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1 have'been asked here this-morning to offer my reflections on the"

., ' future‘qf Catholic education.in our country based on the research we have

- .

done at- the Natlonal Oplnlons Research Center (NORC) 1 plan to summarize

9

very briefly the findings of that research and then to address the questlon

. of what it means to you as Cathollc\educators and to all of us who are* members
- ?‘ .o LNy ©
: )Vdf'the‘church (For thosd who would like to peruse the deta11ed report of S

, our findings Mr. Andrews at the Sheed & Ward booth has p1enty of copies he

is more than' ready to selli) ' . e !
: o . , -
) ' _ The reiationshap between research and policy is perhaps'best depicted‘
by two cartoons I keep‘on my off1ce wall. The‘first shows'a circus trainer
sittlng deJectedly looklng'at a large, dumb e1ephant mho has Just fallen off

/ : a ba11 on which he was standlng. The trainer says "It seems some days llkel'
I make a 11tt1e progress, then other days it seems 11ke I'm not gettlng any-
'where at a11 " Instltutlons, like e1ephants, are very hard to tra1n.

- ; o : The second cartoon shows a bunch of an1mated numbers standlng around'

on a stage wmuch like this one and an announcer is say;ng, "Tonlght we

]

are going to let the‘statistics speak for themserves."' It might be lntenesting-

PO § 4 statistics could speak for themselves but they cannot. Data require inter-

pretation beforg they become-useful flndings wh1ch can be applied to decision-

-

- making. My purpose this morning is two-fold: to. convert data to flndlngs about

. - - o - . g .

3




1the attitudes of Cathollcs, and to make recommen atlons about future edu-

',the end of an era of 1nst1tut10nal V1ta11ty whlch had sEeadily 1ncreased

‘research that mén are cr1tical in transm1tting rellgious values to their

kl

cational policies. In other words, I.am goihg to speak for the statistics P
oL SN ol . : g
and suggest some wa\s to.train the elephant. w?
:‘bTimes have changed for the church in our country, and a great deal
. Y .

E\\he changle has happened during the past decade In 1963 we were nearing
-since the early part of the century More than 70 per cent of the Catholics

attended mass at least every week, 44 per cent of our school ch11dren were

- e

.in Catholic schooLs, and more than 50 per Cent of the faithful‘agreed with

-
N

the official ban’on b1rth control (Seventy-four per cent of’ those w1th more )

than 10 years of Cathoﬁ ﬁ‘education agreed with the ban )

P"’\

L}

Little more tﬂan@a decade later we find that barely SI;per cent of the
s \

fa1 hful attend‘wﬁkkly maSS (a third of them go once a ye:
o %

NS

»ols, and only 13/ : ’
!

‘the same perlod, the:

-29 per cent of our schoolﬁchildren attend parochial sc
. .i‘

]
vper cent agree w1th theCBan»ﬁn b1rth control. Duri

A : . 3
church lost an est1mated 1. 8 bllllon dollars in otent1al revenue Some of"

.. . ) :.”.

out the gloomy side of these _ ,

&

our critics have said we spdke too strongly
findings. I do not th1nk:so ~This has bgen a d1sastrous collapse of insti-
tutiOnal support in a very short time

If‘the chureh were_a hyman be1ng5 we

would have rushed it to 1ntensive are. with all possible haste!

- Lt 9

One br1ghE spot in th1s pigture, bes1des increased communion reception,

is the perfomance of the Cat, 11c schools. ‘Popular . support for them remains
high,and they are ‘more im ortant for the church than they were a decade ago.
Thel'have not tunped tHe tide of decllne, but .they have certa1nly kept it

from engu1f1ng the church. Cathollc educatlon deters. losses where they are

likely to be the greatest %mong the young and among men. We know from other

’ - . S .
o 4
~, " ’ - ) . .

’or Jess), only .
P




~

exploring other poss1ble explanatlons, we:. looked atlthe effects of the enCycli-

» and d1scovered that we had foEnd our explanatlon. ) e

\vocations '8 which make the drop in the Dow. lpnes dur1ng our latest recession

. in Catholic act1v1t1es that has plagued most diocesan programs in recent o,

S : -3- o ) | ) .
children, and if the Catholic familyiSvto continue to be the place where re-

» ’ -

litious awareness is nurtured, ye are going to need all the religjous young -

Y - . - ) O S VRO W

. ! -
men,we,can get. - : . .
*’ +0Our research alloWed us to explain thetdecline in the church’ that
occurred during qhe past decade better than most such eff rts do. ‘The
explanation came as a surprise to us, and, judging from the reactions of

those in the official ranks, it was a shock to many. others_« We had expected

that the chang/s’made dur ng the Vatican Council would account for much of

~ LA

1Y +
the decline, but there was no -evidence, that this -in fact had happened After

R a

’}

cal on birth cop{rol together w1th people s att1tudes/toward papal author1ty .
> o o |

’

.

The ¢hanging attitude tow@rd the ban on birth control and toward

papal authorlty explaln mostvof the declines observed in the decade. These <

4

declines 1nclude the lower.level"oﬁ mass attendance (which dxrectly affect .'
\ «

the- parish subs1d1es for paroch1al schools) They include the’fall- off in \4‘

e

‘pale by compar1sdn.. They 1ncluge the dec11n1ng levels of parﬂ&cipation
| .

years And f1nally, the loss of almost one blllloﬂ dollars in potential

o -

contr1but ons. can be explained by people s att1tudes toward the church's

-

teachingaon sexual ethics. It is not my ‘place to make theological or eth1cal
policy, but as an observer of the AmeriCan.Qatholic Church over the past decade,.

I can say that 1t was one expens1ve papal pronoﬁncement. _ ) )

Some commentators have asked how we can prove that the encyclical .
L » - . A@ . . )
ncaused" thé declines in the church.” ‘As a matter of fact, in our report we -

- |




- : e . T v, 0 H
A . 4 ' B :

carefully steered away from using the»word "cause" because of the confuslng

. \

< pSocial science is not simply concerned with llnkagespbetWeen variables bué

"causal models" makEs

"y

metaphys1cal and ep1stomolog1cal amb1gu1t1es which surround it. | H:?ever, / >

with the explapation of social phenomena. If ‘the term

0 . . 5
x

'.some people unhappy, we will gladly use "“explanato fiodels" instead. We‘;‘ A

N B i : . : ' T )
. have been interested in explaining the declineé of American Catholicism over
. e . AU R . .

’ i

H 0 ,

‘the past decade, and we think we have done it}'

. -/'i”
. An old research adage is ‘that if a prop051t10n cannot be fals1fied
v
: |
f' then neither can it be ver1f1ed., Many of. the alteynatlve explanatlons we .
L4 ! .. . / . L) .

haVe heard recently make fine cocktail chatter, but they won't hold water as i
‘ sc1ent1f1c propositions bs'ause they can ne1th r be falsified nor 'verified.

" - . How can you prove or d1sporve such explanatlo § as "the collapse of family,

llfe " "the loss of’ respect for authorlty " or'"post conclllar turbulence" L= .
+ )
(whatever that may be)7 We proposed severdl e planatlohs wh1ch could’be

verified orlfalsified anduthe»only one that was verified by the data was

— /

the birth control -papal author1ty explan#tlon. ‘We think we, have proven our

explanatlon beyond a reasonable doubt'and we do not th1nk anyéhe is llkely . ‘5w‘

o\ ) S S |
' " to come up w1th ev1dence wh1ch witl slgnlflcantly change our f1nd1ngs Does - o

our proof have certainei? No, not in the way in which contemporary physicists .

. ’ . - N . \ Y
and mathematicians use the word. But if we think in.ter?s“of'converglng
' ’ : - - - ( : . .
> o . T . , '{\ . .»' . ‘
probabilities and John Henry Newman's ''illative sense,' then we have gimple P

~.

. ' : : - y P . : .
certainty, the kind you had this morning when you knew this talk“wduld takes - o

Ce ‘place soon after you arrived, the kind of certainty that in.the érdinary affairs'.~
. . . i . R . . - . / . ) :

of life is quite sufficient to suppOrt_decisions and actions. .

~ . . . .

s

: L % -
- R - . ) . ,

) o o - ,‘1 B N o | o
ERIC SR R
P s o S . . - : ‘ . . C . :

» . - . . ‘ -




S . So much for the bas1c findings of the repo

Y

s,

14

!t. 1f these data. are * -,

W
N e

. to have an 1mpact on the future educational policies of the church they

L4

CERIC

WA FuiTox Provided by ERiC:

» must somehow be bro%ght into

- *
.

¢

g

C e o

the sequestered pdlicy making processes which

i
- o
w -

AT 4 .‘~,

function so mysteriously in the back ‘rooms of. the eccles1ast1cal establishment.‘

o Ny

. -
.

considerable veste

ASHCatholic educatoss and as church members, you, hav

interest in, decisions ‘which affect the future educatibnal effort of the,

¥
[ —— —— N

Vchurch yet you do not really havé//ery much to say about specific dec1S1on

W1th regard to the expansion and contraction of the church's educational )

. Y - / . -

And,

mission.

- X

unfortunately, the Catholic laity who support that m1s51on ““

%

S

\

S e
g

has even less to say about ejucational policies than you do.ij

s

r

.There's a story about the ‘man who was asked who made the dec1S1onsf’

-

“My wife‘makes all the little decisions, like where we will'

in,his house.

'11ve, what school the kids will attend and who our friends will be,".he;“

a

said i o make the big ones, like what shall we do about 1nflation, our

-

relations with'Russ1a, etc." The laity seldom have anythlng to say about~

either Ehe big or the little dec1s1ons because no one is listening to them.

Although there is not Very«much known about the actual decisionA
processes,of the church, one suspects that much of it is dependent upon

¢

several key stereo'types of the Catholic population in the minds of the

'

decision-makers. Perhaps our recent information can shed some light on

-

these stereotypes as to how closely they,match reélity. ‘ -
L3 ’

Stereotype l: Most Catholics are blue-collar workers and lower -

middle class socioeconomically. ~ The facts of the matter are that Cathiolics

‘aré quite high in terms of 1ncome and educational levels. Some of the .specific

. P
»

' ethnic groups among the Catholic population have mpved 1nto ‘the profe931onal

o,

£ . ‘/'

and managerial occupations in a dramatig¢ fashion.’ , “ —
o . . ) . . . /' . .
R N S, i

. . - . 7 . . . -
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PAruntext provided oy enic [l

w T N ’ Y . < .
- of the Catholic schodl system is decljining.

-

o

- expressing support for the sd&ools in 1974.

-

P e

Stereotype 2
. Wt .

politlcally_ This toé is false. €afholic

o

on most soc1a1 issue}

8 - e
~ ’ .

gréssive

Stereotype 3

. LN [ - N . - *
‘Catholic ethnics are conservative,s & .and

.
‘e ¥ . . .

R P * o 4
. . pra ! o % . .

ethniés are'liberaL:'or,pro-'

-~

-
« s
- - . -

Catholmc prlests are npq happy in their vdeations, .

and it is the best among them who' Teave the;prlesthood." On the contrary, .-

v
Fé -
-\‘ . '

~ most pr1ests are happy 2 the1r vocatlons.
- %

4

W

¢ v

v\

~ [

T

Those who leave do so because

~

~

‘ they dovpot enjoy d01ng the klnd of work prlests»do..i , e . )

-~

) theXCouncll tended to counter some of the negatlve force" from the encyclxcal

wh1ch turned out: to'be an 1nstitut10nal depressant.

mythi in"td¢t, thE opposite is true, with nearly 90 per cent of the Catholics

_ opinibn

Stereotype 4 The encycllcal Aﬂgganae Vitae caused great moral

anguish and the Vatican Councll turned people away from tHe church becausev
of llturglcal changes Nothlng c0uld be further from ﬁn truth
\' . . N B

1f anythlng,

> }
o k

a4

ro. i e
B ~
3

Popular support among Cathollcs for the cont1nuatlon

« P P

"~ #  Stereotype 5:

2/

There 1s,no “evidence for'thls .

- Iy

'3

e v

\

«

CCD programs are adequate replacementslfor the religious

+

component of Cathollc educat1on CCD appears to be a llttle better ‘thun

Stereotype 6

but it is nowhere near. as effectlvp as ten,

no religious educatlon at all

‘or nore years of parochial “schooling in 1nculcat1ng rellglous values i .

A
. f

All of these stereotypes are wrong, accord1ng to recently collected ) .7'
data, yet they have had a powerful impagtmonmformul ionm of Cathollc
: , = e
' s s - W : AR : . e
'educational policies over the-past decade. Decisions were and continue to

LI

-
.

be made in the absence of 1nformat10n

the=nature of the‘market%lace;

v,




country, no monitoring of Catholic opinion with*regard t”‘the galien; 155ues
L e . i»’ ;\ Y g‘?

of the day,“no,attempt to engage in the k1nd of llsten- ;that leadership

4

, necds to do to keep in- touch with the people With the exception cf\ FDLC ‘
funding to’analyze the changing attitudes tdWard the liturgy, “there has not

been one penny of church money- put into either of the stud1es ‘we are

discuss1ng thiS‘morning Contrary to popular oplnlon, it‘WOuld not‘be

-

difflcult for the church leaners to fund such research ;ifftheYn¥:

to allocate $2Q per each Cathol1c school in the country, for exam

N cdulﬁ;ig)ﬂn annual-attitude surwey of the Cathollc p0pu1ation and lpnitor

. » B : . . .‘.'f

v fsuch thrngs as changing patterns of maSs attendanCe, financial contributions,

3 \

- and support\for the'Catholic educational system. Twenty dollars per school.
The only reason they refuse.to make this 51gn1ficant expenditure is-that '

‘v .
. . & -

. our leadersvsee no reason why they should iisten to us/at a11 ; They have
- \ ° )
not and do not consult us on decisions which affect our personal lives,

> .,9
“ 3

i+ . the lives of our: children, and our neighborhoods; and there'is no sign

O H‘*that they are about to begin now. .ot \ T .

-
® @

If the 1nformation which we have presented in Catholic‘Schools in.

"
+

a beclining Church had been available during this decade, things might have' *

»
“been done différently For example, if decigion makers had known the extent

[} o
to which a Catholic education enabled people to c0pe with transitions and
" " .

remain loyal to the church perhaps they would have renewed their commitment
P .

to it rather than put a moratorium on expansion and development, if.fhe'

- -

B church had known that fathers play the .most influential role in ‘the ‘religious

&y -

socializatioq\of thei{’children and that Catholic education succeff

fosters religious‘values in young men, perhapsﬂmpre ‘energy would ‘hav been
) ) B ‘ A\ \

. . . . . . oo \

4
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Id
o’

olutions t¢ the problems of

plt into finding innovative and credtive-
: . oo . L, wis

N . . E N . ) ' .

o B N‘financing Catholic schools. 'If ourjleade s had had data about the willingness
~and ability of people tb increase their support for the schools, perhaps we
N i ‘ : . rr R 3 S .
wéuld havée developed alternativesvto CCD. 1If ovr leaders had done some

éxtensive evaluation of -these types of programs,if the myth fhat instruction

v . - . -

< ‘was as effective as Catholic education had been faced‘with empirical -facts, ' e

/fl perhaps the church cpuld have chaaneled its- resources ‘more effectlvely, 1ess""‘”'tl

. wastefully., If more attentlon had been pa1d to the "1lsten1ng chur ch"

> - . R
by the "teaching churth," perhaps\the church could have made\a.more creative ‘
o . - ] k . . . . » \u
, contribution to our understanding‘ of ‘human intimacy. ‘ ’

N . . . : ’ - J

. Ag it has turned ouf, ih:‘:ecent decade has seen our leadership waver e
’ ’ .t 0 . . N . ' ) i'

~-and wobble in their commitment to'the Catholic schools, which ‘are ‘a powerful

.- . . . -

'resource;for the/future; thex;remain rigidiy steadfast in support of anon- : ;

infallible pronouneement about the nature of human intimacy that has proved ‘
to have d1sastrous consequences for the 1nst1tut10na1 life of the church IR }; ;

» . . . H

- Yes, it could have been a better decade - . o : E

P . : . .

There is a story currently making the rounds about the two bishops

’ . o o o . ' ~ S v ‘ f
who meet at the’O'Hare Hilton'on their way to.separate meetings. One says,

K w . .-

"I‘have some good news and some bad news for you." The orher;says, "Woll, -

let's have the good news f1rst.

"There is a report that Christ has actua11y returned to earth
LY . . ~ oy )
"Well that's great, " says Bishop Number Two.. 'Now the church can - o E

-
.

real’y -get rolllng aga1n Just like the old days. N ' ff oy

""Notnso hasty there, fr1end " says B1shop One. "The bad news is that‘

- -
.

SR : he s. been spotted in Sa1t Lake Clty "o _(_;; —

s - : —
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N by th Almlgh ' although He may have had good réason to do so.

Now I do not for a manute belleve that we have been abandoned

. e T

A sensible_l

b SV .

God would have dropped\hs°long ago; only ohe. who 1s a 11;218 orazyuwould stand

v P

by some of the foollsh things we havewdone.

However; it s not necessary to "

. us His love.

T e o

_abandon dll.ourvpowers-of sense apd reason just because we know He won't.deny .

o

’the_@ast.

- «

F1rst, the h1erarchy ought .to- withdraw from operatlonal 1nvolvement

'

?

»

©

4

¢ A, @

The f1nanc1al and

S

w1th the parochlal school systems around the countr

M ]

educatlonal dec1s1on maklng ought to be in t§e hand

sJ§f lay and rellglous

' There are steps we can:take to correct soM@Lof the m%?takeslof

N

{

W

representatlves who are “in touch*ﬁlth local an

communlty w1de 1nteve$ts.

! - «
’

Par1sh educatlon and f1nance boards ought tq determ1ne local par1sh éduca-

-~

" tional policies,' and those parlshes which

. -0 .
. .
to maintain their scheols ought to be. able

e

financidl assistance board at the diocesan

RN
s =
&

.

:\

requ1reVouts1de subsidies in order”
< > 2 2o

tg_deal witt a representative

level rather than with one bishop

“ -

I would sdggest as albeglnnlng four 1nterre1ated pollcy recommendations.»

ot

. ° ‘o @
who may or may not know anythingfabout the local 51tuatlon (Thislmould also, .
& .
it seems to me, take a great load bEf the shoulders of certa1n members of the'
¢ "~
hierarchy.) . .
The parochlal schools are v1ewed pos1t1vely by mos&,Cathollcs, .and e
"they are viewed- as a resource for the ent1re Cathollc communlty, not Just foré' e
. ’ . {, .o

EER

 those who attend them Most{parlsh zschools do not functlon via fulL -tost

o
.

tuition butgare in part subsidized b

The‘vare "our".schools in a ver real s
y y

values and afe ma1nta1ned with

~
.

variety of'mechanisms, such as direct tuition payments, Sunday.coLlectlons;

our" dollars.

|8

Se of the word..

either the parrsh or the dlocese.

«

\v

They reflect “our

We support them through a

S
>

P - S

e W
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,alumnl dr1ves, and a var1ety of fundra1sing events. Yet whén costs riise .

- ‘- - . vl
.o . . B

and 1nflat1on h1t§ we' are seldom asked our op1n1ons._ Me are,seldom_asked .

W@ ’ .
if we will 1nc¥ease our 3upport of the schools'or if there are other sources .
. ) ) 0 @ e & o
~of support'availablehé No, "our" schools are’ closed By dec1s1on Qf a higher
@ . : o -

o

says that they weré nev%r

author1ty who,'1n effect f r" schools at al’“

-

‘they. have always been "h1s" schools, and . he W111 dé what he thlﬁks is be
. " a—

even if it means eventually.abandon1ng a comm1tment to Parochial

) _L'::

For- the lack of adequaua 1nformatron and ;nnovation on the

- L3 R g

we could lose the one resource that has been heIpful to

’ for‘all'of us

schools altogether.

v * ~

'part of our leaders

the church dur1ng a 'time of transition and decl1ne, our paroch1al schoolsw,
K ‘t; - e
: v

This style of dec1s1on mak1ng is flaWed and must not continué! It is, de-

o .

’!.» B * .

ce1tful to ask people to devote their t1me and

- L
e to determin ng the1r coht1nued ex1stence. To paraphrase a-fami} : 2
) gl . : o » "y
' "It s not fce to fool the people of God'" s \’ ‘"" T > :
T' L . o . . \ " , a. -
. Thﬂ second recommendat;on is that there be a' total moratorlum on. .-

s

-

e the1r bedrooms? The transformat1on of that pagan fert111ty r1te by the - i

. pLex1€1es of sexuallty in t?e contemporary era, it also 1gnores much of: the

”;;f'rnto the font of holy water,;ngkgnly tell 1ts geople what not to do 1n \

[ . . . P
. . i

off1c1al pronouncemean about the do's and the don'ts of human sexuality
. . o

unb1l the "teach1ng church’ has a. loqg, hard dlalogue W1th the “learn1ng

-
. ; ° 5

church-u/"ﬁg church's teach1pg on sexual eth1cs not only 1gn#res the com- ~fb“ _ :
. ‘ S . :

«

r1chness of our own tradht1ona1 ‘'wisdom about intimate relatlonsh1ps. Is , v . '
ot
|

¥,

.

1t poss1ble that a church possessed of that marvelously £1ch seXUal aymbol

‘we have Just seen{thls Easter, the plungxng~e£~the11ghted paschal candle v - g

A L & -
v

. o A. ..g. R « 7.
- .

< [

e : O |

I : -
{
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¢ Christian revelatlon of hope agnid resurrectlonbéhrough God's love for

éach of us, i ,one of the cultural bombshells in ghmamhasbory v‘Sexuallty,

/

¥

A o+ was not gented, in t he process but it was transformed. We are totally loved
8 . 1 . . . . N . . ‘. ) .
‘ -and therefose ye can love others; yet official church teaching has become

. c T

-

mired in a controversy of mechanics and metaphysics.

¢

. ) ’ . S _ - .
The' asSumption was made that Catholic valdes about sexuality,were .
unidimensional. Artificial contraception was seen as the beginning of a

s

av

"; S chain of domlnoes; if it fellA a11 the others would follow'suit.-‘Soon thefe
: VI‘ L would be.no respect for 11fe or for the, sacred qua11ty of human relatlonshlps -
v . [

left among Cathollcs. What an underestlmatlon of the sen51b111t1es of so-

.-; : called ord1nary Cathollc 1ay people. Actuallyz AmerlcanfCathollcs have prove£

-
1

themeelyes far more astuteﬁand,sophlstlcated than thelr,leaders glve them
. , _ B >

J‘ S .Credit,for beﬁhg.' Therehie'nolindicatlonfthat the approval‘of aftificial -
. . ) . ¢t RO B . : N .

- o . cont;aception has heralded a lodefing of the respect for‘life or:the‘ i
| sanctity of sexuallty ob the part of Cathollcs. Less than 81per cent‘of:
o . ; : Catholxes apnvove\of abohtlon when it comes to the1r own pereonal .moral )
w o - ﬂ‘dec151on, and they have made clear dlstlnctxons.and'Judgments among d1f-

ferent circumstances under thch they feel abortlon ought to be legallzed

wlthln our plurallstlc const1tut10na1 democracy There is a solld'coalxtion

of,Cathollcs and ProteStaiits who are opposed to the legallzatlon~of abortion
» . R
on demand after the flrst trlmester, but many 1nthe church are Stlll actlng
. % k‘\"\n‘
. . as;;f~gE 1s“qlgn1que Cathollc lssue ;n.oup soclety,
L 9" Most Ametican Catholics have' shown themselves able to live within
. N ) ‘ L o . ) . . , - - ‘- . .
a plurglistic society that contains many different persuasions about the
values .to be -honored without abandoning their own values in the process.
N ST T, L .

=
’ . . . -
. N . . Il -
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Most of u§1maturevwhen we admit that we have made a mistake'and have taken

-

steps to cor ect ‘it. . Why c¢an we not ‘assume that . the church'too would groy

and mature if ik could aﬂmit that the rigid prohibition against artifieal s

to a much richer i terpretation of human sexuality,lone which our theology
and out tradition ceértainly say is possible.

he third recommendation is that we‘emplore the whole range of . ‘ : '{R

{ -

financial support fo parochial»education Subsequent to this we should : S

explore alternate wayps of financing the CathoIic schools in spec1fic situa- , ; -t

tions. One commentat r recently said that it was debatable whether or not .

-
-
" vt g e

Catholics would Support the capital expenditures needed to underwrite.,b

school expansion to thé .tune of $50 000" per classroom.~ 1 could not agree ' o

‘more It is very debatable. But why was;e time’ debating it’ Let's ask
eople and find out how much~$hey are willtng to give and under what cir=
-umstances'they.would be willing to give it. Our estimates of how much

more money people -are wiliing to contribute to the church in order to keep a -
parochial school open total almost 2 billion d llars.‘ Even if the tfue amount
were only half of.théfﬂ it would meanvthat we}iould build 5001new twenty;room

schools, pay for their.operating,costs; - cut contributed services bynnearly

\r
Kakf arid still have some left for a rainy day N
“,.'fn “ -

Speaking of estimates, by thé way; some’ people always ask, "How good -

w

are your estimates of such things, given that you only interviewed 925 peo le7"

. The official NCEA‘report for 1973 l974 said that approximately 794 million . ' . . 'ﬁ
12 # - N :

‘dollars had been pa1d in tuition far that yean for parochial schools Our *

estimate for the same year based on our_sample of 925 respondents,” was 805 , K
. ' L ‘ -

million, just about l per cent off.
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L "Schools in inner- city neighborhoods are providing viable alternatives '
. ' to public education for a predom1nantly black non-Catholic clientele. How-

ever, these schools do not have the resources of traditional\pari s in’ h‘il

, ~many ‘cases and frequently must depend on- diocesan subsidies. When times

. v )
- ~ P

Ja . are hard these subs1d1es are often terminated which brings local parochial

TN

forces Yand diogesan forces into direct conflict. A better appnpach is.to
) remove the hierarchy from the “subsidy business and createa diocesan .school

finance hoard to undertake the creation-and management’of a subsidy program

.. ‘ » -~

L] LI

EN .

.supporting,while'still on subsidy. Never agaln should one dan, no matter - /\S
’ - ' . '1"

how much clout he has or thinks he las in Rome, be able, to nnilaterally~
close down schools which are’ serv1ng our black and Latln«brothers and 31sters“~

4

on the grounds that some of these brothers and sisters don't haipen to’ be .

4
] ’ +
. Cathglic.. . . ‘ . :
W, . . . ‘ + . EA N
“ B ¢ : .

-

»

\ . ‘ Such a school finance board- could also explore ways of enabling those

»
‘o
-

Catholics who, see the schools as an integral part of their oommitment to the

church‘to help inner-city schools . to donate\time iﬂd money. 1Endowment-£nnds

“for scholarships and subsidies could be'designe@ito go‘hand in hand with = ...
tuition increases at the local level. Parochial schools have served e
people well and should continue to do so with qreative m?nagement.‘ It N

Y - A

is tragic to hear stories, such as I did recently, abouL the: school in tha'

. East that closed its doors _ while still opérating at full capacity and
charging only $150 tuition per student. -

. ) N L & . . . ’ »

: that would. dovetail wi;h\parlshes and help them find ways of becoming self- \3

[

b i ey - DS

= o rwimeepm

e b oo
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.}increaSe their g~fts to the church to help out. However,; hat would mean

)

N -

oos .
. . S . . . .
H -
. -14- i ’ : :
\ o .
. K g s
e .~ R

Cathblic education is one of the best bargalns in the country ‘

i . .41

't know it. If the books were opened ani the real facts

of the Situﬁtl n made. clear, most pe0ple would be morekthan w1lllng to
v 3
4 B

‘ 2 . I N ! 'i'-,~ ’ . .
that ultimate: control of 'the schools would pass fromlthe dioceses to the
peoole who pay for them, and that would mean that b1shops wbuld have to

| :

return to being spirifual 1eaders and g1ve up being flscal adm1n1strators.

- . . o -

Come to think of it, that's not a bad trade. .We need our top-level sp1r1tull

leaders to_be just that: people who challenge us and our ideals and help
AN ‘ I B ' RPN o
move forward .
N
‘ Ultimately, the f1nanc1al p1nch for par/’hial education is_ no
result of people be1ng unwilling to pay for Cathollc schools. We bvilt;

this system'when people were not nearly as wealthy as they are today. Ouf

standard of llving has risen cons1derably since the early part o

Our people have color televislons, take vacations, and enjoy th good life

to a greater degree than ever before 'They also ‘have indicated that they

" are w1lllng to 1ncrease their financ1a1 support for the purQChlal schools %

-

7 +The financial crunch has come because of hes1tant leadership, a

leadership that has done notﬁing to 1nvest1gate the facts of the situatloﬁ

and which appears ready to ignore facts when they are uncovered. Pe0ple
. S ANgahe

N

need to be encouraged to support the church and the schools; they need to
*® L} -

be told what a bargain they are getting' for their ‘educational dollar, they T

N

need to face the fact‘that if they were drOpplng a twenty on the collection

-

plate 20‘years ago, they should be making that two twenties today Just to -

* -

stay even'w1thﬁinflation. The way the system is currently organized ur

L -

o -

.

this centuryQ

T

R
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symbollc leaders are respon81ble for managing the money we contrlbute to . ey
. . . T

the church and no one is really responsible for challenging and motlvating ] :
R 5\ R

- our. giving hab1ts. It ought to be turned'around: church leadersh1p should -

. i 51
X :

motivate and challenge us - and we should be dolng dxamanaging However,

- . . - v :

1n order for our leaders to do ‘that job pro*erly, they would have ‘to know

somethingwabout us as we really are and stop dealing with us a0cord1ng

S
e

R v .to.outdated’and erroneous stereotypes. And this brings me to my last:® \\A. .

'recommendaéion. '.,_" & )

R e (Sav1ng the plug for last)~I would.ﬁuggest that the church embark - S,
Cos, x - " ST !
- -~ upon a research and development program that would brlng 1t to par1ty w1th B

's'A' ' . -

. at least most large Amerlcan corporations. If the ‘church in- th1s country

o -

“has been develop1ng its own research capac1ty durlng the past decade,~1t%
;n ~ leaders would not have had to suffer the works of Greely, McCready s and
e . . . . - . N / L )
McCourt but would have up~to date 1nformation of Jsuch th1ngs as the 3 'g“ S I

£

’ . devotional practices and doctr1nal 'ellefs\of the fapthful the - efﬁlcaqy . S

A *

- of Catholic educatlon, the levelof popular support for parochlal schools, ;‘. ' :
:' . . 4 » -
v \ . . ) ' . . ’, “
the reaction to decisions; and potential sourc%s of. f;nanciaf contrLbutlons.f A%
5' hY s l . . - 4
r1ght at their f1ngertips.‘ The church would have a wall trained research

,:1. .

staff to analyze data and contribute to policy dlscusslons. All this could ;

' v

be possible for about $20 per school (Dlocesan funding: of such.research
. . ;

would range from about $9500 for Chicago to about $20 for Anchorage ).':, ™

’ . The necessity for developing and maintaining a staff of tra&ned'

..........

< B : . J .
AR researchers is’ paramount, becausethey enable dgencies to utilize data and

informatlon rather than be‘Surprised by it Such-a staff could not be

| Y

created by f1at, however, it must He aurtured and cult1vated and allowed

to make mistakes like any growing th1ng. The real obstacke to a serious 5
. “« . S £
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) actually is, can be a very threatening venture, especially’ when one has

t’{ ing voices.

v . indeed.

LI : .. - -16- ) ‘,- o .

research effort on the part of the church is not,.in the finaD analysis, money,
N .

talent, or difficult technlques, rather it is the*relucsance of. the hierarchy

W A

' to abandon the myths by which they have ruled the church for so long

To listen to the people in a systematic way, wh1ch is what such research

. E ’ b

\

- -

. grown to'depend on stereotypes rather than information. - B
" e f 0 » ] ,
oM People who invest resdurces in research may find odt some unpleasant

@

news. It wiIl be difficult to pretend that eVerythlng is rosy or that the

bbserved deciines are really Just part of the, laraer soc1al scene and not
Sa —
the resuln of any-speclfrc pollcles or,actlons when people' s attitudes and

The real stake in

’

behaviors are tabulated and systematically analyzed
this last recommendation is the extent to which the teaching church desires
‘ to hear the voices of the listening church--especially when they are’ dlssent-
To admit hearﬁng the dissenting opinions is the first step\on the
road to-considering it at the policy table, and- that can be a very long step.

In the 1mmortal words of Pius XI which some of our leaders seem _' .

.

to have forgotten, UTha Catholic Church has nothing to fear from ‘the truth "

. , . Summary _
‘ . ) T T

| ”'One last story ” There was once a young Irish girl who-appiiedﬁﬁor

admission to the most strict of ‘all, the. cloistered orders.
‘ : v
so strict that they were allowsd to speak only two words once every two yeafs,

The girl was accepted, and after her first

This order was

and those only to Mother Superior.

“

' two years were upEshe approached Mother Superior at ‘the- appropr1ate time

Y

and said, “Bed hard." Mother Superior nodded. .Anothgr"two years,went_by‘
L a ' N : . :
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- which was derived from a series of responses to llfe cr1sis situations in

" e : o -17- ' . ' .

and again 1t wis time to. speak The postulank approached Mother-Superior

and sa1d "Food cold " Mother Superlor nodded " Now another two years went

AN
o \

by an&Nthe young s;sterlapnroached her superior and said, "I qult'" Mother .. -

- .

Superlor looked up and sald "ell it's about time. All you've done for six

\ A ~ ’ : - .

] . .
| years\is\complaln " o~ ‘ o . : ‘ X

‘1 sincerely hope that our research is not d1sm1ssed as complainlng

or even trouhlemaking Rather, oplnlon research of this klnd should be
) _"" . . - N . /,

‘seen as an opportunlty to find out what people'"out there" are thlnklng

v B b} ~ : N -

One of the most exéltlng moments :in my buslness is when you f1rst find out ‘ N

. how people answered the guestions\you des1gned. It's llke a tontinuous . e

N . R .
‘- A\d

surprlse, and I never'tLre of it;?j‘ In; ne way, it is amazing that things

\

|

\

. \
- . Wt s ‘

| ‘

. aren't worse ‘than they are w1th1n the c thOllC populaflon given the stresses

PR

and strains that'beset #t. ' In our re oft ‘We noted a_ "bottoming‘out“

o . . . .
- . » e

effec; in both the decllnes in church attendance and in school enrollment .

Perhaps itris the llght at the- end of the tunnel 'Then perhaps it is. only
a-freight train coming the"other way; We need to f1nd out!

ped an indicator of hozefulness,

. .

o 'In_a previous research project we develo

* '

.
»

wh1ch people were asked to con1sder the1r reactlon to 1mpending death. Hope ©~ = '. |

s that perspectlve toward tragedy which does not deny the, ev1l of the situation

.

but at the same time expresses conf1dence that, the forces of goodness are oy

‘strong enough to overcome the eviI and the“sufferlng. Catholic schools play

an important'role i

1 '..._"

n developing hopeful "adults who can weather changes and

Hope also leads to racial lltolerance3 1ncrea5ed Cathollc
"\

live with amb1guit1es.v

activism, and support for vocations. A cadre of hopeful and tolerant people

T,

19
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are a tremendous advantage to, an instltution,such as the church

g01ng through crlses of confldence apd’ morale.

e

<

‘ that is_

-+

These people w1ll be’ mosft

important as future 1eaders in ﬂm m1dst of re11glous and soclal changes,

and jyou can be damn proud of them.. g

- . <

) ) ) '

Our schools are;neither relics “that need to, be preserved nor

anomalles whose purpose needs to be questloned

TheY-are preclous,re-‘ L

. -

sources ‘that ex1st now and that need to be supported to the. exten; of

all our powersn
- - Q

i -

We can challenge Cathollc schools aﬁd give them the op-

. +

portun1ty to become V1brant abternatlves to publlc educatlon w1thout

N ‘ﬁ

.1ns1stlng that they become w1nner take- all compet1tors.'

- . -
-~ ,_' \ M

o i .
- R

Experlment

and 1nnovatlon in our schools has _been a phenomenon which draws more

# Y

‘

fand more publlc not1ce., Value “oriented educatlon 1s "in " and parochlal

schools have a head start on the rest.

-

drop someth1ng Just as the rest of soc1ety is begxnnlng to sense 1ts worth
3 ‘1‘ ",t "

Th1s t1me‘let us hang on ‘égn

(witness rellglous garb

to our schools and what we know is gopd

from us. In the year 2000 let us look back upon th1s t1me and congratulate

. ¢ : v . .
ourselves for haV1ng the foneslght to nurture one of the church's most ’ i
durable resources,'our pérochial school, system. A v{fﬂ_ L v
. _ . e 4 , R : )
\ . 6. . "e . \ Lo
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1ncense, and r1tual)

!.,_ e ? ’
. . o .

It seems that all toaq often Cathollc%

L

W

about them. Let no one take them ,'ﬁﬁ
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