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To determine whether the diocesan newspapers of the

Catholic church are based on an_autonomous,' adversarial model or on _
an institutional, public relatibns model ,0of the press, a survey was
‘conducted of 148 editors and 145 bishdps or publishers of such
- newspapers. Results showed that the editors and bishops agreed on the
. three major roles of the diocesan press—--providing news of
significance to Catholics, intggjiopesan commupication, and religious
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education--but ranked them in' posite order. Editors seemed to have
a precarious balance of adversarial and institutional nofms, putting
- primacy on the fdews function of their papers, while bishops
eniphasized the institutional communication .and religious education
roles of the Prezi. The findings suggest that the pull from ,
institution;éico dnication demands and.thése of a semiautonomous
watchdog.cre@tes great stress on editors of such publications.
(Appehdixes ‘contain a statement of purpose of the diocesan press and-
a list{of the statements to which the editors and bishops responded
“in thqtsggyey.) (FL) ’ ' . T

o

3
¢
-

0

. 4 . \] ’
s A P .
******t**;>%***********************************************************

* ¢ Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* »

. from the origipal document. *
**************************************************x********************
[ ’ R <




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

od
o0
-~
N~
—
od
(oo |
L‘_,.

e e ee—

. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
A NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
. \ EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
. CENTER (ERIC)
+Ihus document has been reproduced as
recerved from the person or orgamization N
onginaung it ‘
-, Minor changes.have bben made to improve i
reproduction quality

® Points of view St opinions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessarity represens official NIE
pdsiion pr pohicy

1
1

, . Institutional Stress:

¥

ConFlicting Normative Models in the Catholic Press ‘

o
0
©

¢ N
' i wil1igmehorn .

v . College of Journalism
) - Marquette University’

“and s *

M. Bruce Garrison
"Department~of Communicatior
Miami University

o

.PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE g:g
. MATERIAL IN MICROFICHE
. * 4AS BEEN GRANTED BY
N »

. .Mﬁ— o

‘ ’ ' TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOUECES )
* INFORMATION CENTER (EF‘SIC). .

. -
. - ¥ v
.

N

. ©
. )

A ‘paper di]i&eredﬂto‘the Mass Communications and Society Division of the

“Association for Education Convention;.Athens Ohio, July 1982.
\ )

.




_ . Al

3

Professionals generally pose difficd]ty for forma1‘organizations because
of their greater allegiance to professional-norms despij?(the pressure of .

s - .socialization to institutional norms.1 This difficulty; and its concomitant

P
.

stress, maynwe11 be 60mpounded when the professionals N

’ /

are Journa11sts and the’>institutioh is the Catho11c church. . .-

Debate on the precise role of ‘the 153 d1ocesan newspapers whose comb1ned

. 5~
y '

A ciruculation reaqhes 5 million Amer1can househotds stems from precisely this

institutional problem. The_roots of the issue lie in changes wrought by the

- -

Second Vatican Councql (1963—1965)2 and the professionalizatioh of diocesan
PN . \

\3' ‘

newspapers which began in the 1950's,” The problems led to a conference

¢ between representatives of the American bishaps and the Catholic Press

4‘ whiﬁe*this conference clarified the issues and faid

- N . ¢ : v
down guide]ines for further discussion between’editors and their "publishers,"

5 P
L4

f .

1

Associatidn,’in 1969.

no further conferences were held.
At the center the debate is both a va]ue conf11ct between the’ bishep- ' .
pub11shers whose’ pr1mary concern is the faith of their flock and the ed1tors

who seem to seek a press based on the norms of. the Amer1can commerc1a1 press

A d ]

and the question gf whether these newspapers are of the 1ndependant, adversar1a1l

mode]s or the 1nst1tut1ona1 pub11c re]atwons mode] The b1shops and editors

-

a”' “have not resolved tse issue,6\but few studies ex1st on the problem. T

. ‘-
A W' . Ha

At first impressjon«.it may seem that the debate is but another|&ariation
of the pub11c re]attgn —corporate managemeht conflict, particularly because -
these papers operate unﬁer the author1ty of the bishop- pubhsher,7 common]y
with his f1nanc1a1 support 8 and are official organs. Yet, the tension _goes

. peyond that formu1at1on hecause c1ear cut public.relations mode] for this iy N

y

press. Indeed the ed1tors seem to perceive this press as essent1a11y~:~_ .
. - . A
.independent of the pub11C‘re1at1ons role, even.if others in-the in: t1tut1on .

-

[ Tt

perce1ve the newspaper d1ﬁferent1y Inherent in the editor's view is a

.
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drive for autonomy and freedom from direc 1nterference in the product. \

B1sh0/s, on the other hand, look to the press as an 1nst1tut1ona1 vo1ce

It is a corporate commun1eat1ons problem, and more. ‘
Vatican II adépted a positioh sudportipg the autonomous mode]:
before Vatican II council, the Catholic press largely con-
ceived its task to be the explanation and defense of papa]
teaching. -After the CoUnC11 the Catholic press found 1tse1f
facing the difficult problem of~how to report and 1nterpre§
news that differed d1rect1y from off1c1a1 Church teach1ng

After centuries of operation on a monarchical model, th Church moved in -

Vatican II toward a more democratic model in which greater‘authority rests with '

local Ordinaries,10 national councils of bishops, and in the qait¥. thn
.~ Jessup observed in Life: ‘ ‘ TR
Their Church is more Catho11c and less Roman, less monarchic
and more constitutional, less doctrinaire and more dialogic,
less monolithic and more mosaic, less'static and more mobile, _
less preoccugied with the Tity of God and more in love with-the"
City of Man. )

With such fundamental changes in the structu}e, the ideal role of the gress
& ~
was given 1n a.major document which forefully uphe]d the right to be 1nformed
If pub11c opinion is to be properly formed, it is necessary
that, right from the start, the public be given free access
to both the sources and the channels, of information and-be
allowed freely to express its own views. Freedom of opinion

_— and the right, to be 1nformed go hand in hand. -Pdpe John XXIII,

Pope Paul VI and the *Second Vatican Council have all stressed
this r1ght to information which today }s essential, for the
_individual and for society genera]]y § T <t

»
‘% ' »

Diocesan ed1tors,.an51ous to hEﬁp form pub]ie opinign-quickly began

3

r sihg'issues and coberfﬁg problems’, Covefage of de}ecting priests, financfa1

problems, ongoing debate of theo]og1ca1 1ssues genera]]y the stuff of an

< -
Fax

adversar1a1 press, faced b1shop pub11shers as the fu]] sweép of changes-
. 0 ’

washed over the American church More than changes in content and,style,

these were moves away from the institutional, public re]atidns model to an.”

| ' 0

autonomous, reader represenbat1ve even adveﬁSar1aQ mode1 o

.‘ ,

) . , .
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The sRift.brought no small amoﬁnt of upheaval. F1nnegan descr1bed the

period 1968- 1974ascmeof "crisis of author1ty," in wh1ch editors debated

)

-the\extent to wh1ch their newspapers were at all subject to the author1ty of .

the bishop. 13 The 1ssue forma11y Surfaced 1n 1969 through a conference -on ‘.

diocesan newspapers Surveys’ of bishops and ed1tors preceded the meeting,

5
.

as did forma] position papers.. . v -~ ‘ :. ’

In a study of bishops, Archbishop Hannan' found only half were satistied

%

with their own newspaper.14 Those who were satisfied supportedﬂprofessional

norms in an independent newspaper. The dissatisfied bishops criticized the -

’

free press concept,of editors, editorial liberalism, sensationalism, and
. inaccurate portrayal of the bishog's‘view."ln addition to charges of

- . scandal mongering and sensationalism, the'press was 1abe11ed as "no 1onger

15

representative," “poor,” and "not ba]anced " Editorial d1s]oya1ty, cr1t1c1sm )

of b1shops and the pope, and reJect1on of bishop-publisher criticism were

also cited. - o T -

.
\

Hannan also. found that‘despite the institutiona1 setting, editors had
\

x

extensive freedom 1n selection of stor1es and editorial

?\

very limited conferences between bishop and* ed1tor. This autonomy was

policy, augmentad by .

additional irritant, but oVera11 the bishops described their re1ations ips,as
. . . v \'_ . N ’ - , L -
cordial. . - , . .

-

Ina study of editors,'Sherry found three distinct sources of bishgp-editor

1}

) frjction.16 The first was restriction on pub]ication of art(c]es on church ' e

problems through not on thurch octrjne. The seconded was a b1shop W1thhoﬂd1ng L e

o

‘. newsworthy mater1a1 from the ed1tor but 1eak1ng it to the secu]ar press or
others. The third was lack of d1scu551on about the preC1se ro]e of the Catho]1c .-
.préss; Editors, overall seemed to seevtheib1shop.as enforc1ng'a,pub11c relations .
roﬂe‘by preventihg publdcation of!badgnews whi]e,STmu]taneoosly wtthho]ding - '

L}
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newswbrthy material and'11mit1 discussionuabout the réfe of the preés.

C]early,aeditors hold norms from a“model based on-the commercia1, independent’

press, but one connected by interest to the institution.

After 1974, ﬁinnegan concluded the centrai issue shifted to accurat% reflection

-

of pluralism within the Church.lx These self-critical articles point to a

. y. v -
. t

change in the dpminant view held by editbrs, a change to an autonomous if not

.

adversarial press a1ert to the roles of dialogue, admini'strative watchdog,

S

. -

and means of eommunication from laity to hierarchy.

3

On the international level, Vatican-1I spurred a similar review.of the .

'

-

roles of Journa]ists;and the Catholic press. The International Union of the

?

Catho11c Press ( UCIP)18 historically mbre liberal owing to its roots in the

part1san Catho11c press«of - Europe developed its 1977 world congress around

the them, “A Press- For The Peop1e w19 Central to the theme were the rights

\i and character of the readers. 2 _ C : BN

o The right of peop]e to 1nformat1on was aff1rmed as the necessary, component‘ ’

‘l’

of true freedom. 20 The Journa11st$ is to be “exempt fron1!HW political,

1deo1og1ca1, and, ,economic pressure 21 0fficial Church sources were scored for

‘providing the1r own press w1th ”prlmar11y off1c1a1 1nformat1on whjch s not
a]ways ‘relevant to the actua] s1tuat1on in the Lhristian commun1ty 22 And

]
the role of the Journa11st was he1d to be a central one in treating authent1c

d1a1ogue w1th1n the Church. 23 The participagts ca]]ed on the Church h1erarchy
24

o

to recogn1ze the p]ura11sm within the Church : d 1ts effect on the press.

.

C]ear]y, these Journa11sts perce1ved their ro]e not as off1c1a1 voices of the

Church but as representat1ves of the laity and informatignal 1ntermed1ar1es

‘between the 1nst1tut1on and its members. The mode] seems closely mode]]ed

. e I .
\after the‘independent press, with Church off1c1a1s viewed as government and

the press a watchdog and interlocutor.




.
.
8 )

w The 1980 congress of UCIP worked under the theme, "A Press For a Comiunica-

ting Society," with particular attention to the role of the Cathblic press in\\\\
. <

the society. at large and within'the society of the Church. The hierarchy was
challenged to make information more readily avai#lable and to employ protessioﬁa1

* press secretaries.25 The journalist was held to be most faithful to the Chruch

26

when fully exercising professional judgement and Skills. The: readership '

was characterized as a discerning group of -aduTts who'gather information from

27

“multiple sources before reaching conclusions. Emphasis was given to education

and preparatioﬁ of* journalists for the profession.28

Professionatization of the editorda1 staff.may well be a second force for
"a revised model, in part because lay jourpalists began'rep1acing clerits,
¢
and in part because thenorms brought to the press were those Of an ad¥ersarial

rather th%h public re]at1ons press.

Emphasis on profess1ona1 preparation of Journa11sts began in America
after wor1d War 11, when a-corps of 1ay editors fresh]y educated.in Journa11sm
) ]
schoo]s,.took the1r p]aces in d1ocesan__pex{spapers.29 Rea]30 found th1s also a.

o ta?

time when-prafessﬁonalization developed in a set of independent Catholic
opinion journals which emerged at the‘same time. Professionalization ovem

the past 30 years seems to have been a'significant factor in theramount and

nature of self- cr1t1cism31 Much of this criticism assumes a model of Church

press fostered by Vat1can I1 and enthusiastically endorsed by UCIP §1ear1y,
s editors increasingly viewed their role as thought-provok1ng and challenging
in the tradition of the Hutchins\Commission's call for social resbonsibi]ity:

The t1me is ripe for us in‘the diocesan press to qu1t thinging
of success and journalistic effectiveness in terms of circula-
tion f1gures which tell us morq about the abediential.loyalty
of our subscribers:than they do about the quality of newspapers
to which they subscribe.32 v 3

-

Scotton.and Thorn33 found/editors deeply imbued With~professidna1‘norms,

whether <¢tay or clergy, and whether formglly edycated in journalism educatiop




_u‘“-

go'r not. Jndeed clergy exhibited higher normative responses 0vena1J the

editors perceived substantiaily Tower “Tevels bf profeSSional performance in-
diocesan newspapers than in their-kommercial counterparts At a conference

on the Catho]ic press, editors frequent]y observed that“they are prevented
from fu]filling their professionai norms because their newspapers are treated
as pub]ic re]ations orgaﬁghhy the ﬁhshops34'whatever the fa]]acy of their
perceptions, these editors appear to strong]y reject the pub]ic re]atlons “model

for themselves as unprofessional and hold to a more adversarial, autonomous

P e

mode]: The dissonance between high professional aspiratdion andaperceived

1ow Tevel attainment would seem to heighten the tension'of-editors.
- ¢
Because sO many diocesan newspapers depend on the bishop for funding, ’
~
through ‘either direct subsidy or mandatory éirculation to a]] _church members ,

>

4

financial issues pose an additional source of tensjon. 35 Given 1imited . .
conferences overall, bishops an editors would seem to have substantialiy reduced :
opportunities to construct-a mutually agreeab]e mode] of the newspapei and -
bring-their expectations into close alignment. | .
‘ The 11terature in this area isgdomigantiy philosophical ané'imprESSTO;1StTC ]
What quantitative data eXist are noncomparab]e, and overall the 1iterature is
sparse. This study was mounted to develop a c]earer portrait of bishop and

editor attitudes, to examine the bishop-editor re]ationship, and to explore

-

the level of professional norms within each group. PP

METHOD ) B 2
. Tdentical’ questionnaires were dnafted for bishops and editors with word

changes appropriate to the respondent anhop publishers were 0perationa11y

defined as the 0rdinarx,of the diocese 1isted in the Official Catholic Directo_v_36

Editors were defined as the highest. ranking indiVidual 1isted among editors in

the Catholic Press Directorv37 Fo]]owing a pretest a tota1 of 148 editors

.
o

'\‘ and 145 bishops-were surveyed by;ma11.38 " . ' “

£ .
ot
- - - 43 . B »
L
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Questions were deveioped from the criticism themes used by Finnecjan39

and a 11st of general issue quest1ons drafted by the editor- puqh1sher~reFat10ns :

40 ‘

comm1ttee of the Catho]1c Press Association. "Role- re]ated 1tems were addressed

w1th both open and closed questlons.41 The Survey was pretested with a groug

of bishops, editors, and;researchers.' The response rate was 68% (100) from

_editors and. 64% (93) from bishops. L e,
FINDINGS ) - " )

rd
.

-

L4

*As a group, the bishops are.dlder: 74% are between SO‘Pnd 69; 49% are .

.in their 60s. Over half (54%) haﬁe been“in their present‘ddocese less than

£

10 years. A surprising sub -group of 23% have had d1rect journalism exper1ence

-
prior tn becquwng [bishop. The &xperjence ranged from ed}t1ng a school paper

to report1ng a secu]ar daily. 42 .

Cler1cs comprise '47% of. the ed1tors, who are overwhe1m1ng1y ma]e (89%) and
~ m1dd1e -aged (76% are between the ‘ages of 40 and 69). They are we]J educated,
65% have either a graduate degree or graduate study; only 12% lack a bachelor's

degree. As a group they are ngt the products of‘journa1ism schools: '31%

M

" have journalism degrees, but 64% have had formal journalism education..

-

Their backgrounds prior to beconing editgr in their'present diotese ﬁange’from

. : N P .
tsecular media to church administration. Table 1 ranks.these octupations.

~

" Pastors dqhinate as\a~sing1e group (17%), but 19% Eame from some other Catholic

¢

_media position, and another 17% came from work in‘the secular media Overall
45% came from another meédia position wh1ch was. 1ikely to provide at 1east

some expos%re to professional norms in the workplace.

”

Py = ’




P ' Tabled  ~  ° . AR SR S
N . . Ve . . v K. ’
Previous‘Experience‘of Bishops anhd- Editors

- . _
. ) Bishop ’ ~ Editors N - v :
Report, ed1t Catholic press g?é; ‘ Pastor .- '(1f)
Editor, scholastic press (6) Editdoy, Catholic paper -(12)
Radio production- (1),  .’¢ Non-meédia, non-church (12) S
.Reportér, secular press - | Ci{r Editor, secular press (10)
Editor, Catholit magazine (1) Reporter, Catholic press (7)
_ Reporter, Spanish press (1) . Reporter, secular press (7)
Reporter, ‘press unknewh (m Diocesan administration ( &) =
Unspecified media work . " (3) . Other Catholic media (5)
: CTATA S J Public relations, Adver-
. TO{A%% S ?0 . . tising (4)
. . i " Military ; [ T 1
> o A - Other religious work (5) J
) ' ~ K * Business Manager ( 1)‘
L : '/ *. TOTAL: 90 :
‘? o Vi * e \ T .
T When asked to list the magor roles of the newspaper in the doicese, b1shops , -~
and editors agreed on the three dominant ro]es,but d1ffered on the.rank1ng
_ Table 2 lists the ro]es as ranked by the two groups. -
) l - .v\ M \ ‘& .‘ . ) : a .-
LT . . -Table. 2° . ~ _ .,
. . o Diocesan Press Roles Ranked First . |
. f * .
Role o - Bishops . Editors '
. . " ¢ o~
News of significance to Catholics 18% (10) . 48% (31) . ) .
*  .Intra-diocesan Communjcation . 29% (16) . 20%-(13) °
Religious education - . 25% (14) 17% (11) A
\ Link believer, to the Church *v 1% ( 67 8% ( 5)
. Bishops comméinication instrument -7% ( 4) 5% ( 3) .
J Catholic interpretation of news  ® 4% (1 2) o 3% ( 2)
Develop awareness of moralYissues 2% (1) . - - ]
. Farum for_Dialogue on Catholic issues / 2% ( 1) - - "
Miscellaneous . 4 4% ( 2) - -
TOTAL:" 100%" 56 .~ 100%" 65 .
. ~ /{. \ . RN ) . Y
. - *percentage off*due to rounding _ . o g P
\ - ) . q- . -
. , - s
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‘ Rank of all Role Citations - & A 4
. < ". . ) N . »
Role : R Bishops ©* Editors ‘
L - News-of significance tQ Cathelics ’ 20% (30) . 26% (44) e ‘ _:5'
~ Intradiocesan comminication - . 21%7(32) +22% (37) .
b * Religjous education ' 23% (34). 19% .(32),
A Forum for dialogue on Catholic issues’ 5%.(7) 8% (14) -
MiscelYanébus roles / J% (1) 8% (14) ¢
* Bishop's communication instrument CT1% (10 6% (10)
Develop awareness of moral’ issues . 5% ( 8) 4% (17) :
.8 Catholic interpretation of the news ~ 5%2.(.7). a3 (7)) -
Link be11ever to the Chur¢h : 8% (12) 2% ( 4)
0 ’ .
- ‘ > - P
. e .. TOTAL: ©100%™151 > 100%*T69 ’
) - *percentage off due to rounding. . . ] N .o 1-
‘ . : . - *
“Not a1l respondents Jisted .multiple roles, but the stability of.the .
.. aggregate ment1ons po1nts to expectedly strong consensus among these two :. . : ~
‘seroups about the major roles-and their pr1or1ty " The reversed rank1ngs -
of’ tota] ment1ons underscores the d1ffer1ng perspect1ves of bishep- pub11shers . IR
and’ the1r ed1tors The editors are ‘quite aware of the severa] demands of
. an 1nst1tut1ona1 paper made by b13hops, but as Hannah and Sherry fOund
) ed1tors see news as a compelling 1nterest bishops do" not T
" Responses to 11 ro%e -related att1tud1na1 items produced the group means }
and d1fferences 11sted in Table 3+ The groups include a1l b1shops‘and~a1] LA

ed1tors, b1§hops w1th Journa11sm expEr1ence (J-Bishops), and”bishops withno 7 ¢

~ v ]

Journa11sm exper1ende (NJ-Bishops). >’ . 't ~
N .. Table3 . , ‘
i , Means and Difference¥ on Press Rola Statements*
| Ttem, sthops Editors Diff. . dJ-Bishops ) NJ-Bishops Diff. >
o .0 on=0T** n=}0Q** .. n=20 , n=60 ~ '
1 1.4674 , 1.6100 -.1426 +1.3800 1.4910 =M
2 1..9438 1.6700 22738 7 ©2.0000 1.8570 +.143
3 1.3043 1.5800. -.2757 1.3330 1.2330 Q0
4 2.1413 1.7100 + .4313 2.0000 2.0720- -.072
"5 1.7143 " 71.5657 .1486 1.5210 . 1.6890 -.118 .
P ~ 6 1.5109 1.9394  -.4285 1.5230” 1.4590 . .064
-7 1.8333 1.5800-, .2533 ©.1.7890 M 1.8270 -.038
) 8 1.2609 - 1.3800 ~-.1191 - 1,1420- 1.2330 09
9 1.9444 1.6900 .2544 . 1.3500 1.9130 - -.563
. . 10 3.2637 2.7800 .5837 '3.5780 %.gggo -, .%gg
Y. 1M 1.3548 1.3800 -.0252 1.4280 .2620. - -.
ERIC ST e o
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. *SCa]e based op the fo]]ow1ng va]ues 1~Strong1y agree,, .2=agree;’ -
3=no, opinion, 4=disagree, 5= strongly d1sagree/ The fu]] table is in L
Appendix B. q\y 3 ‘< ) . R S
cr AN varies + 2 for J-Bishops and NJ—81Shops, ed1tor N drops to 99 for s A
items 5 ‘and 6. . oo . L I
’5 ' N .o ‘ N ‘ . ¢ . > - .
Ro]e Statements ‘about™ the diocesan newspaper ) ‘35 b RACEENE ) -
1. ﬂShou]q prov1de news.of the chureh not in the secu]a; press v
““2. Should connect readers to. events in the wor]d - - L ™
3. Stould proyvide re11g1ous 1nstruct1on B .ot
4. . Should prov1de the pTura11sm 6f"opinions in ‘the Church Y SR “ ,,/"
5. Should report’fully and &ccurately.on diocesan problems: _ ™ - , ‘
&. Should try to present a positive image of the Churth. i o oL
7. -Laity have a-right to a press which ref]ects their views.of Church R
-8. 'Should be a vehicle for_ the 'bishop. to minister to the faithful. e
9.c Is obliged to.report: dissident theological views, c]ear]y indenti- L
fying those as dissident and unofficial. " o :
0. Should be a forum for discussion ‘of diverse theo]og1ca1 vwews .- i
1. Should create a sense of commun1ty among be11eVers Lo ' -

—‘ R

Agreemeot on a]] items between ‘the bishops and ed1tors corre]ated +0 883 .

(p<.001). ‘It was strongest 1n ‘the:area of 1east ment1on 4n the role c1ta 1ons

bui]ding-commun1ty ( 0252) and weakest 1n the areas suggeS&ed by Hanna

Sherry the forum funct1on present1ng a p]ura11sm of op1n1ons, and present1ng
<\

a positive imag€ (the pubTic re]ataons funct1on) At the same t1me, there is
. , .

surprfs1ng concurrgnce on the. full report1ng of prob]éms in+the d1ocese,

erhaps because the 1nd1v1dua1 1nterpretat1ons of this statement c]oud the , e . .

rea] separat1on Read'w1th the forum p]ura11sm, and pub11c 1mage 1\EFE .

the news quest1on 1oses some import. More" surpr1s1ng was that only 12% of' R »

the editors d1sagreed W1th the statemént on the pub]idare1atfons function .
The b1shep sub group ‘with Journa1asm exper1ence stood somewﬂat apart -
from the1r peers The mean’ d1fferences, except for the item on d1551dent ®

theo]og1Ca1 views, are not &Jgn1f1cant]y 1arge Wh11e close to the1r peers, the.

- .

journalist bishops still he]d views c]oser to those of ed1tors'on the maJor1ty ; S

strongly dSsagreed with the forum,function on theological issues.than.other’

of roles. Cgr1ousJy, editors were a]most exéct]y between the two b1shop sub~. -

‘groups on report1ng dissident wiews. And, Journa11st-b1shops more. *
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) t bishops and’editors.- They a1so were fore supportive of\a pewspaper being the.’

. .;b1shop S veh1c1e .than were e1ther thelr peérs or the. ed1tors - In genera1 the ;
‘ Journa1lst b1%hops seemed somewhat more attuned to the profe551ona1 norms apd ‘:"
. .‘ more willing to use the newspapér. .or Lt y N E .
§? . . when ed1tors are d1v1ded 1nto the’ c1ergy and 1ay sub groubs, the responses : )

show a mean difference range of 033 to.290 w1th an average difference of 108
~ for a1] 11 1tems C]ergy editors are 1esscsupport1ve of the re11g1ous instructign
(.199) and pub]ic relations function§’L118)‘than_iay editors‘.‘They are more ”
support1ve of the theo]ocha1 forum (. 290) pluralism ofvopinions (.123) ,
- and 1a1ty r1ghts»( 123) statﬁhents than Tay. ed1tors Inxbenera1, the ‘responses
. lof the Pay editors were more Tike those of the bishops, and clergy editors .
were farther from the b1shop resdonses in the direction of the values espoused

by cQNme?baal pness. Nonetheless, both sub- -groups are, on the whole, quite

- ;g; 51m11ar in response closér to each other in means than the ‘bishop sub-groups.
S e i_‘*»’m”‘ * N

The structurer1n wh1ch theted1tors operate varies semewhat from diocese

£0 dwqcesgngMost often ‘the edltor reports d1rect1y to the b1shop pub1lsher

=4 .u.;
¢

of the respondtng editors and, 52% of: the bishops,  Editors

acgordtq

bl -l“w nEE
$\' 7

., report to a pub11cat1on board in the d1ocese of 21% of the bishops and 14% of

Y ?\‘ \‘

. f‘,.(,q«NL A _:,.\
the edwtors Some comb1nat1on of pub11cat1on board and d1rect report1ng was - .

«!f g

c1ted bx 20% of the“brshops and 10% of the ed1tors The division of structune

.,.,;.r

aoes not depend on c1rcn¢b§aon of. the newspaper, for little dé{ferehce emerged
- .when the structure was compared with c1rculat1on ' C o ' ' “

1 <A

.;;, - Given the high congruence of att1tudes in genera1 between ed1tors and
Lo s Y . F el .>(\‘

‘b1shops and the varied lines of respon51b111ty from b1shop to ed1tor, \\ -

+,
sv‘v“ ™

contact between the two~becomes of cons1derab1e concern in ana1%f1ng the . o o .

e, soc1a1rzat10n process and the prqplem reso]ut]on process related to cover1ng

the news. Of fundamental concern in the frequency with which bishops and editors




-confer and the extent to‘yhich various possib1e subJects related to the news-
paper are discussed Irregu]arity best characterizes the meeting patterns .
For 43% of editors and 26% of bishops meetings are held only as prob]ems arise ‘

-;or as the bishop is interviewed for. the paper Weekly mEetings are the -
norm for 19% of the bishops and 16% of the editors;” Bimonthiy or monthly

meetings are the pattern for 39% of bishops apd 25% of editors. Surpr151ngly,,'

.-;annual meetings are typica] for 7% o?pbishops and 10% of the editors.

' The frequency of meeting seems elmfortab]e for 83% of bishops and 829% -

of editors favor the present frequency. The remainder would 11ke more
. %

frequent meetings - These meetings seem 1onger to\Editors than to bishops

N

. .over ha?f (51%) of b]ShOp%9581d they last less than 30 minutes, "38% of editors
i

said the same with most meetings set as problems arise, the next most

' -"‘n

. common method is by‘a ﬁntua]]y arranged time (28%) and editors arranging them
\

19% of the time. - ' ‘ . ‘ \\\

The topics of these meetings re]ated to the newspaper are 115t€d in

Tabie 4.

Tab]e 4

Topics Discussed in. Bishop- F tor Meetings

. Topics iShops. Editors

.

Finances, SR Y. ¥ A6 © 70%
Policy/ghilosophy -~ 64% 48%
. News/feature stories 43% .39%
Editorials 45% 3714
Letters to *editor ‘18% 18%

| That finances dominate is not surprising given the dependance of newspapers
sppport from the bishOpi For the editors to engage in these discussion nith
'such frequency points to their rdié as financial manager for the newspaper as
well aschief neWsman:The power of the~purse, combined mith such a high :
frequency of po]icy and philosophy discussions may suggest a link between

~ . P 4
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Financial support and overall policy. ;Specitic content takes second place
to the broader 1ssues. Perhaps more surprising is that policy and philosophy

are not d1scussed by 30% of ed1tors and 36%§Qf b1shops

&
-

If a potentially sens1t1ve or controvers1a1 item is be1ng cons1déred for

-
c ) pub11cat1on, it is brought to the b1shop S attent1on pr1or to pub11cat1on } "
for 65% of the bishops and 61% of the ed1tors  For* 31% of the bishops and
N 36% ofsthe editors said the art1c1e would appear w1thou¢ consultation.
é Such an 1tem wou]d not appear according to 4% of bIshops and* 3% of editors.

when the issue is ra1sed the bishops and editors reported that they mutua]]y ¢§%§;
.agree on the handling, with most editors chpos1ng to alert the bishop rather
than avoid a mutual decision. More journalist bishops (71%) than their peers L
(60%) reported.that they would review a:sensitive:ﬁtem prior to publication.
Fewer bishops (5%) than editors ( f;% ) =are sure no sensitive item would

'.‘appear w1thout the bishop's know]edge pr1or to publication. Should the item
- appear, most b1shops (65%) said they wduld teJephone the editor to d1scuss

the\prob1em; and 49% of the.ed1tors reported their b1shop_wou1d’do the same.

" The bishop's reaction would -be passed to the editor by an intermediary for 4%

" of the bishops; 8% of editors said their bishop would de the same. About

* 179 of the editors described a more elaborate set of procedures, usually scaleé
i

°

! . . - °
to the seriousness and'tyﬂe of issue involved.

The editor's role within the doicesan administration seems quite precisely -

. ° °
defined. Most bishops (71%) and editors (69%) reported the editor is not part |

\ * [y
of the management team but remains in close contact with diocesan administrators-

'Twenty percent of both b1shops and ed1tors reported that the editor is part of
' the management team in the1r d1ocese. About 8% of the respondents in both

groups said t%e editor is outside the administrative structure and has minimal
| S

[4

contact with diocesan officials.

Y
r




" differences.

Despite the problems, diocesan newspapers continue to receive strong

supbort:¥rom bishops. Only 4% said they would cease pub]ication"for financial

reasons, another 18% said they were unsure. Among editors, 25% said they were’

unsure whether the1r bishop would suspend the newspaper for f1nanC1a1 reasons.

2 - ¢

The overwhelming majority of bishops (67%) have the newspaper seht to every

diocesan fousehdid. Not surpr1S1ngly, 84%<0f the editors favor such a System.

For edit is circulation pattern resolves the financial pattern by guaran-

teeing a large base for diocesari§support. For bishops, this plan seems to ful-

fi11 the roles e]abqrated.ear]ie;. Another source of norms can be the meéia

re

-

. reading material in the religious and secular press turned up interesting

as regular reading material;’? °

.

? * /

-

- .
used by each group for news and information.

Table 5

Comparisdns of bishop-and editor

‘Tébler5 lists the major religious and secular publications given

2

Rublications Regularly Read*

-

-

Bishops - religious

Biocesan newspabers (45)

America+(30) * ’

National Catholic Reporter(30)
- Theological journals (25)
<Commonweal (22)

Origins (16)

Priest (16)
L'Osservatdbre Romano {15)
"Qur Sunday. Visitor (14)

St. Anthony Messenger (13)
The Wanderer (13)

U.S. Catholic (12)

National Catholic Reg1ster

\uz

' Bishops - secular,

Time {(45)°

Local dailies “(37)

Newsweek (24) ‘ »
N.Y. Times (18) ‘g

U.S.- News & World Report (10)
Chicago Studies-(6)

National GeOgraph1c (6)

[

Editors - religious

Diocesan newspapers (37)
National Catholic Reporter (34)
America (31).

U.S.- Catholic (26)

.St.-Anthony Messenger (19)

Commonweal (18)

Our Sunday Visitor (17)°
Christian\Sciengce Monitor. (7)
National Catho]gc Register (7)°
Twin Circle (6)

Ligourian (5)

Orgins (5)

Sojourner (4) .

Editors - secular

Local dailies (51)

Newsweek (33).

Time (29)

N.Y. Times (23)

U.S. News & World Report (12)
Editor and Publisher (9)

Wall Streét Journal (7)

*F1gures 1n parentheses are frequenc1es of c1tat1on

16
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"C]ear1§, both groups are read;ng about the same range of religious and

secular publications except that'bishops appear to be reading more religious

Pub]ications overall, including L'Osservatore Romano, the official newspaper of

'the Vatican which no editor cited~ Ed1tors, on the other hand, show 1ess
1nterest in the conservative Catho]1c publications 1like Twin Circle and

Register and wanderer. That Time dominates bishep responses may reflect its

v

reputation as better on religious news than Newsweek or U.S. News among magaZines.4

~

-a
B

DISCUSSION _ . e
The central issue, that'df the professional within a formal institution,
.particularly one with deve]dped doctrine and structure, fits the pattern

45

e]aborated by Caplow and others: ‘But, it also goes beyond that formu]at1on

# OW1ng to the i11-defined ro]es of th1s 1nst1tut1ona11y financed newspaper.

'ﬂ%e press to which an editor comes remains dom1nat1y an institutional

press, though one whose precise-role and nature is. not c1ear1y established.

The institution itself began a fundamental shift from monarch1a1 to democrat1c'

structure with Vatican II, putting greater emphasis on the f]ow of 1nformat1on

and the ro]é of an informéd laity. The ‘ideals set out in Vatican documents
affirm r1ghts to 1nformat1on, freedom of 30urna11sts, and the value of med1a

At the same time, the diocesan press ref]ects the restrictions inherent in

3’

‘an'institutiona1 orgah§ nonpub]ication of sensitive material, mandated pub-
lication of other material, and calls for loyalty. The mixed roles cited by

bishop-and:-editor point to theqcontlicting definitions within which the press
: - ! . ( s
operates. Further, this press is heavily dependant on the largesse of bishops

4

for financial survival.. ) ’ .

Editors bring to this press a set of professional norms which cherish an

adversarial, inhdependant model and reject an institutional, public relations

model. While-editors do not strong1y disagree with the need to present a

positive image of the Church in their publications, neither do they. consider

Ls

'\'g,‘ A :’
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the1r pub11cat1ons house organs Nor does high bishop- ed1tor agreement. on

‘\\ rank1ngs\of the major ro]es help resolve the fundamental dilemma. Indeed,

- ~

the major roles are themse]ves potentially conf11ctua1, and the differing -

institutional roles of editor and bishop diminish the Jprospect for ready agree-
. ment. . , ' _ " .
’ w‘. ‘ - B ]
Socialization of.editors is certainly possible in the right context, and

these editors likely come to the press prepared to, be socialized to its unique
requirements:46‘_However, the limited contact between bishops and editors

I4

é ‘ _'great]y inhibits the socialization, as does the considerable gulf between a
proféssional and his employer. ‘ ' -
. o

‘What emerges is a general agreement on the broadest 1eVe1 about what the
role of the diocesan press, but case by case elaboration of the priorities

as conf[icts between roles are hammered out. :Editors would seem likely to

.

establish for themselves an acceptable balance betwe%n their fondness for the

t "

-adversarial ideal and the 1nst1tut1ona1 character of*the newspaper, but one

- &'

¢

which may be precar1ous Certainly a'c1ash over pub11cat1on of a sensitive

: v article or the leaking of.a‘major story to the secular‘press would raise'
serious'questions about the role of the diocesan newspaper or the editor.
In such a clash the bishop sure1y has che upper hand, snoqu\he choose to use’ .
it. At the same time, iﬁ is.not at ail clear that bishoos are any more concerned -
about the newspaper than about their schools, orphanages, hospitals, social pro-

L] \ v
grams, seminaries, priest senates, and other operational subdivisions of

. . . i ~
the diocese. \_ o , ‘ . .
Bishobs, fhndamenta11y, are administrators of 1arge organizations in. '
gilmé . which the newspaper is but one division. Those who ﬁare preiiohs experience, i’
in the med1a likely feel more at ease work1ng with the ed1tor*or taking a gneat
.role as publisher. But’ for the ed1torj*a pub]ﬁsher who is d1scant from the .

- v -
~

newspaper creates add1t1ona1 burdens Establishing a clear understanding of

.

18-
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which topics &nd which approaches will bring censure cannot be easy. fo be
sure, a bishop uj]]_ce11 an editor about a displeasing item, particularly -
if:f¥7appeared without warning. Editors can reso]ve the uncertainty by noti -
ifying the bishep in advance, as many do, but doing so inuites reconsideration
of the balance between models. o L -
The data offer no insight into the maintenance d% profess1ona1 norms in
such a situation, though the possibilities are severa] They 1nc1ude associa-
tion’ w1th newsmen, edueat1on the ideals of Vatican II, and personal va]ues 47
! It appears that the work 1§’such that even bishops who have spent a 11tt1e time
1n‘Journa11sm carry forward to their administrative work some profeal1ona1 norms.
The editor remains caught in a powerful push-pull situation. Close to
the adm1n1strat1ve team if not part of it, the ed1tor must also report on
the funct1on1ng of the diocese. He must balance the news, religious educat1on,
3and institutional 1nforhat1oh’ro1es whn]e managing the budget. Professional
norms frbh an adversarial model push him toward the ideals of Vaticah IT;
the location and support of the’press pull him toward an institutional hode]
whith~he'resists. Primacy of.news; p]ura]ish of bptniohs, forum for dissent,

reporter on the Church for_the laity fit onfy with difficulty in a public¥tion

which is equally obliged to educate the faithfu],@bout’the Church and carry

official informatiop. »

. Nor is the audience of great assistance. Griffin48 43

and Gallup®® have
found the readership of thesefbapers elderly and agindi Young readers are
scarte, though readership studies have been a staple of these .newspapers for
some y'ears.50 Thbse people to whom the\editor would reach out very often _are
ot subscribers Griffin observed that the age profiles of subscr1bers and

ex- subscr1bers suggests that theﬂfapers may have. been too conservative for the

younger, ‘but m1dd1e-aged group and find a strong if uneasy aud1ence in the more

/r—a\/CG;:ervative but distinctly older population. This means editors find limited

| [:R\f: support from readers f0r the1r efforts at more 1ndependant coverage.

Fan




“the complexity irherent’ 1n qdm1n1strat1on of d1oceses If expecting a board ’

. !1 .
18

In the spirit of Vatican II: the editor might also hold the newspaper to “

!
be the voice of the peop]e of the diocese rather than the voice of the chancery

and take steps to maintain the. b1%h9£ s financial support with fu]] editorial

autonomy National Gatholic Reporter exemplifies this approach in the extreme. ’1

-

Profess1ona1 values here led’ to a complete separation of a d1ocesan newspaper

“from the d1ocese as it became an 1ncreas1ng]y cr1t1ca1 liberal voice.

F1nanc1a1 d1ff1cu1t1es render 1t Aan 1mpos51b1e move for most. _;,,—ff
"The integrity of the editors influences the work as nell. There'are no
data on Church loyalty or religious commitment among editors, nonetheless work

in the diocesan newspaper speaks to a commitment to the institution and the faith,

if not to the person of the bishop. This too, creates . an internal and perhaps .

fundamental pressure oh the editor. Unlike the journalists studied by Dennis -

5'Zt.the e are men of rgligious conviction and _active membership.

a

‘nd Ismach
Pollock has.neported 3 that re]igious‘comoitment_more than any other factor
determines how people respond to a wide variety.of moral and po]itica] question’s. ;’
There is no reason to be11eve that th1s commitment, coupled W1th strong norms, |

buttressed by Vat1can I1 wou]d not rovide the most~powerfu1 factor in shapf%g

an editor's views.- Given conflicts with the bishop, ed1tors might well th1nk

. '

they have both the pdpe and the American way on their side.

Bishops seem to respond as one would expeot chief administrators to respond.

Their goals,. their norms differ considerab]y from those of editors, because of

cha1rman to seek a3 house organ that serves qn]y the corporat1on s interest is

natural, so is expecting a b1sh3p to segk the same for his organization. In,

fact, g1ven the added diménsion of religious instruction and active membership

e

""in church organizations, "it might be surpris%ng that bishops have been so

tolerant of dissident editors That b1shops have not’ enforced ed1tors to

adopt norms of the public re]at1ons model may we]] be at the root of ‘the d11emma

D . ” .
. _a ' 2 - -
L, - 1‘,0 . ‘
. x “ .
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. of the administratiye team or very c]ose to it.

It'ma&'be impossible to do~so; it may be,that bis(/ps rémagn only vaguely aware '
of:the.disfinctions of a professiona1 level. It may be that they have/ne1ther .
time nor interest~to remo]d the paper given other concerns, so they are quite

‘content to hire a profess1ona1 Journa11st to ed1t the paper, relying on the®
ed1tor S expertise until prob]ems force a change® - ’ X
B1shops, -who hire the editors and remain the pr1mary author1ty of the
1nst1tut1on, perceive a stronger 1nst1tut1ona1 ro]e than do the editors.

" * Despite high and necessary congruence on the various poss1b1e roles of the

newspaper, these two groups differ on those items centra] to the profess1ona1 .
‘s- of the editor. Discussions between the two wh1ch come irregularly \)

7

and for re]at1ve1y brjef periods, focus on f1nanc1a1 and po]1cx;quest1ons
&) .
‘ equa]]y, a poor soc1a11zat1on s1tuat1on because crisis reso]ut1on tends to be -
-

the maJor focus Ethors find th@1r professxona1 norms expressed in Vatican I1I

documents, but a]so find themselves operat1ng in f1ﬁanc1a1 and 5&nager1a] | . ~

- o . {
roles as well as’report1ng roles. The1r ‘dominant - 1dent1ty lies in be1ng part b

s

~

CONCL-USIONS e .

Editors in this—segment of the press face considerable stress from the

L LY

\“\\var1ous compelling normative structures in. wh1ch they work . The ]arger

& ?

ﬁnst1tut1on S norms, the local institution’ s norms, and the norms of their

chosen model pu]] in different directions. - As emp]oyee the ed1tor normalJdy

Tooks to his pub11sher to set the norms of operat10n Yet the emp]oyer has

1 T - -

. a differnng normative view: In some cases, the publisher refuses to set the T
. . \’ ‘ . ) [ . . .
norms, or.express them vaguely Teaving that to the‘*editor, while continuing

~ . : . . ,
*financial support of the newspaper. Financial pressures exact their.awn -
pY"iCe ° (\‘ . ' “ - * ‘ . - %,:\ .‘o -
. o ‘
Th1s d11emma wh1ch might be more read11y reso]ved if the bishop.and, -
_ editor shared morértlme together on a regular basis, is not’ reso]wgd%»by . — \
Q - S . - ' ‘ ,
. . XY 21
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

thepr{eresent cezé:atsar .athﬁ%ﬁh' rfﬁer, some adjustment of the expec- .

, .

.tations -of ed1ton§§§§géb‘ u]d have to occur to redice the stress. Inz

v . 5;:'. 5 % % 13K
3

credsed d1scuss1en m 8 . the ugcerta1nty for the editor, but a c]earer
v!‘

‘-A

«S ¢ the pub]nc re]at1ons- adversar1a1 Journa11sm
W Kogirr. -

and mutually agreeab]e &ée;;

"d11emma seens essential. .ThéE é&;tﬁ;F'the larger 1nstw¢ut1on has been toward

R I

L&t }“ 8% f?‘
a po]1éy of more opennesd?*xgtvéé gourna11sts’who cover the Vatican for the

Catho]1c press comp1a1ned atﬁﬁﬂe1r‘home congress, the 6Yat1ce differs from

the preachment. Diocesan editons surely find the same difficulty on some news
o N ‘ o
jtems, Perhaps there can be no perfectly satisfactory reso]ut1qn for éditors

as long as they hold strong]y to 9dversar1a1 norms and work in an nnst1tut1ona]

" detting.




FOOTNOTES ) o
1 See, for example, Amitai Etzioni, Moderm Organizations (Prent1ce H&11,
Inc.,.1964), The Semi-Professions and Their Organization (Free Press, 1969)
2eter Blau and Richard Scott, Formal Organizations: A Comparative Approach +
(Chand]er 1962); Chris Argyr1s and_Donald Schon, Theory 'in Practice: Increas-
“ing Professional Effectiveness (Jossey-Bass Inc., 1974); Allen F111ey and
Robert House, Managerial. Process and Organizational Behavaor (Scott Foresman

o and Company, 1976) ] -

.

2 Called by Pope John'XXIII in 1963 and cont1nu1ng through his death and"
. the election of Paul VI, Vatican II(as it is generally known} was a general
meeting of &ll the b1shops of the Catholic Church. Vatican II was called, to ,
update the structure and approach of the Catholic Church/ As such, it brought
all parts of the formal structure and practices of the church into question
through documents -and debat\h Jn all, 16 documents were drafted by the bishops
and approved by the pope, w ich produced significant alterations .in the church.

a ' The documents covered the following topics: sacred 1liturgy, .the means of social
communication dogmatic constitution of the church, Catholic Eastern Churches,
‘ecumenismy’ the pastoral office of bishops, up-to-date renewal of religious life,
training of priests, christian education, relatiofs to nori-chpistian religions, -
divine revelation, 'the apostolate of lay people, religious 1 erty, missionary
activity, ministry and 1ife 'of priests, and the Catholic Church in.the modern
world. In general, Vatican II granted greater authority to national councils
of bishops and to local Ordinarigs (bishops in charge of a diocese; many bishops -
are assigned to a diocese as an auxiliary or are in retirement) to define the
specific religious practices, under the1r‘3ur1sd1ct1on This power came at the
expense of Vatican bureaus. It has been considered the mest significant change
in the Catholic Church’.since the Counci] of Trent (1545-1563).. :

3 Michael Real, "Trends in Structure and{Policy in the American Catholic Pr§§§,"
. Journalism Quarterly Vol. 52, no..2 (summeéw 1975) pp. 265-271; John Finnegan,
"Trends in Criticism: The American Catholic Press 1957~ 1977," The Future of’The
Catholic Press, Institute of the Catholic Press, Marquette Un1ver51ty
Ps i
4 Called the Bergamo Conferche'after its site, Bergamo Center in Dayton,
Ohio. Eight bishops and twenty editors worked from five papers to a consensus
statement. The purpose, "to make a start in establishing close and regular
contact and cooperation between the American hierarchy and the American Catholic.
Press," according to the executive director of the «Cathotic -Press Association.
"It was both the first and last such formal conference, though the annual CPA
_ convention has begun.including a se551on in which bishops and editors address g

Y

mutual probtems. . L . C

*

5 The statements of consensus—tan be {bund/}n Append1x A.

As evrdenced in discussions of the conference, "The Future of The Catho11c

" Press;" June 19%9 Marquette University; discussions in.the CPA conventions of
1979 and 1980.° Dur1ng the 1980 eonvention in Nashville, editors at one point

insisted in multiple voices that it‘'was up to the Btshops to set policy for the
diocesan newspaper as a newspaper. The "bishops rejected that role, insisting
* it was the ed1tor s role as a profess1ona1 in the area, to set the policy of

‘the newspaper. . ) - . .

*
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~ 7' The bishop 1n~charge of the diocese (the Ordinary), has.the newspaper as . -
d “onge of his administrative responsibilities. He is the:.chief administrative '

officer -as,well as the pastoral leader. Thére are seweral 'structural variations
in the American church: the editor reports directly to the bishop, the editor
reports to an auxiliary bﬁshop or other chancery off1c1a1 .the editor reports

* to a board of publications. ) '

8 A self- suff1c1ent diocesan newspaper is v1rtua11y unheard of outs1de the
maJor rfetropolitan dioteses, so bishops previde irect financial subsidy or
requ1re each parwsh in the diocese to purchase a y for each registered family.

N 9 Paul McKeever, "Dea11ng with D1ssent " 0rg1ns, June 15, 1976.

PO 10 "Decree on the Pastora] Offwceof BisHops (Chr1stus Dominus)," Vatican )
et ,;,iounc11 I1 (Costello Publishing To., 1975Y pp 564-591., e

A 5 .
{i;L1fe -DeCember 17 1965. ’ R ! . . y
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on page 1.

2 1hia. . -
2 1pig. © e « - v

- A . -
- 4

"2 ucip, Information No. él(December'1980)%carries SIBVief summary of the
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36 ¢ !

t

Pub11shed annua]]y by P. J. Kennedy & Sons, New York
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. APPENDIX A ) . s -
'4 K SUMMARY OF ‘PRELIMINARY CONSENSUS . :
L AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION T
_ . .
‘ The basic purpose of the diocesan press is to enlighten the Catholic
about his world and hi§ role in it.
The diocesan press fulfills this- purpose: ' '
By interpreting fully, fa1r1y and accurately and events of the day as .
. they relate to the Christian in his community. . g

By helping to create “that community.

3

By informing and instructing its readers.

By reflecting the prophetic m1ss1on of the Church, through exhortation
and inspiration. . v

By helping readers to see God speaking to man in the events of the times.

~ - ¢ : -
p AY

By a process of continuing educézion leading to an en]ightenéd public opinion.
. [y ]

'By providing a forum for dialogue within the body of the Church. ° I

. By. helping to fulfill the bishop's ob11gat1on to téach and 1nstruct the
,peop1e to God .. and to hear them-in return.’

By striving to convey the Chr1st1an meaning of’human events to all segments Ce
of the genera] community# . v .
a S ' " (8
e In order to.achieve the above, there must be.a definition of the roles of -

. pubhsher and editor ga mutual trust and ynderstanding and frequent direct. .
- . communication between them. "It was recommended that theﬁbIShop-pub11sher consider. *°
sharing his respgnsibility through establishment. of a board, widely repre- T
sentative of the diocese as a whole, to assist both pub11sher and editor in
producing a better newspaper. The ed1tor must. recogn1ze the bishop's pastoral
responsibility and the bishop must recognize the editor's necessary freedom.
Both should recognize that the right to 1nformatﬁon is a r1ght of the reader
. wh1ch,shou1d not be abridged. , .
Reporting news involves .good.news and bad, joys and sorrows, order and dis- |
order. In.this regard Pope Paul VI told members of the Catholic press; "Your
professiondl conscience can ifpose on you th? duty of reporting untoward happen-,
‘ings which occur in certain areas of the ecclesial community. But it also g
."obliges. you to put them in proper perspective and nat to exaggerate them, and
y above all not to give the impression that you approve them, or that you try to
‘ ‘ qust1fy them, especially when the magisterium { (the tedaching authority’of the’
. Church) and the entire tradition of the Church reproves them." -- Pope,Pau1 Vi
. " to the council of-the, Internat1ona1 Catho11c Union of the Press, November 23,
PR “1969.

_ Bishops-Editors Symposium -- December 3, 4,75, 1969 : © :
. : - b ag , ,'
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o : © APPENDIX B .
’ ] PRESS ROLE STATEMENTS AND MEANS OF BISHOPS AND EDITORS1
Statements ) /"ﬁ? Bishops2 - Editor‘s3 d scé}e .
1. The diocesan newspaper should ‘ . ’ )
T e ey o il O e 0aas
press. :

4

2. The diocesan newspaper shou]d ; .
serve as a bridge between the 1.9438 - -1.5700 +0.2738,—~

Catholic reader and events in the
secu]qr world.

3. The diocesan newspaper should : ' \
serve as a means of religious *1.3043 . 1.5800, -0.2757
1nstruct1on and teahc1ng : : :

4. The diocesan newspaper should

represent a pluralism of opinions . 2.1413 1.7100 +0.4313
_within the Church on social and ‘ - . -

political issues that face the Church. . . ~

5. The d1ocesan press should report

fairly, completely, and accurately © o 1.7143 1.5657 +0.1486
on problems that confront the diocesan . ! ‘ . )
) - Teadership and the diocese. ‘ X
6. Diocesan ngwspapers shou]d strive o . ,
to present a positive image of the 1.5109 1.9394 - -0.4285
) Church. \
. 7. Lay peop]e have a right to a ¢ :
diocesan press that reflects on their 1.8333 1.5800 . +0.2533
) op1n1ons and con!erns about ‘the Church. T . L
8, Diocesan newspapers should serve as . 7 ( '
one of the vehicles by which the bishop 1.2609 1.3800 ° . -0.1191
— fulfills his ministry to his peopile. ) :
: ’ |
- - . ., s .
. ,
b .
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Statement Bishops - Editors d score

9. Digcesan neyspapers have an ob11gat1on 0 E .

to report dissident theological views in a 1.9444 1.6900 . +0.2544
manner that clearly identifies them as ‘ .
dissident and not.as official church teaching.

10. Diocesan newspapers should be a

_ forum for discussion of diverse 3.2637 2.6800 +0.5837.

‘v

theological and scriptual views.

11. Diocesan newéﬁapers should
create a.sense of community among Vo 1.3548 ., 1.3800 - -0.0252.
believers in the diocese. .

’ ‘ .
— (
-
a c .

!

1The range is> baged on the fo]1ow1ng responses on a Likert-type sca]e of
items: 1= strongly agree, 2= agree 3= no opinion, 4= desagree, and 5= strongly
disagree.

2Ns1ze for the sample -of bishops ranges from 89 to 93 on these 11 items.
3N size for the sapple of editors is 100, except for items 5 and 6, where
N=99. C ~
. 8 . ,
] l
_ - .




