 2 of them having some
8,000 strokes over the three yenrs. The others were involved for one¢ year or

18 months. " 8 spoke of bleeding on most occeeions ('I could feel the blood
spattering on my loge' - 'I was bleecing for H: weeks' 'I fainted sometise after

n severe beating'), I have scen bruised and scored buttocks, somo two-and-a<holf
months after the beating. Beatings of 100 strokes for masturbation, 400 for pride
and one of 800 strokes for some undisclosed 'fall' are recorded. The beatings. -
were with gurden cones, With 8ome sort of a handle., S, wanting 'to te the best

for God' beat as hard as he could, o stk 3 -

A year or mo ago 'training' beatings of some at = every 3 wecks were
instituted, aaa:uing better than only going down after a 'fall', though these
persisted. One told me he was receiving beatings at least every 4/5 days one
vacation., The custom of semd nakednese gave way to complete nokedness 'to increase
humility'. For training beatings a man undressed himself, for 'folls' he

submitted to being undressed by the operator,

By design or by circumstances, the system seems to have 'commed' men into accepting
the beatings. There was a first talk on Wholeheartednees with great emphasis on
naming sine and malking & list of one's personal failings, a second tallk on Sex
adding to the pressure, and then one or two personal talks when for the first time
it was suggested that the list should be shared, Then there would be mention of
the 'blessing' to be had through this system and a fair amount of pressure

("You want to be the best, don't you? Let me be & helper £to you ...") and the

invitation to visit. At this stage the beating was often thought of as 'six of

continued overpage
DCMF 9

77



ED

10.

11,

13.
14,

16.

17.

18,

9.

the bemt on the seat of the yanta', It was usually not until arrival, pesyer
asd talk, aod ootuwally roaching the shed that the severity of the beating was
rentioned, and the benofits of makedsesp ax & self-bushling was disclosed. At
that stage there vas conaiderable persuasion for anyone who Ywld beok. It hod
almoat bocose o oult, with a yoworful group dymamioc.

Inmdistcly after thu beatizg the man lay ca the bed, whilo J ond/or 5 would
kneel asd peay, linkdng ores with hiw ond kisaing hdm on the shouldar sad back,

Quite scparate from these poot-beating estraces, sevaral have spoicen of J's
patting hie ares sround theo at esotional mooents, sud tow of bolsg kissed om
the neck,

Setting aside one's sense of thy cutrage against husca dignity and the cruelty
of all this iz the zase of bt Lord, musbers of reascas agaisst the pesctice
eserge. Those I have seent are ns follown:

Seriptures umed commonly were: Hebresx xi4.5-11 2 Sasuel vi1.13, 5t Luiee x4L 07,
and sany ‘apare the rod*' and *fathera axd soza' verssa in Proverbs.

But mone would hove sugpeated the practice to omyons not alreedy edtionally
comsitteod (of.the hOld the culta have), the fathers and ohild verses do not apply
(they wore meither scns ner chdldren),

Similar proctices (net exsctly the scae, to my knowledge) arc kown ond regorded
sa oderrctions iz church history,

All Craristion leaders would condemn the proctice,

J and & pow this oo o 'mindstry' froa God. Dat the 'ministry' of dlscipline in
this senne, Wns secret, self-appodsted aad never approved by other Christion
lecdurs (cf. Acta xi18.1-2), and of course unimown in lisss of ministries (cf.
Mm 1".11' .tc.).

Toe knowlodpe of other jwople's sing, und 'power' Over thes through thelr
hmdlintion, nakednons and benting, Lo exceolizgly bod for the operstors,

Tearo wos 0 very frequent amsocistion with sexuel aizs of o cosparatively mdnor
kird (sesturtation and fegure thoughta) ond to00 wony sexsal ovwrtones, though
it 1o clear that therv was mever any overt ssxusl sctivity.

The prootioce destroye the direet access of the believer to thw Lard (Mebrews x,19
0%c.) nnd poles the way to De aluwsys through one of the operators with vhos adns
wure nhaved, M“mmumMmM.uMUW
okin to the Roman Catholie aystes of ooafesslion and th the list of sine
to te shored with J snd 5, nnd the severity of e beatings belng projortionste
to tiaw seriousswos of the foll os Lhoy saw it.

It sognifiee mizs of thought snd othur little duily fallures md comasgeently
bullds up & guilty ocasoienoe when everything ia mot shored with J. Apart froe
the kzown suicide otteept, mpother mon got o= far os writing s suicide note axd
sitting locking at & bottle of ypdlls becouse he could 2ot go on vith the beotings
and 'this wvao the only woy of helimees's And another is still suffering pangs of
suilty consclence over follings of seven years ago, revived through this peactice,

It keepm young me= as c¢hildren (the cone and the cuddles might e sadtoble between

& fother ond 0 soall toy). It keepo them iamsture and unoble %o malke their owe
Jdgeexta md fight their cwm battlea,

DCMF 10
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S was brought into sharing the 'ministry' in the summer of 1980; two others
had been approached, one of whom was unwilling to take part,

The rehabilitation of S and one of the others who has been in it for four years
is a cause of concern. The latter, with a very unstable home background is
very dependent on J indeed (and/or J on him?). All but one of the others I have
spoken to seem amazingly resilient.

22, The whole thing displays frightening blindness: in the operators who werc blind

to Seripture, to sense, to propriety, to possible consequences for Gospel work,
to men's welfare, to church history and to the very heart of the Gospel: and in
the participants who could voluntarily accept such treatment as God's appointed
way of blessing.

(“J” refers

12.1.24

12.1.25

12.1.26

12.1.27

12.1.28

12.1.29

12.1.30

to John Smyth and “S” to Simon Doggart)

It is clear from the papers we have received that relate to this period, that advice was
sought from contacts of Mark Ruston and David Fletcher to support his findings. The
purpose of this advice seems to have been to help identify John Smyth’s motivations
(from a psychiatrist, Dr lan Lodge Patch) and to establish the legality or otherwise of
his abuse potentially through Graham Ross-Cornes. At some point in this period and
beyond, a decision was made to not report the abuse to the police. Victims should
have been advised by Mark Ruston to report the abuse to the Police, however, there is
no evidence that suggests he did.

Instead, John Smyth is approached, and he agrees to sign an undertaking to not have
contact with his victims, not to work again with young men and to seek help from a
psychiatrist. He stands down from the Iwerne Trust, resigns as chair and stops
attending the lwerne camps.

In his investigations, Mark Ruston spoke to 13 men as he gathered the details of
abuse. Contemporaneous notes of meetings and telephone calls with victims have
been reviewed and it is evident that there was much frenetic activity around this, with
the research carried out and his report produced at speed.

Several contributors to this Review, indicate that Mark Ruston’s interviews with victims
at this point were sympathetic and of a pastoral and positive nature. We have been told
by several victims that their memory differs and that the tone of their initial meetings
with him did not feel supportive, describing feeling blamed for the abuse. One victim
told us:

"I wasn’t sure what was going to happen, but | was struck at that point when he said,
‘how on earth could you let this happen?’...That was when | was a bit shocked..."

The Ruston Report, hard as it is to read and to absorb, presents only a part of the full
scale of the abuses in the UK. It leaves the reader with the impression that the abuse
was experienced by victims with links to Winchester College and those that attended a
small number of Cambridge University Colleges. This could be accounted for by Mark
Ruston reaching out to those attending university in Cambridge, the area in which he
was based.

We are aware that John Smyth abused boys and young men from a far wider group,
involving other elite public schools and other universities. The Channel 4 programmes
first shown in February 2017 (and when the abuses first became known to the general
public) reinforce this perception.

Although the Ruston Report partly describes the horror of the abuse, it is interesting to
note that the author did not give a full description of the nature and intensity of the
abuse in his report, as it was known to him. For example, his working notes from the
time make references to accounts from victims that indicate the trauma and physical
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12.1.33

harm experienced. Including the level of bruising and length of time wounds took to
heal:

FACT S .- Ao you ol il T
150D sldle — A pepls 7= 075
Bl §fan ~ 345 toecebs
2w bteamts  RE beanedln 2 0hs

C.ﬂcﬂ‘sbuﬂ-\n - Wn zéwm~ /] L R '%‘

m A~ b..o._/v-/u/ ETCON D ~ (et ~ g%/ hi&/(ﬂ».

7_/—@..;1,]/, W . l-yw\,m&/\( é—wmrlw — 93 mowll: — 1 hd-'/t =

And, again in notes from meetings with victims, descriptions of defecating when taking
off trousers:
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Within his report, Mark Ruston reveals his attitude towards corporal punishment
describing “the cane and the cuddles might be suitable between a father and a small
boy”, while not an uncommon attitude at the time, corporal punishment still being
allowed and practised at public schools. He also shows a basic lack of appreciation of
the lifelong potential for harm caused by abuse, stating "All but one of the others | have
spoken to seem amazingly resilient”.

The report was then shared with the following individuals, their initials are stated at the
top of the original report. Six of these men were Church of England ordained Clergy.
All were associated with the lwerne camps, seven were formal members of the lwerne
Trust body. Why these particular people are selected is not known, it is reported by
contributors to the Review, and knowledgeable of the lwerne Trust at the time, that
these individuals represented the “inner core” influential members of the Trust. Several
of these recipients are now deceased as indicated above. Where possible, Reviewers
contacted surviving recipients and met with them to discuss their involvement and
reflections on the abuse and their role in the response to it. The individuals and their
corresponding initials who received the report were as follows:

(a) Mark Ruston - deceased (CMR)

(b) David Fletcher — deceased (DCMF)

(c) John Eddison - deceased (RJBE)

(d) Tim Sterry - deceased (TJS)

(e) Roger Combes (RMC)

(f) David Wilkinson - deceased (DBW)

(g) Dick Knight - deceased (RJK)

(h) Peter Wells - deceased (PGLW)
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Roger Combes claims that he was handed the report at the end of a meeting that Mark
Ruston attended. Roger Combes suggests that his memory is that he held this
unopened on his knee, realised the seriousness and the nature of the report and chose
not to read it, handing it back to Mark Ruston, unread. The Ruston Report is shown in
full earlier in this report.

Roger Combes has suggested that he declined to read the report and felt that the
victims would be embarrassed if he knew the details. Roger Combes suggests he did
not know how serious the allegations were until he watched the Channel 4
documentary in 2017, and that he was unaware that John Smyth had gone to South
Africa until about 15 years after he left. It is our view that even a quick scan of t