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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Catholicism as-a monolithic structure.is-
d1sappear1ng . From a ‘timid rebe111on
has grown -a- courageous confrontatione

James_Kevaneugh

Although statistical evidence.is limited, there is a -general
consensus among thosenknowjedgeeble in ghqrch‘effe{rs,that;dissent
existg withjh the Catho]i¢'Chunch;v {n qirecent‘stpdy of one.segment
of @he;Cetho]ic_pqpu]etioqg Fiehter%idemonstraped that diverse opinioqs
“toward eertain~churqh-issyeé,5§uch as celibacy and“the priest-bishop
relationship, existed among tﬁe_33048 associate -pastors sampled in the
United States |

Unlike Fichter's study, the problem of this research {$ not:only
tQ;dQSF“ibediV3"§ity of-opinion among priests‘towaquthree,geleqted
iSsueS;ethe priest—bishop-reletionship,'cejibacyg ahd birth]centrql—-
but also, to account:for the existing diVengity by variables descriptive
of the priest himself and his parish setting.

Theoret1ca1 Or1entat10n

From a sociological perspective, the church is- both a multi-

- structured and mg]ym—gqaleq;organizetione Structura]]y,;1§.1s-poss1b1e-

_ 1Joseph H. Fichter, America's Forgotten Priests (New York:
Harper and Row, Pub]1shers, 1968) "




to-viewlthe.ghurghras a worldwide, monolithic bureaucracy under.the con-
trol of-gvsingle,indivjdua}, or as a~fedengtion-of;diéceges, or as a:
gr@qp of7¢1ergytand~laipy cente(edzin_§ ]6ca1 parish. Its goals.are
both spiritually oriented and extremely secular,-even businesslike, in
nature,3rTgvundghstand,this;trdly "complex! Orgahization and to provide
ih;ight*int9=the problem;of*thisvresgaﬁqh; the social science literature
on comp]ex-orgénizgtions bepomégzusefu1°

Whereas .thé church is a complex onganization,,it:can‘be awgued
that a:consensus of or1entat1on should exist among mermbers of . this
organization.‘ Merton has observed that a' .. .'h1ghfdggrge of
reliability, an unysua] dggree of conformity with prescribed-patterns.
of action. ,-."Z'is-qxpected among~member$,of a bureaucratic organi--
zation.- Other'bupeaucratic features are~implieq by EtZioni,?-who-has
suggested that.an association exists between.the power .system of .an
organization and thelorientatién of ihe,membeps to the organizqtfoni-
Three specific types of power ang*spegifigdzﬁ coercive power resting
on physical Sanqtions;;remuneratiye power.based on the control 6Vep
hateria1 resources; normati?e;pqwer.gtemming,from‘the,a]]oqationvand
mani@u]ation gf‘symbo]ic rewards and qepriVationQQ% Likewise, Etzioni.

identifies three typesqof'membership,opien@atipn;; a]ienative,-whicha

2Robert K. Merton Soc1a1 Theory and Soc1a1 Structure (New York: .
The Free Press, 1967) p. 198 B S

3Amitai Etzioni, A Comparative Ana]ys1s of Comp]ex 0rgan1zat1ons
(New York:. The Free Press, T961).

411 d s PP 5-6.



s highly nega;i?e;'calqulative,;which~is either Tow negative or-low
positive; and moral, that is a high positive orientation.3 To provide
;he.greatest degree}qf organizational'qffigiency,hEtzioni proposes
that'forﬁeach'type of power struqt&re‘there-is a concomitant member-
ship orientation.. Membership objehtation differs -depending on the
power system, but>onefspecific:orientétign will be dominant among

the members of the~qrgani;a§ion,*

Acqording to Etzioni?s‘scheme,_allureTigious organizations-are
classified as normative power systems with its concomitant moral, or
high pqsitive;mgmbership oriehtapion,s» Eor:thé problem under investi-
ga;ion hére, thig-suggests that not iny should priests have-a
consensus‘of'or%ehtapion but'thatjihe.onientation shou]d-be highly
favorable. - Theoretically, then, the-priests should be largejy in.
agreement.with;the-diﬁeqtives, san;tions, andurQIes*of the church.

While both Merton-and Et;joni suggest that there should Be
consenéus’among organizational,membgﬁs,'qther-]iteraturersuggests;the.
exiétence¢of'ten5ions; confligts? apd«djlemmas‘within-organigatiqns,
which necggsapily affect thg»qrigntapions<df;@embgrs:in‘thezqrgani;af‘
tion.. In this respe¢t,.Sjobergf;7'qbsérvation§'ofaburéau;rati;, |
organiZatiOnsAin Sweden apd.the United States<segm cogent.: Sjoberg

proposes that bureaucratic systems.can no longer be viewed as

7Gideon Sjoberg, M. Donald Hancock, and Orion White Jka, Politics .
in the -Post-Welfare State: - A Compar1son of the Un1ted States and: Sweaen

(BToomington: . Ind1ana University, 1967) .-



tension-free §ystemsubecause;ofltﬁe,existing;éontwaditions‘ﬁ; . .between.
the goals”on'objectiyes,of'the?bureaucracyland whqtlit is actually able
;q‘gccgmplish,?ayzThérefbre@;it:wquld‘seém p}au§1b1e<thatgthe*Catholic
Church,(asza bugeadqratjc sygtem{iisknot~immune-to these}contngdicpfqns‘
and tensionsﬂ Reﬁor;s of_EXisgfng,intraechurch ténsi@ns‘wou]d‘seem to.
be ‘consistent with Sjoberg's orservation.®: |
Additicnallcommentsfbyisjoberg cop;erqing other features of .client-
'cehtergd bureaugfaqieSnseém to- be of.pgrfiquiar re]éanCe.fqr thg 
bregent problem. He contehdg that al},cliehtécenéered~bqreaucracie§
‘have as their .primary goal Servicettq the clientele. But in such'a
bureaucracy'itais\the Tower-level offici;i~who not?onfy‘has principal
conpact;wiih_the c1ient"bq£ a]sovis coqfronted_wfth.the;greateSt;
restraints and responsibilities.!?: This official is faced with a basic
power]esghessﬁstemming from his posiﬁién {h the"or«ganiz_atidﬁ° Whereas -
he is-chakged‘with the‘organi;atjongl goal of serving the c?ient?:the
lower-level qffiqiéT is, at the same-time, subject :to-the gngatest
bureau;ﬁatic'reStraintsfwhiqh limit}whafqhgican actug]}y do-for\his
q}ignt._iSjoberg cqntenqs tha; a:bqsic'dilemma;cqnfnqnts;this official,
since if hé treats thevclienpfas;an inqiyidu§]?; he may be:Jjeopardizing,

his position in the bureaucracy because-he.is ‘the one.blamed when:

8Ibid., p. 7.,
~ For example, see Fichter, Joc,icit.; James-Kavanaugh,:A Modern

Priest Looks.at His Outdated Church (New York: ‘Pocket Béoks; T968);

David"P.0'Neill, The Priest in Crisis (Dayton:. Pflaum'Press, 1968).:

10Sjoberg, op. cit., p. 18.:



prqb]éms arise. Sjoberg proposes‘that.to alleviate this di}emma,lghe\
Tower-level officfal»passes his responsibility on.to-the client.}l. In
-effect, thg*ofijial views his=c]ient;in terms'of,qréapiquiona]
‘critériaof "Thus the poor are he]d'respongib1g’for beingApoorland
defigient?in,kqowledge; o ME2; |

The abgve,préemptsijoberg'sAqrguméntvthat'phe;assumptiqn of;
bqreaycraticurationg]ity-mu;t»be reexqmined;; Sjoberg proposes that
ey . °whgre.hie'ra_rchy prevgi]s;lthe 1eaders.tend~tg“impose¢wh§tpis~
thought to be ratignal upon these'below withodg’fu1}y cqn§idgringrthe
gxperiences‘or=wor]d‘viewg:of-thé persdns-who-will gcfug?}y put-their:
policies into practice."!® In essence, Sjoberg argues that thevhules
- which the 1ower;1éve1loffi¢ials muﬁt obey and'imp)emeht may -not be mean-.
ingful for them in.light of their experiences. If this is the case, the
cbnfugion accompanying the-pqsition~of*the Qquy%1eye1;offécia1‘may be
evidenced by a dissension of orientations tofthpforgaﬁization‘and its.
policies, |

In viewing the Catholic Church as a.client-centered bureaucarcy,
a similar Si@uation,shOu]d exist amqng;its Towerr]éye]‘officials,:ngtably‘
the parish priest. He has. the primarg;responsﬁbi]ity'ofIqeq]ing~with
the laity or.clients of the church. There-is reason.to believe that

Sjoberg's observations are applicableffqr thegpr?e§t's;sitdationﬁ> Thayp

111bid;, p. 18,
121b4id s P 18



is, the priest is faced with the same dilemma as described by Sjoberg,.
because of the‘hierarchica}<strqctqre,;thatfthe ]ower41eve]>officials

in various’c]ient-gentéred‘bureéuéracies face. . The priest must obey and.
imp}ement the rules of thg'church, These‘ru]es,:because of their*
hierarchical origins, do not necessarily take into account the experience:
or .situation of either theqpﬁfest or~hi$ clients; In effect,?the organ-
jzational dilemma, aé‘presepted by Sjoberg, may influence the orientation
'qf the priest_toward:the,chqrch‘anq in»part-contributé to a¥diversi§y

‘of opinion among priests to the ru}es-ofqthét3body,

“There is, however, a factpr.desgfjptiye qf-parish priestg'whi;h
may differentiate thefchurch frdmnother c]ienteggntereq bureaucracies
and, more importantly, serve as a;potghtiél]y,usefu] variable in
acéounting for differen;es in-priests'’ orientationso1AThis,factor‘is;‘
status. On the local parish level, it is possibleto distinguish a.
hierarchy of priests: associate,pastor,Apastor,'and pastor withvthei
honorific titje of monsighq?f In réfeﬁen;e to quberg*s*ratibna1itx
argument, Both‘the pastor and‘monsignqr,,by,virtUe;of'their rank,_enjoy,
a more favorable poéition in'the:hiérarChy‘than the associate and,
possibly, identify more with the.hierarchy-than with their 1aity° This
‘would then p1ace gredtest responsibi}ity on- the ‘associate pastor who:
has the most contact with the‘laity but:.the Teast.amount of -power to
infTuence-the church»djrectiveslhe must_obey,and,enforce, Thus, the.
associate pastors, because of the weaker position .in the bureaucratic
'structure-yet greéten-respdnsibi}ity,aszthe main implemenpérs_of thg'

church's rules to the laity, may exhibit a less favorable opinion of



the official policies of the church than-either the pastors. or monsi-.
gnprs.f

Possib1y‘comp1icating?the priest's position is the fact that, .
bgginnjhg with Vatican II, the church has been thought "to be ‘constantly
changing. RU]es'whichfatvone,time,had'tq.be4obeyed @rejno'longer,ini
existence.. The spirit of Vatican:II was one’of.keexamination of the
church and its laws. The7issues:§bdut which prig§t(s~opinionstare
sought in this research were all examined]at the time of tbe<coun;il.
Thjs'atmosphefeiof”"questigning“ may.easily-haye°spreadatg“a11 ranks of -
catholics, inc]uding pniést;; In ]ine,with;Sjoberg@ststatpments, justj;
fication of the chur;hfs;]aws-by ;he priestgtg the laymen mayube~mqre,
difficult in this time of change.

Also, in thjS*conteXtﬁof.oﬁganiZationa1'change;,Bécker's obser-
yation that the-sqcia1'strqcturercreates7conditipn35fo% both change and-
stability in~adu1t-1ife appears panticu}arly.useful in providing a
further»explanati0n1fqr therexistenqé-of dissent,ampng priests. In
organizafiqns undergoing change, Becker maihtains;thit-ﬁ, 5 . the
situations they provide for thejb‘pqrticipantsxshift,ahd;necessftate
development of new patterns of belief and:actionseﬂl“: He also proposes,
however, that organizational members may exhibit a;consisten; 1ine of -
activity regardless of change ‘or variedeituations, But, Becker contends, .
commitment -to-a consistent line of'activityfevo1ves later in 1ffe_sqggestf\

ing that there may be a relationShibxbetween;q*membér!s.age.qr tenure and .

1‘*‘Howalr‘d S. Becker, "Personal Change- 1n Adult Life," Soc1ometrx,
27: March, 1964, p. 45,



his specific qhienﬁatjén,to'the qrganizatiOn.“ That{is,:onefaonggnizq-'
tional members shOuld'exhibit a more consistent.line of ‘belief and |
~action than younger menbers, regardless of -change’or varied situations.
Fdrvtﬁe prgSentfproblemg:Beckér\s views no;-on}y~provide the.
expectation that both'persistEnce-and change»will be foqnd’in.the
bé}iefkpatterns of priests; but"also identify a specific faqtbr which -
may qccoqnt;for divérsityﬂof'pfiestﬁsiopinion% This factor-js age.
In the;caSe of the church,.then, it’is gxpeéted,-fdl}Owihg'Becker{$
argument; that the older priests will be more committed to a*consistentp
lihe of‘be1ief=énd,_therefore{;shou]d~exhibif a more favorable opinion.
toithe'offigial policy of the church on-the spgéific issues qndera

- investigation. .

The Issues

The :opinion of pniésts’tqward‘three_selected:iésuesF—bibth3contbo1,.
celibacy, and the priest—bishop'relationshfp—rwefe investigated»in this-
research. Several criteria were‘used for selecting these three.issues.
Fipst, §11 of the issues selécted are ‘known to be subjects of directives
of the-church; As.members.of'a‘nprmétiVegorganiZation, priests should
exhjbit’q‘favorabie_consensus df opinion toward theSefissqes-ifaEtzionj's
idealization ié to prove valid. Second;, the extensive discussion qf
these-issues‘ih chUrch’and_secular3circ1es may  be p1acing some preésure
oh priests‘aS‘low-leve1 officfa]s.' Last Fichter's survey of priests’
dea]t w1th the pr1est -bishop re]at1onsh1p and ce11bacy 1ssues thereby .
supp]ywng both evidence of a d1versvty of opinion among priests and a

source for questions emp]oyed in this study.



Regarding the-birth'control issyg,}5fthe church has traditionally .
mainﬁained a position thafythe use of all forms qf avtjficial»contka-‘
ception ié‘agajhst~natura1 Taw and,:therefOre,:immqral and sinful. The-
.pésition was-SOmewhat comp}icated at the»timé'of Vatican IT by the-
devejopment of a-special birth cortrol commission.charged with‘examiﬁjng
the church's po§it10ny 'Ultimate]y,gthe commission favoréd_aﬁchangeAin
the_traditional potlicy; butﬁtheiguéﬁégestions were'overriden.when the
current pope reaffirmed the church's,traditiona1'bositibn oh contra-
ception}lG A report of ‘a survey of priests has shown that-ha1f'of~the
pr%ests'ih the United Stateé disagreed with the pope's birth control
enc&clica1,17'

The celibacy issuel® also received some dichssidn;at-thervatican
council, although reports gave the‘impression»that theAchurch-deIegates
. were reluctant to discuss the topic of a married;clérgy19vand Teft no doubt’

they preferred a continuation of the traditional celibate.priesthood,20

: 15For a complete discussion of this issue, sée John T. Noonan,
Jdr., Contracept1on (New York A ‘Mentor-Omega Book 1967).

16pgpe Paul VI, "Humanae Vitae," as reported’in Donald R. Cutler
(ed.), The Religious S1tuat1on 1969 (Boston; Beacon Press, .1969),
pp. 670-693. T ,

17As reported in James F: Drané, "World Response to Humanae-
Vitae," in Cutler, op. cit., p. 710y -

18For a discussion of ce11bacy see E. Schillebeeckx, e11bacz
(New York: Sheed and Ward 1968).

-19Michael Novak, The Open Church (New York: " MacMillan Company,
1964), p. 213. ,

20lalter M. Abbot (ed.), "On the Church," Article 42, The Documents.
of Vatican II (New York: Bu11d America, and Assoc1at1on PresSes, 1966) ,
p. 681.
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In Fichter's survey. of asSociate~pastors,_more,than‘so percent discussed
the issue of married clergy with each other.and more than 60 percent.
favored some degree ofﬁfregdom»of~ch0iteiregard1ng marriage for diocésan
priests.21

The‘iastiissue'se]écted for .investigation,.the priést-bishop
relationship, does npt‘invo19é-thelpopular;emotiona1ism of thg*othgr'twq
issues.. However, it 1s central to Sjoberg's obsérvation in that it
provides an:insight into the natqre‘of~the commghicﬁtion‘netwbrk in this
type of oﬁganjzation.i As with the-othér-two 1ssues,'F1chter{s findings
indica;é.a.diversity of»opinion'among priéstsfon-this7i§sue, -More - than:
50 percent of the priests expressédaan‘unfaVokab]e,qpinjdn-tqward'the
existing communication between priests and bishops.22.

In 1ight of these selected issues and the pkgVious}y—discqssed‘
theoretical research, a number of imp]ﬁéations for -the presgnt research
become apparenf. The argumen;s of Merton and‘Etziohi_suggestﬂthat;a
»cpnsensus'df opinion favorable to ‘the issues should exist -among priests.,
Yet, both Sjoberg and‘Bgcker argue’that’a dissension of opinion can be
expected by Virtue'of the nature*of‘the organization itself and .changing .
situations’within the organizatjon, Derived'from the latter argument
are two factors, parish status énd commitﬁent; whiéh-cquld poss%b]y affect
the'prie§f's~opinion of the “issue. That is, associate pastors shqu1d be

less favorably oriented to the official position of the church on

21Fjichter, op, cit., Chapter 8..
221bid., Chapter 3.
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ce]ibacy,;birth control, and the priest?bishopAre1at10nship than either:
}the pastors or monsignors. Further, it is possible to expect that: the
high]y;cqmmitted priests will express a more favorable opinion of -the
discussed issues than the less committed.

| The priest's opinion of -an issue, particularly that of birth
~control, may-also be inf]uencéd by another factor, the socioeconomic:
status (SES) of fherparish in-which he is situated. Sjoberg obserVes
that-the-bufeaucracy does not,_in itsAdecisions,:take:into account the -
sifUation of the Tower-level official and‘in;turn his client. Specifi-
cally, in a parish of low SES, the birth control {SSue may possibly be
of gréat‘importance to the parishioners,» A priest in such a_situation,
in contrast to a priest in a midd1e—_qr‘upper-c]éssAchurch,vmay thus
‘exhibit-a negative opinion to:the birth control issue because of his
awareness_of the effects 6f the'thurch’s‘position-on-his laity.

‘From a theoretica] pekspectiVe,,it fs difficult to choose
whether the priests will exhibit a consensus or dissension of .opinion
to the issues. It is doubthT, especia]]y in view of Fichter's find-
ings, that either complete conéensus or complete dissension will
actually be thecase. Thus, the basic expectation of this research
is that a diversity of opinion will be found among priests and that-
this diversity may be accounted for by the previously discussed factors

of ‘commitment, status, and parish SES.



CHAPTER 11
METHODS OF STUDY-

For the‘purposes‘qf~this,etUdy,'only.diocesan’priests below the
rank of. bishop were“included,ih.the_hqpujationg, Religious priests were
exc}uded.einceftheir primary'duties,are in npn—parieh work,:a context not
Tikely to be as sensitive to some of}the»feCtors-qndereiUVestigaeion
hefe ©A natibn-wide'simpTerrandOm sample of 500 diocesan priesfs was

drawn from Kennedy 's The 0ff1c1a1 Catho]1c D1rector¥_ This samp]e

represented 1.4 percent of -the tota] popu]at1on of - d1ocesan pr1ests
within. the Un1ted States.

To tap the information needed for this study, a-qqeetionnaire
was. designed, subjected to a feasﬁbi}ity;pre—test,)and«then,mai]ed to -
the selected priestsf(see’Appendix_A for the fina]'vefsion of the-
questionhaire), Accqmpanying each questionnaire was a cover Tetter
_briefly .explaining the purpose of tthSt“dY and ‘requesting the coopera-
tion of the pfiest;' Two -follow-up questionnaires were sent to the .
nonrespohdents,‘eéch again accompanied by an appropriate cover letter
(see Appendix B for cqvér~1etteps).f | |

A total of 294'(58,8 percent of ‘the oriéinal'samp]e) respondents
completed the questionnaire after the two follow-ups. . It was
impqssib1e to determine whether - the original and completed samp1es;wereh
Tike the population along various demegraphic:characteriStics~sipeei
this information was not avei]ab]e jn the source»qsed for sampling.

However, on the basis of census geographical divisions; it was-possible
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to calculate the expected samp1e~frequencje§ by using_populdtion‘pro—

portions.

TABLE I

COMPARISON OF THE SAMPLE OF PRIESTS (ORIGINAL AND COMPLETED) TO THE
_ POPULATION OF DIOCESAN PRIESTS BY CENSUS DIVISION - (PERCENT)

OriginaT Completed
Census Population ‘Sample* Sample**
Division. (Percent) =(Percen§) (Percent) |
Middle Atlantic 27.6 27.4 21.5
New England States 12.1 11.6 9.9
- South Atlantic 4.9 4;4 4.1
‘East South Central 2.8 3.0 3.7
West South Central: 5.4 5.6 5.8
East North Central . 23.6 23.8 23.1
West North Central 12.7 11.4 14.6
Mountain. States. '3.1 2.6 2.7
Pacific States 7.7 10.2 8.5
Total (no. cases) (36,338) (500) (294)

*Original sample versus-popu]ati-on,-.x2 = 5.6, df = 8, p > .50

**Cbmp]eted,samp]e_versus»p0pu1ation, ,xz = 3.9, df =8, p> .90
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As shown in Table I; both the original sample and the completed sample
wére,]ike.the'pdpulation,aé measured by the chi-squared goodness .to fit
test. The maximum difference is 3.2 percentage points for the West North

Central Division.

Compdsition of -the Questionnaire and- Characteristics of the Sample:

The questionnaire is divided into thneé‘méjor-sections. Included
in the first two sections are those -questions whfch,soughtvto measure
the major.indépendent variables of this study. The status variable,
although easily represented ih-question~f0rm,23 proved somewhat problem-
atic in that 18.7 perceht of:the'respondents»reported having a non-parish
status. These respondents are all included in a~"non-pérish" category
and‘Will be referred to.as such in the-rest.of this research.. Originally,
it was=not.intended to_inc]ude~priests~with non-parish assignments.
However, due to the composition -of - the source used for sampling, it was:
impossibTe~to.discriminéte:among the-diocesan priests. .

An -attempt was made by the investigator to derive objective indi-
cators of Becker's concept of -commitment by the inclusion of a wide
variety of questions thought to be reflective of commitment.2": Theoreti-
cally, the respondent's age was the most identifiable indicator of.
commitment. However, two other questiohs-Qtime at which-the‘respéndent,

if given another-chance, would become a priest (referred to in.the

23See Appendix A, Part I, Question 1.

24See Appendix A, Part I, Questions 2-7; Educational Information;
Part II, Question 6.
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remainder of ‘the text as career commitment satféfactipn);Aand the priést's
involvement "in interesting boys fn a;re]igidﬁs vocation (rEfefred“to,as’
récrditiﬁgvcommitment)——were found;to be'reiated:(thoygb»weakly) to age
and also intérrélated to one another. Table II represéntSYthe.intqrrelq-
tionships among these indicators of.qommifmen;,as_méasured_by the -

'cqntingeﬁcy coefficient.(C).-

TABLE 11
INTERRELATIONSHIPS OF COMMITMENT INDICATORS* .

Career .Commithent Recruiting -

Satisfaction Commi tment
Present Age. | .38 16
Career Commitment’

Satisfactiqn-' —— 559

*Data reported is the y? based € -coefficient.

It was assumed'that’prieéts who-did notfre;ru1t (responsefof.
"ndt at -all") would be less committed than priests who did recruit
(requnse'of "ves, frequently"-or "yes, occésiona]Jy"); In.Chépter I,
it was theoretically argued that younger-priests wdu]d-be»less.committed
than older priests. As indiCated ianable II, there-is qlslighﬁ,reTatione
ship (C = .16) between age ‘and recrqiting-commitment,in that younger:
priests were more 11ke]y~than onew-priests to respohd}thatpthey»dq not

recruit. Likewise, for the career commitment satisfaction indicator, .
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a ?nbt at all” response was aséumed-tb be indicative of 1ow‘commitm¢htr
Aé.showh;ih'Tablé,Iif'there'iS'éfmodesﬁ,degree'of-association (C = .38)
between age:and caréerAgémmitmenf sapfsféction,,since younger,priests
rather than older priests were more 1ike}y to respohdufhat'perhaps
they would not become a’prieSt:agéin.f

Even though recruiting commitmehtjahd career qommitment satis-
faction-can be empirica11y-identifiedAas.indicgtors’ofchmmitment; fhg$rw

uSé:in statistical analysis is-limited due to their distribution.:

TABLE III

- INTERRELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RECRUITING -COMMITMENT AND
- CAREER COMMITMENT SATISFACTION (PERCENT) "

Career Recruiting Commitment .
Commitment - ~Yes, - - - Yes, o T T
Satisfacti0n=. Frequently . ‘OCCQSiona]1y , }Not~at'A11 - Tota]._
Earlier age 6.5 12.3 0.0 9.0
Same age 89.6 75.4 - 36.1- 74.2
Later age . 1.3 6.5 13.9 6.0
Perhaps not at , -

all 2.6 5.8 -50.0 10.8
Total (nog cases) - (77) (155) (36). (268) .

X2 = 81.30,1df'= 6, p < .001, C = .59
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As can.besobserved’inuTabie IIT, only 10.8-percgﬁt,of'the priests .
responded “perhaps not,at}a]],“’whj]eqSGpriests 61354-percent)‘indicated‘
tha; thgy never,recruit..;A¢cord1ng to Davis,25-'£he‘m1nimum acceptable
distwibutioh with which meaningful statistical analysis can.be conducted
is q'30-70AperCent'dichptemizeq‘break.;vThjSadiétributiOn waS-obvious1y
not obtained for~either;variablg:

Ln reca11ing that“orggnizatﬁonaiistatys‘and agevhaVe theorgtiex
ca]]&;been identified:QS<fagtohsﬂaffecﬁing the”oanjons‘of~priests,aita

is»ngcessahy'td examine the empirical relationship between the factors.

- TABLE. IV

INTERRELATIONSHIP BETWEEN. RESPONDENT S AGE “AND
ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS (PERCENT)

Organizational - Respondent's Age.

Status | . Under 46 46 and OTder . Total
Associate Pastor | 50.7 .1043 30.5>
Pastof/MonSignof 21.9 79.4 50.7
Non-Parish 27,4_ 10.3 18.8
Tot§1 (no. cases) (146) . (146) (292)

=-98.15, df =2, p <:.001, C = .71

25James A. Davis, Elementary Survey Ana]ys1s (Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prent1ce Ha]] Inch, 97T}, p. 25, '
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As can be seen in Table‘Iy; thgre isa high degree of assOciation.(€%= {71)
between st@tusiand age.- STighf}y more than 50 pefCent?oflpriests under .
46 years of age are associate pastors, while close'to 80 percent‘of-the?
respondents over 46 arg'pastor/mdnsignors,* Thisasugge§ts;thét-jn~the
examination and- interprétation of~ahy reiatignshiﬁ found-tqﬂexist betweep
a pahticular issue and these twq variabies, careful consideration mu;t
be given to the highAdégrge of iﬁterrelétioﬁship~between;age'and status.
The fina1vmajor 1ﬁdependeﬁt yariab]e; parish SES} was soughtfby~
using not~qn1y~the'pr1est's eVa]ua;ion qf.the;overall status of his:
parish, but:also by the development -of objective SE,S;‘indi_éatqrséz6
On the assumption;fhatjhigherac1ass parfshgs wi}] have a greater
budgei‘than lTower<class parishes,;tWo ihdiqatobs of SES'werelderivedn
First, budget per fahi]y was~der{ved by djviqing the-parish‘budget~by-
the number of fami}ies in the parish. The'seCOnd'indiéatof,‘budget'
per person,.was qerived‘by’diVidihg~the parish budget by the number
offparishiongfsAin-the,parish. The use of -these two indicators, along
with the;priest's.subjectiveVevaIUation, reprgsent‘a]ternative méasures
of parish SES. In Table V the degree of association.(C) between the
varfoUs meééures}of’parish SES' is presented. As can beseen; only
é moderate degree ‘of association exists between .the subjective and.
objective indicators. of parish SES‘(Cs = -approximately .3). However,

between‘thelobjective7indiéators (budget per family and budget per

26See Appendix ‘A, Questions 1-5.
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person) ‘a high degree of association is present (C =..78). Thié-indicgtesl
vthét:parishés;fgﬂnd to‘have~a‘19w-budget per-family are ajsollikeiy to

have a low budget per-person.

TABLE 'V

INTERRELATIONSHIPSiBETWEEN-MEASURESuOF”
PARISH SOCIOECONOMIC: STATUS*. -

Budget Per Family. Budget Per Persbn

Priest's Subjective
“Evaluation .34 .32

Budget-PerYFamin --- 78"

*Data reported is the x? based C coefficient..

The Tast section of the ques;ionnaj?eAchtained the varijous.
questions referring.pé the major- issues under'examination,: The questions -
for both the-ceIiba;ynand thg prie;t-pishpp relationship issues were
okigina}ly used in Fichtér’s‘study,%7> The response alternatiVes of his”
quesfionS'were aTteredfin some -cases to aqhievé uniformity an@ thereby
increase the:eaSe of responsé?for @heﬁpfiests-and’aid‘ih thﬂana1y$1s;

AAn original set of questions was*deve]opgd for the birth control iSSue:

Generally, the questions sought the personal opinions*of -the priést on

27See Fichter, op. cit,, Appendix A..
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the various dimensions of .the issues.  Also, an attempt:was madé to.
obtain the prieSt's‘opinion of the views held by his fellow priests and
his pafiéhiéners‘on the ‘issues -of celibacy and birth control (see Appendix
A for final version 6f questionn?ire)oz

Although a number of dimenSion; were inc]uded-for'each.issue,
the interrelationships between'dimensfons~as‘measured?by,C were highly
'satiSfactory, For the prigét;bishop velatipnship,_the C coefficients ranged'
from .35 to .86. 4Majority~ofvthe intékheTatipnships for . the ce]ibaqy
dimensions of the birth céntrol issue -ranged from‘o33 to .85. In other-
words, a consistent pattern 'was found to exist within the responses
given by an ihdivfduaj priest. For example, a priest who was opposed to -
a change in the traditiqhal.birth‘contﬁo] policy of the church was also
']ikely-to envision his;feT]ow.prieSts and parishidnefs as opposed't0~the
issue. Simi]ér]y, a;prfest?persdnally,in‘favdr of change in the birth

control issue saw his colleagues and parishioners as favoring change also.

Summarz

.A nationfwidé probabi1ityfsamp1e of 500 djoceséh priests was
mailed questionnéires to obtain the necessary infdrmation for this
study. Two follow-up lepterg‘were'sentfto the nonrespondehts and a
final completion rate.of‘ssna percent was. obtained. The samp]es;n
original and completed, were found to be‘]ike-the popu1ation.on the basis
of census divisions. The -questionnaire was‘composed‘of.questions g]eaned;
frOm.a previous study and othebs-whiéh were deyeloped specifically for.

this research.



CHAPTER 111
ANALYSIS OF DATA -

The central problem under consideration in-this research is to sys-
tematically accouht;for‘vafiation,in;prieSts{ opiniens -on the three.issues
of birth control, celibacy, and Ehefpriesy-bfshqp re]ationﬁhip by
refereﬁce;to'their personaT commi tment qnd;organiZatiOnaj posjtion within-
the church. In recalling the.mqjor‘rese§rch_questions; it was- suggested
that,associate”pastors;:bquuse;gf’theirvwgéker-position in-the hierarchy.
and greéter-responsibi]ity,_wOu]d'béliess 1ikely than the pastors/
monsignors- to express:favOrable opinions to the issues. Furthér, it was’
propoéed'that‘the highly commit;eq-priests,,because-of‘theﬁrvdeve1op-j
méht ofscohsistent‘pa;terns?ofﬁbglief3and»éétign,:wquld express more
favorable opinions to the'issuesathanathé 1ess committeda' ana]}yg priésts
from Tower SES'parishes; bécause of ‘their awareness of ‘the effect the-
church's :birth control po1icy,has on their ‘parishioners, woul@;bé‘morei
]ike]y,than priests from higher &Esfpariéhes;tQ'express unfavdrab]efopin*
ions to the birth contro]‘issue.;_In thi§~chapter,:findings?bearing.on

these matters are'presénted;‘

The Bihtththnp1_Issue,

The first 'question examineﬁ'here‘cohcérnglthe'effect parish SES -may
have on priests"qpinions qh'binth éqntrolo It was proposed that
priests from lower.SES parishes:would be more 1ikely than priests-from

higher SES parishes to express unfqvorab}e gpihians of-the.official
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_chUrchlposition‘on»the issue. Parish SES; as previous}y mentiahéq,.was‘
measuréd by-thefrespondeqt's subjectiVe evqluation of the character.ofv
his parish and-the development of two objective indicators, budget per.
‘fami]y.and budget pér;peksdp, For the objective indicators, the(SQmplg
was divided into four SES categories. The respondents' personal opinions
on the birth control issue were then distributed by SES. In Table VI, .
the relationship between budgetfper family and the respondents ' opinions
as to whether the church shou1d liberalize its birth control policy -is.

examined.

TABLE VI

BUDGET PER FAMILY AND RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS ON LIBERALIZATION
OF BIRTH CONTROL POLICY (PERCENT)

Liberalize Birth Bud et Per Famwly

Control Policy Less than $100 $100-3149 _ $T50- $244 $255 and more. Total
Yes, without .
reservation 27.0- 23.4- 37.8 25.6 27,3
Yes,_witﬁ .
reservation 40.6 44.1 40.6 41.8 42.3
‘No, with reservation 5.4 16.9. 5.4 7.0 10.3
No, withput-reservation 27.0 15.6 1652 25.6 20.1
Total (no. cases) (37) (77) (37) (43)°  (194)

= 10,11, df =9, p.< .50, C = .26
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As shown by,the contingency coefficient, the degreeiqf association
between the- two va;iables isfslightn(c = ,26). Inspection of,the pére
centages-revéals'that:there'is }1t£1e differenée in the opinjons'ofu
priests_by parish_sfatus 1evé1° Even the differences that exist do not
meet the criteria of statistical significance (p < .50) and could have
»just‘as'easf]y occurred by chan;e_ajone.and not as a result.of the
inf]uence'of parjsh SES. ,C]ear]y then, parish SES, as measured by bUdget
per family, does not affect the_opinions of pfiests of “the birth‘contrd]
issue, Simi1ar1y, no re}ationship was found betwegn the other objettive'
measure of parish SES, budget per:person;'ahq the priests’ opinions of
birth control (C = .23, p < .70). Also for the subjectiVevmeésure, no
relationship was. found (C = .12, p < .95)." Statistjcal}y, then, priests:
from ]oWer SES'parishés‘are no more likely than priesfs from higher SES
to be in favor of the church liberalizing its present birth control
policy. As a result, parish SES-cannotAbe'considéred'a facforvapcounting
for differentesliﬁ the opinions‘ofﬂpriests on the birth contro] issue.

From the outset (see-Chapter I) fhis study preposed that priests'
opinions ‘would 1ike]y be influenced by their status within the parish
structure:of the church. Of the three identifiable statuses--associate
pastor, pastor,‘and monsignqr—-ft was_argued that the associate pastors
would be most,opposed to the traditional policies of the church and hence
be more Tikely than the,Pastor/monéignprs to express*unfayorab]e opinions
uhdér'investigation here. . Dqta-bearipg on the~re1ati0nshjp between organ-
izatibna]-statUs,and thg’priests' views on the-birth control issue are. ‘

presented in Table VII,



: ORGANIZATIONAL'STATUS AND RESPONDENTS' PERSONAL OPINIONS- ON

TABLE VII-

LIBERALIZATION OF BIRTH-CONTROL POLICY.(PERCENT)
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Liberalize Birth
Contrel Policy.

Organ12at1ona] Status

*Aséoc1ate Pastor *Pastor/Mons1gnor Non Par1sh Tota]

Yes, without
resérvation -

Yes, w1th reservation

No, w1th reservation

No, witheut reservation

Total (no. cases)

32
44
1

»1]

.6
1
v
.6

(86)

9.61, df

9.49, df

20.1
42.4
10.4°
27.1
(144)

._6, p <’
3, p <

.20, C
.05, C

1

1]

.22
.20

23.5:
1.2
11.8
2305
(51)

246
42,7
1.0
21.7
(281)

_As mentioned in Chapter II, approximateiy 18 percent of the respon-.

dents‘reported having a non-parish aSSignment;

Since, however, the-original:

research question dealt specifically with priests in the parish situation,

the,nqn-parish prieSts,wi}] be excluded in the~discussion to follow.

There—

fore, of primary interest in Table VII are.those headings and findings.

indicated by an asterisk.

are more likely than- the pastor/monsignors (20.1 percent) to have no

As can be observed, the asSociates~(32°6 percent)

reservations about.libera1iiing the church's tradﬁtidna]'birthwcontno]

policy.

Also, the pastor/monsignors at 27.1 percent are more Tikely than



25

the associates at 11.6 percent to express the-greatest'opposition_to-any
liberalization occurring. Although phe degree ‘of association ié weak

(C = ;ZO),'it is statiStipa]]y.signifipant,Cp <".05) and iﬁ the3expected
direction. Organizational status. then, as or1g1na]]y proposed, is
definxte]y a factor 1nf]uenc1ng the opinions of pr1ests to the bmrth con-
tr0141ssqe;

Fo]]owing>Bécker's observatjons% cpmmitmentgwas also-copceiveqwto'
be.a factor of importancé in accounting - for the‘opinions‘ofcpriestsh¢ As
was argued, the hiéh]y committed priests WOqld‘bgfmpre.jike1y-thanfthe 1ess
committed to express favbrab]e‘opinigns:bf the stated position of the:
éhurch on the issues discussed here. From Chabter IT.it can be recalled
than an attempt- was made to{objectﬂve]y.mgasure;commitment by- the incor-.
pqration.into;the questiqnnairezof numgrous‘faétors inferfed.tb be
indicators of.commitment,_'U]timately, thpee factors--career commitment
satisfaction, recruﬁtingAcgmmitment;~and respondent's age=-were found to
be:interre1ated and also related to the issues. However, both career
commitment satisfaction and‘récruiting.cqmmitmgnt_were poor]y distributed
and‘therefore of little stafist?;a]'use‘(See.Tabig I1I). Of the fQUr,
possible categories of,career tommﬁtment.satiSfactiOn, approximately
74 percent of the respondents placed themselves in one.categonyA(same
age). For the recruiting commitmgnt«indicatdr, over 85 .percent of phe
respondents said that'thqy, tovsqme degree, actively attempt to recruit
boys to the priesthood. Age did not{proye prob]ematic in its distribution,
since it was possible to dichotimize on the medianiage of the reSpondents

(under 46 and 46 and older). . As a result, extensive discussipn of
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commitment as it affects the opinions of priests will focus gh the -age

indicator. The relationship between qomﬁitment (age) -and the priests'

‘opinions on the birth control issue is examined in Table VIII.

TABLE VIII

PRESENT AGE. AND -RESPONDENTS *' - PERSONAL OPINIONS ON "LIBERALIZATION -
- OF BIRTH CONTROL POLICY (PERCENT)

Liberalize Birth Present Age .

Control Policy Under 46 46 ‘and older Total
Yes, wjthout_reservationg B 3751' 12.2 | 24.7
Yes, with reservation - 42.9 ' 42.5 42.7
No, with reservation 6.4 15.8 - 11.1
No, without reservation 13.6 - 29.5 21.5
Total (no. :cases) (140) (139) (279)-

=31.28, df =3, p < .001, C = .45

As"propose¢, CQmmitment dpes affect the opinions of priests.
Whereas 37.1 percent of -the younger prieéts areIUnequivocaIIy_in favorof -
]ibera]izing the present'birth cqn;roI poIicy,ofvthe'chUrch,,onIy,IZOZ
percent of the older priests responded in avlike_manner; In faqt,~with-
the exception of -a single reéponse category (yés, with'resenyatign), there:

are substantial percentage differen;es by_agef StatisticaIIyI the,‘
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rg]gtioﬁship;is moderately s?rong-(c = ,45)% in the expected directjon;
and‘éjgnificant (p < .001). Clearly, ;dmmitméﬁt isva-factor»inf}uencfng-
the priests' opinions on the birtﬁ control {ssue.

| To.this“point,‘it has been established;thatfboth.organizationa{>
'status and commitment_qreure]ateq.to'the_qpinidns of priésts»on-the birth.
control issue. Of the twb factqrs, commitmeqt (C“=:,45)aig-mqre,stfong1y,
ré?ated~than status (C.= .20). In:Chapteb iI”(TaBTe~IV),~it_W§s»shown\
that-a high interreiatiohship'(ci= .71) exists betWeen(sta;us,and age’
primarily because}promotions.andvthg-priestsi-agesrboth‘increase’with the
’ passage of time. In grder to. clarify the empirical andftheoretical |
import these variables have in influenping the priests’ opiniohs on
birth control, an empirical contré1 was intrbduced° In this instance,
the re]atfonship between organﬁzatidna]fstatus»and the%priestsﬂvopiqions;
was reexamined by ho]ding age con§tant!__The aim of the ana}ysis was to
determine whether the ré]ationship between status,apd priests’ropinions
is due- to age. Tabie IX indicates the~nature of the reTafionships
following the introduction of the test factor.

As can be observed, regardless of status, younger priests. at

39,8 percent are move Tikely than 6]dervpriests at’12?1 perceﬁt.to‘be,
ungquiVoca]Iy in favor of'iibgralizing»the.birth control'pglicy@ Notice-
~able differences by age can be seen within status gategorigso Ip-the
original relationship between status and‘opinion»(see_Table VII),~approXi~
mateTy 20 percent of the pastor/mdnsignoré-were,,without reservatiqﬁ, in
favor of Tiberalization. By age, however, 45.2-percent of théipastor/

monsignors undér~46‘as=compared-t9 only.13.4 percent of the older



ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS-AND- THE RESPONDENTS' PERSONAL OPINIONS ON LIBERALIZATION

TABLE IX

OF -BIRTH-CONTROL -POLICY BY RESPONDENTS' AGES -(PERGENT)

= 2,84, df

AGE
Under 46 46 and Older_

Liberalize- o Status : v Status
‘Birth Control -Associates . Pastor/Monsigners Total Associates’ Pastor/Monsignors  Total
Yes, without , ¢ -

reservation - 37.5 45.2 39.8 [7:7] 13.4 12.1
Yes, with | | |

reservation 44.4 38.7 42.7 [38.5] 43.8 43.2
No, with-

reservation 8.3 0.0 5.9 [30.7] 13.4 15.9-
No, without - _ . ‘ ,

reservation 9.7 16.1 11.6 [23.1] 29.5 28.8
Total (no. cases) (72) (31) (103) (13) (112) (125)

= 3.84, df =.3, p < .30, C = .19 =3, p< .50, C= .15

Note:

Percentages “in-brackets-based-on N-smaller than-25:

8z
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pastor/monsignors expressed thj§~opihion; 'The»;ame trend is eyident;among
;He associates'after thevintroductiop‘of~the‘control'on age. Although 32.6
percent'ofxthe'totgl samp]e of associatexpaStors-were unequivocally in:
favor of a-change in policy, only 7.7 percent of the older associates as
‘compared-to 32;5 percent‘bfrthe youhger-associatés Févorﬂchange;_ Further, ~
it can also be*obseryéd-that}the oI?ér.priésts are?moré'like}y,than.the
younéer priests to be totally}opposed to aﬁy changes taking place. This
relationship is also maintained regardless of status.

Yet the. factor of status, although lessened in importance,fpannotf
be discounted. The associate pastors had previously been identified as
more in favor of change than the;pqStor/mdnsignors (see Table VII). Among
the younger‘prieéts, howgVer,*the pastqr/monsignors‘at:45;2apg?oent are-
more in favor of change,<with§ut reservation, than the associates at-

- 37.5 percent. Fdr the o]derApriésts; it is a]so‘fhe pastdr/monsignors
(13.4 percent) rather-than-thefassociates (7.7 percent) whq'express this:
opinion.’ Whén ;ontrplled on}ége, the origin?] relationshﬁp between
;tatus,and the priests’ opiniohé is. reversed among -those priests favqring~
Tiberalization. Yet; the-percentage'differen;es(are slight, especially
when compared to thosé-based_qn age. Whereas the greayést.diffgrqnce
between ‘statuses:is approximately 8 percentage points (youngeﬁ priestS),,
there is almost 27 percentdge points difference by age among those.
priests who-unequivoéa]]y favbr change. Therefore, of the two variables,
there is a greater statistical likelihood that commitment (age) rather:
than status is the mqre‘important yariable'ihfluencing'the opinions of

priests on the birth control issue.
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\Since:this=study-1s algo?conqerneq with probing the dihen;ion§
of - the birth_cqntvg] issue,_a‘variéty Qquuestigns.were asked of the -
respdndgﬁts?“1n>Tab1e Xy Qata is pregghfeq"onfthe‘fe]ationship beﬁweep
iage”(commitment) aﬁd,whether4the prig$t-wqu1d qdvisé his parishioners to
let ;hgir conéciéﬁces guideAthem,in de¢iding to use birth‘cqntnql

te;hniques.

TABLE X

PRESENT AGE AND RESPONDENTS' PERSONAL OPINIONS ON ADVISING
PARISHIONERS TO-USE CONSCIENCE (PERCENT) -~

Advise -Parishioners Present Age .

to‘Use Conscience Uhdér 46 46 and‘q1der* . Total
Yes, without.résérvatioﬁ | 29.5 | | 12%2 20.9
Yes; with reservation 56.1 40.3 48;2\
No, with reserVation; ,8f6 1954\ 14.0:
No, without reservation 5.8 - 28.1 16.9-
Total (no. cases)’ (139} (139) (278)-

x2 = 39.76,-df = 3, p<.,001, C = ,50

As_shoWn by - the C'coefficient,~there-is a'moderate]y.sprong~degregi
of ‘association between the-variables (C = .50). Inspection of the -

percentages revea]s that approximately 86 percent'of7the younger 'priests
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as compared to about 52 percent of ghé oldgrapriests-wou}dtadyise their
parishioners. This re]ationshiﬁ is.gtatis;ica11y'sigpificant (p <. .001).
In further explqringvthe-iSSUQ; thé.respondgnts were,asked-whether
they~hadjdiSCUssed yhe-issug withutheir fe]}Ow;priests and pari;hioners,
When distributed by aée,'it can'be obsefvéd.jn Table XI‘that;dVerwh¢1ming
majority of requhdents (95;9jpehcent) had discussed the issuexwfth{thein

fellow priests.

TABLE“XI_

PRESENT AGE AND DISCUSSED BIRTH CONTROL WITH- FELLOW
PRIESTS AND - PARISHIONERS (PERCENT) -

Discussed Birth ' . Present Age
Control Under 46.- - 46 *and o1der Total

With Fe]]ow Priests

Yes- 95.2" 96.6 95,9
No- 4.8 3.4 4,1
Total (no. .cases) (145) (146) - (291):

With Parishioner§

Yes | 96.2- 76,1 85[3'
No 3.8 23;9 14.2
Total (no. cases) (130) (138) (268)

2 =22.15, df =1, p <001, € = .39
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As for discussing the birth cbntrdl issue with their parishioners,
the commitment.of priests ddes_make a_statistica11y significant»differenpe;
(pA<~.00]). Whereas 96.2 percent of the'yoyngen priests have discqssed
the.issue with their ‘parishioners, on{y 76.1 percent of ‘the o1der-priests
have likewise done so. In view of the fact that the issue directTy
affects parishioners mqre,thénvit dQes‘prfests, it is somewhat .surprising.
that the older priests are more willing to discuss birth con;rol with
the colleagues than with parfshiopers;. |

Reépondents were also queried as to hqw_thgy viewed thevopiniqng.
of ‘their fellow priests and parishioners‘on the,bikth\contro] issue, - Thqt'
is, they were asked approXimately what percent of thgir.fe1lowAprfg§t$
and‘parishioners.are*in favor of the church ]ibefa]izing3it§ birth control
policy. As can be seen in Table XII, when distributed by age, there
are statisticaJTyusignifiﬁént differences (p < .001 for both relation-
ships) in how the respﬁndéntsiviewed~thg position of theirjfe110wlpriests
and pariShioners‘on‘thé}issue.

when the=response-a1ternativestare collapsed (less than 51 percent,
and more than 51 percént); it»fs.the younger .priests raﬁher than_fhé;older
priests who not only feel that more than;SO percent of‘theiricdlleagues
favor 1ibera]ization~(50;4‘percent of the younger versus 19.7 of the older.
priests).but'also see majority of their parishioners (approximately 70
percent .of the younger compared to abogt 35 percent of the Q]dgr priests).as
likewise favoring changeé It appears,; from these findings,;that thez
respondents tended to impart fheir.own views of the issue<t9‘others%

Younger priests who personally were in favor of change also saw their
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TABLEfXII

PRESENT-AGE AND RESPONDENTS' VIEWS OF FELLOW PRIESTS' AND PARISHIONERS('
OPINIONS: ON'LIBERALIZATION OF ‘BIRTH CONTROL (PERCENT)

Respondents’ | - Present Age
Views = - Under46 - 46 and older Total

Percentage of Fellow
Priests Favoring
Liberalization

0 percent 1ﬁ5- 7,6‘ 4.5
1-25 percent 16.3 40.9 - 28.5 -
26-50 percent. 31,8' 31.8- 31.8
51-75 percent. 33.4 12,9 23.2
76-100 percent 17.0 6.8 12:0
Total (no. cases) (135) (132). (267) -
X2 = 37.56, df =.4; p < .001, C = .50
" Percentage of . |

Parishioners Favoring.

Liberalization ‘
0 percent 0.8 5.3 3.1
1-25 percent. 9.7 28.3 19.2
26-50 percent .20.T~ 32.0 . 26.3"
51-75 percent 39.5 21.4. 30.2.
766100 percent 29.9. 13?0 21.2
Total (no. cases) (i24). (131). (255)

x? =-34.54, df = 4, p <..001, C = .49
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parishioners and colleagues: favoring change. Older;priests who personally
opposed change saw a majority of their parishioners and colleagues as also
obposed'to 1ibera1izafionf | |

| The-re]ation;hips between orgaﬁizational stgtus_and:the previously
dis;ussed'dimehsfons of ‘the birth control issUe*fo11éwed'a similar
pattérn. The responses:of the associate pa;tors wefe in the;sqme.direc-
tign as~thdse of the younger priests whi]e,the,reSponses qf the‘pastor/?
monsignors corresponded -to those of the older respondents. However, tHe;
relationships between status and these‘dimensionswwgrelconsiderably
weaker»(as méasured by C)Aand.seldbm attained'signjficancei1eve]s as ‘high
asithose previously reported by age.

In summary, both commitmént (age) and organizational status were
found to be statistically related to the birth.contro] issue.in the
‘éxpected direction,' Younger‘priéSts;were\more lﬁkely.thénatheir older
co]]eagues,to‘be'in'favor.of']ibéralizing*the birth control policy.  Also
the -associates were more 1iké1y thanfthé pastor/monsignors to favor
change. .. When a control was intkoduted‘(ége), the impact of status on
the priests' opinions was.1éssen¢d‘but.did‘not_comp1e;ély disappear. Yet:
of:the two variab1es, commitment~appears to be empirically .and theoreti-
cally more important in affecting the opinions of priests}on,the birth .
confro] issue.

Although parish SES was also thoughtvto‘be of~possib1e.importance:
ih.accounting for the-priests' opinions{ no stafistica]]y signjficant
differenges were found.

In further exploring the birth contro1‘issue, a variety of dimen-

sions were distributed by commitment (age). It was.found that fok:a
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majority of.dimensions commitment,did;make.a diffgrence in how the priésts'
reépondéd; The;younger priéstg‘were more wi]1ing~thapfo1der prjests to,
a@Yise-their parishioners tQ use;théir conscfengé‘in déciding whether:to7
use birth control techniques. Fufther,lthe youngervp(iests.were more -
willing than the 'older respondénﬁsvtpgdiScuss the-issue with.their parish-
ioners. Finally, while younger priests. saw a méjorif&igf their fellow
priests .and pqrishionéfs as fayoringAbibth coqtrbi'1iher$1i2ati0n,.the;
older prﬁests»saw mosf.of their ‘colléagues and parishioners as being-
opposed to change.: There is an implication in these last findings that;
the respondents tend to. see their harishioners aﬁd fellow. priests
supporting tﬁeirupgrsonaI pbsitjon«ohftheiissue; | |

| Relationships were also found between~statu$.and the various .
diménsidns of the birth control issue but these tended to be less signi-

ficant statistica11y.than.those foqnd;by age (commitment). -

The Celibagyrlssye>

Since ofganizationa? statu$ was:thedr§tica11y identified as a:
fact0r~inf1uénc1ng the.opinions of»priests;vit was proboSed that, for ;he
celibacy 1ssue, the assogiate'pastOrs would ‘express greatervopposition 
to the traditioha{'position of the chufch-than the pastor/monsignors. In
Table XIII the relationship between-ohganizationa1istatusrand the -
rgspondehfs{'persona]{opinioné'as to whéther priests should have the
freedom of choice to marry fs examined,

As can be seen, the associates at~46f5 perceht.are,moke Tikely than

the pastor/monéignors at 26.9 percent to be'unreseryed]y invfavor of
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ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS AND THE RESPONDENTS PERSONAL OPINIONS CONCERNING
‘ PRIESTS' FREEDOM OF CHOICE TO MARRY: (PERCENT) '

Priests' Freedom of
Cho1ce to Marry '

Organ1zat1ona1 Status

*Assoc1ate Pastor *Pastor/Mons1gnor Non- Par1sh Tota1

Yes, without'

reservation 26.5 26.9 36.0 34.5
Yes, with. _ ‘
reservation - 29.1 25.5° 30.0 - 27 4
No, with reservation 12.8 10.3 12.0 11.4
No, without - | '
reservation 11.6 3713 22f0 26.7
Total (no. cases) (86) (145) (50)  (281)
X2 = 20.53, df = 6, p < .01, C = .32
*x2 = 19.35, df = 3, p.<..001, C = .28

letting priests have the freedom of choiceé to marry.

Further, approximately

37 percent of the pastor/monsignors compared to only about ‘12 percent of

the associates expressed complete opposition to changing the celibacy ru]e.
The relationship is statistically significant (p < ‘001) although the

degree of re]ationshfp is .quite modest (C= .28). Clearly, there is a,

relatibnship, as predicted, between organizational status and the .
As suggested, sfatgé is

priests' opinions concerning the celibacy issue.

an identifiable factorAaffecting-the qpinions gf priests.
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Commi tment was-a]squuggested as a:factor~which,codld be-inf]uenc-
ihg the priests' opinions on the ce]ibacy issue. As proposed the h1gh1y
comm1tted pr1ests wou]d be more 11kely than- the 1ess-comm1tted pr1ests
to stand opposed tq any change in ;he tradytyonq} celibacy rule. 1In
Qrder to¢teet<the question,vthe po§sib[e resbon;es'to the.ce]ibagy

dimension were'distributed by‘egeﬁ(commitment) as-indicated in Table'XIV.v

TABLE XIV

PRESENT AGE AND RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS CONCERNING PRIESTS'
FREEDOM OF CHOICE T0 MARRY (PERCENT)

Priests' Freedom of Present Age"

Choice to Marry Undev 46 46.and older  Total
Yes, without feservatiph | ‘@8,6 | 20.6 3.
Yes, with reservation. 29,7 25.5 '27.6
No, with reservation 10.8° 1.3 1.1
No, without reservation 10.9 42.6 26.9
Total (no. cases) (138) (141)- (279)

= 42.37, df = 3, p < .001, C-=..5]

As shown by the contingency coefficient (C), there is a moderately
strong association between the two variables (C = .51). - As medsured by
chi-squared, this relationship is a1sovstatistica11y significant

(p <-.001). Whereas almost 49 percent of the younger priests (low
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commitment) are; without ‘reservation, in fayor gf priests‘being given .the
ffeédom of choice to'marry,;1e§s thanone-half “the number (20.6 percent).
of older priest§*(high.cqmmitmént)‘respohded in g_simjlar'fashionj Further
the older priests (42,6.percent).are.cxéarly‘mqreropposedxthan the younger
priests (10.9-pefcent) to the establishment of this.policy. Commithent.

is definitely related to the opinions of priests on the celibacy issue

and must be considered of importance in affectingAthe priests' opinions.

As was done for the'birth contro131§sge; a controi'(aée) was -
introduced in order to better undérétanq the,theorgtiéa] and ‘empirical
relationships amongAQrgani;ational-status,zcommitmgny,;anq~the priestS'
opihidn; to the ce]ibacy»issue,v'TabTe XV contains the,reSults of the;
control. -

When age is held constant,;there is still a re]étiqnship bépweeq'
status and the priests' opinions; Among.the younger respondgnts, the
associates at 53.5 pereeht;are sti]]'more,Tikely»than;the pastqr/.
monsignors atv43,2 pgrcent to favorprigsts havjng the'freedom qf choice,
to marrly° The-trénd is reyérsed.forlfhe 91der~pri§3ts in . that the
pastor/mpnsignoré.(ZZ;B percen;)¢rqther~than the.qssociatesA(7@1»percen;)_
are more likely to favor this.type-ofipoliCy. But'fqrther {n;pee;&on
of the percéntages revealsuthat~the differgn;es»by,statué‘ére ré]atively
small when compared to the difference by age. Whereas thelgrégtespr
pekcentage differequ,by statué,is-approximately 15 percgntc(QTQer*respon-
dents), the percentagevdifferencé-by age for the same response category
(yes, withoutfreservation)'{s greater than 30.perceﬁpa The"impagt:ofaage

is also evident within statuses. Althqugh 26.9 percent -of the total
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ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS AND RESPONDENTS' PERSONAL OPINIONS CONCERNING PRIESTS" HAVING
THE FREEDOM OF CHOICE TO MARRY BY RESPONDENTS' AGE (PERCENT) ]

AGE

_ “Under 46 o . o 46 _and Older
Priests' Freedom of ' , Status - ‘ . - Status - :
Choice to Marry Associates Pastor/Mons1gnors Total Associates Pastor/Monsignors Total-
Yes, without

reservation 53.5 43.2 50.5 [7.1] 22.8 21.1
Yes, with S .. .

‘reservation 29.6 30.0 29.7" [28.6] 24.6. - 25.0
No, with: :

reservation 9.8 10.0 9.9 [28.6] 9.6 1.7
No, without - _

reservation 7.1 16.7 9.9 [35.7] 43.0- 42.2
Total (no. cases) (71) (30) (101) (14) (114) (128)

= 2,36, df = 3, p <. .70, C'= .15 x2=5.76, df = 3, p < .10, .C = .21

‘Note; Percentages in brackets based on N smél]eﬁ;than;ZS;

6€
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samp]efof~pastor/mogs19hprs (seg'TabTQ XILI) expréésed;’unquivoca11y, the’
opihion that priests should havgfthe-frgedpmvofuchoice‘to,mqrny,=i§iis~
clear that the -younger pastqr/monsjgnor$-$t~43¢2:percent are more ‘1ikely.
than -the oldér‘paétor/manignprs at 22.8 percent to have.responded in this
fashion. Thg'samg:trend exists'among-the assocfateipasfors.; As a result
of, the control, .the staﬁistica]'1mp9%tance,pf"statqs;as it -affects thg?
opinions-of priests has decreased whiJe support.has;been garnished fQ?‘
the increased ‘empirical importance of commitment (age) as-a major factor,
influencing priéstsf opinions on_the,;e1ibacy_issue4~

| Because Qf thjs'éstab1jshedfimp9rtanpe‘of commi tment, extensive-
discussidn of the remaihing4question on~c§11ba;y,asked qf thg respong
dentsfwill'focqs oq,tbéir*re]qtionships ﬁo Eheaage indjca@on,of’commitmgnp.
Erom Tab}e'XVIt-it'is eyidgnt thaﬁ q~majgrity of .priests (53,Ziperceh§) are.
willing to»le;~married exlpriests-return,tqithe sacfamen;s,r | |

'Indeed; very few of -the older pfiests;(Q:Z‘pefcent).were;cgmp1ete1y

oppoSéd to>this,‘ Yet commitment does‘makeLa statj§tically significant
differenqe (p <..05) in affecting theApriests"opinigns, Younger priests
at 61.0 percentlare more: 1ikely than 91der:prig$tsvat 46.5 percent'foabe'
unequsOCally in févbr of this policy. .

Although the respondents.are willing to.let their»married ex= -
cq]]eqéues retﬁrn,totthe sacraments, théy,are}moré-re]uctqnt t9'see ;hem
return as marriéd priests. As-seen‘in-Table XVIL, even‘30,7apek;ént of
;he-younger‘priest5~expressed some gppositiqn to‘Tettingwmarried eX~

pkiests return to the=priesthood'andvremaih married.
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TABLE XVI

PRESENT AGE AND RESPONDENTS' -OPINIONS ON LETTING MARRIED EX- PRIESTS
RETURN TO THE ‘SACRAMENTS (PERCENT)

Married Priests o Present Age

Return to'Sacraments Under 46 46-and older- Total
}Yés, without reservation - 61.0- 46.5 - §3.7
Yes, with reservation 34.0 40.1 37.1
No,.with'reservation 2.2 4.2 3.2
.No, without reservation 2.8 9.2 6.0 -
Total (no. cases) (141) (142) (283)

=9.,16, df = 3, p-<:.05, C= .25

Vet there ‘is a moderately strong (C = .47) and statistically
significaﬁt (p < .00])'asso¢iafion betﬁeenEco@mitmght (aQE)_anq,thi$5
dimension. A}most‘hqlf\ofvthe older respondents (48,2 perqent)las;
compared to 19.0 percent Qf'theryounger priests are unequivocally qpposédp
to Tetting married ex-priests return to the active priesthood. *

Respondents were also asked_whether_théy thought married priestgﬁ
would be as competent"as,‘-..ce_libatg‘pr-‘ies'ts° :WhehEdistribgted.by age; as
shown in Table XVIII, there aré statisficaily5significant diffenenqeg in.
the responses of the priests (p <-.001).. Whereas a1most.80-percentiqf-the<
younger priests responded in the affirmative, only about 46 percent.of -the

older priests expressed 'a similar opinion.



PRESENT ‘AGE AND. RESPONDENTS' ‘OPINIONS ON-LETTING MARRIED
" EX-PRIESTS RETURN ‘AS MARRIED PRIESTS (PERCENT):

TABLE XVII

42

Married: Return

Present ‘Age

= 33.48, df = 3, p.<:.001,:C =-.47

‘as Married-Priests Undér 46 46 and older Total
Yes, without ‘

reservation 30.7- 12@2' 21.4
Yes, with -

reservation 38.6 - 24.5 31.5
No,.with , |

reservation 1.7 15,1 13.4
No, without

reservation: 19.0» 48.2 - 33.7.
Total (no. cases) (137) (T39) (276)
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TABLE XVIIT"

PRESENT AGE "‘AND RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS AS. TO WHETHER MARRIED PRIESTS -
' WOULD BE - AS COMPETENT AS CELIBATE PRIESTS (PERCENT)

Married Priests as” : PreseﬁtaAgef
Competent as Celibates’ Under 46~ 46 and older Total

Yes, without -

reservat1on 37.6. 1438;' 26.4-

Yes,;w1th» : :
© reservation 40.4 31.9 363

No, with - |

reservation 12.8 21.4 17.0-
No, without

‘reservation - 9.2 31.9 20.3
Total (no. cases) (141) (135) (276)

=, 35(:4], df = 3’ p <,n00]’ C = .°4-8.

As for the birth control issue, respondents were questioned-as.
fo‘whethér they had'discussed the celibacy fssue‘with their fe]low}
prieSts andApgrishionerS, As seen in Tab[e-XIX,'a majority'of priests-
(95.8 percent) have discussed the issue wifh their ch]eagugs.} There,

is virtually no'difference by age.
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TABLE XIX -

PRESENT AGE AND DISGUSSED CELIBACY ISSUE WITH
FELLOW PRIESTS -AND PARISHIONERS (PERCENT)

Discussed Present. Age

Celibacy “Under 46 46 and older- Total

- With Fellow Priests .
Yes '95.8 95.9 95.8
No - 4.2 4.1 4.2
Total A‘(noo cases) (144) (145) '(‘28'9‘)._'

x2 = .00, df =1, p <..98, C =:.00

With Parishioners
Yes 83.1 59.9 71.2
No 16.9 40.1 28.8
Total (no. cases) (130) (137) (267)

x2 = 17.53, df = 1, p < ,001, C = .35
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As for-dchussion-witﬁ parishiqnérsg there .is a statis;ica]]y
significant difference (p_ssOOOT) due“to the cqmmiﬁment (age) of the
priests}' Whefeés*83,1"ﬁeccent of the younger.priestS-have discussed theA
issue, 6n1y.5959“percént qf the older priéstS‘did sim{1a¥]yé Yet even the
younger:priesté showed a greater re]uqtanCeito discuss theyissue with
fheir“parishioners~thanfwith co1}eagqesﬂ

in referende‘to'theik fellow pkiesfgvanq parishidners,,respon—‘
dents wgre also -asked what_perCentage.of ;hese groups they saw'asuin-
favor of foering.thehpriestithé freedom of-choicé;to marry. . This-
dqta,}as~d1§tributed'by.agé (commitment) is presehted'inﬂTable XX, -

When :the response categories are collapsed (1ess than 51 percent
and 51 peréent or more), it can be.observed that the younger priests at
36.6 pereént'are more 1ike}y thqh phe older pkjests‘at.]1°8-pekcent to
see a m&j@rity,(51 percep; or_more) of their colleagues as being in favor
of 6ffering the'prieét«the fheédom of choice to marry. The'yOUnger.
priests (24°§-perc¢n§) were also mofe }ike]y than the older priests
(11.3 percent)'to,see:a majority of their parishioners in .favor of this
policy. . Overall, however, a;majority.of respondents, regafdless.of'age,'
felt‘thati1ess than'SOZpgrcept of their fellow priesfs and ‘parishioners
would be willing to'let priests -marry. Even among the~younger priésts9
who personally are in favor. of ‘having fhe freedom-ofAchoiCey this view
wasAdominant;

Where'the referent is~parishiongr'aCCeptance~of married associate-
pastors and married pastors, the same fkend, as displayed in Table XXI,

is evident,
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TABLE XX -

PRESENT AGE AND RESPONDENTS' VIEWS OF :FELLOW PRIESTS' AND. PARISHIONERS' -
OPINIONS TO LIBERALIZATION OF CELIBACY (PERCENT)

“Respondents ' | ___Present Age _
Views ‘Uhder‘46 ‘ 46 and older Total -

Percentage of Fellow
Priests. Favoring -
‘Liberalization

0 percent’ 0.0 5.1 2.6

1-25 percent 23,9 50;8' 37.4
26-50 percent 39.5 32.3 35.9
51-75 percehp 30.6 6.6 18.5
76-100- percent 6.0 5.2 " 5.6
Tﬁta1‘(nq, cases) . (134) (136) - (270)

x? = 41,92, df =4, p <.,001; C = .52

Percéntage of"
Parishioners Favoring -

Liberalization. -

| 0 percen?“. | 3.4 21°Q‘ 12.4
{-25 percent - 4254' 54.8 51.2
26-50 percent 24,6 12:9 118.6
51-75 percent. 16.9 4,0 10.3
76-100 percent 7.7 7.3 7.5
Total (no. cases) (I]S) (124) (242)

X2 = 29.92, df =4, p <001, C = .47
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TABLE XXI

PRESENT AGE AND RESPONDENTS® VIEWS-OF - PARISHIONERS' ACCEPTANCE OF MARRIED
ASSOCIATE PASTORS AND PASTORS (PERCENT):

Respondents ‘ 3 PreSent Age -
V1ews ‘ _Uhder'46;"‘ 46 and older Total

'Percentage of
Parishioners Accepting
Married Associates

0 ngcent 7.2 32.0 19.4
1-25 percent 1.6 43.4 42.5
26-50 percent 23.2 14.8 19.1
51-75 percgﬁt. 15.2: 3.2 9.3
764]00.percent 12.8 6.6 9.7
Total (np,;cases)‘ (125) (122) (247)

= 33,75, df = 4, p.< .001, C = ..49

Percentage of
Parishioners Accept1ng<
Marr1ed Pastors

0 percent | 10.3 41.9 26.0
1-25 percent’ 41.3 - 38.7 40;0
26-50 percenti; 22.2- 12.9- 17.6
51-75 percent’ 14.3 2.4 8.4
76-100 percent - 11.9: 4.1 8.0-
Total (no. cases) (126) (124) (250),

= 42.53, df = 4, p <..001, C = .54
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Although younger priests .(28.5 percent) are more Tikely.than older
priests (908'percent)'tovsee 51 percent:or'more‘of‘their.parishioners as
accepting:a married"associate’pastor,-there is a general feeling among
the»reépondents that less than 50 percent,of their parishioners Wouldido
50,(71,0 percent .of ‘the tgtal sample), .quthér, ovgt-SOlpércent of both
ﬁhefyounger and‘older kequndenﬁs.saw Tess ;han 25 percent;of=their
parishicners accépting a married-pastor.

In view Qf thé*fact=thatwthe older respondents were personally
opposed to pﬁiests having the freedom of choice to marry,; it js not
surprising,to’find’that'theyftehded to a]so'see]their'colleagues,and
parishidnersfas~opposedlto a change inlﬁhetcelibacy.ru]e;. Yet=thévyounger5
priests, who personally favored an-end to mandatory. celibacy, were reluc- _
tant to,prdjeét thisiviéw4ontowtheir felldw priests and parighiongfs and,
in faét, saw a majority-pppositidn to a married‘priesthoodu |

Orgahizationa1'sﬁatus‘was aJSQ‘found‘to be{relgted go thglprevious}y.
discussed dimenSions of,the;ce]ibacy issue. Thé_kesponSes of'the‘pastor/
monsignors fd]iowed a pattern simi]argtoithe'91der-prieSts,.whi]e,the
associaté~pastqr§“ responses werelin the same diregtion‘as.those in the;
younger respondents. The re1ationships between status ‘and these ‘dimen-
sions were seldom as significant as those reported by commitment. .

In summary, both statUs and commitment were ihitia]]y,shdwn to be
related to'the celibacy issue; However;‘thg’intrdduction-of»a control -
(age) indicated that status, as a factor influencing the-opinions”of”'
priests, is relatively unimportant when compared to the<affec§‘cqmmitmen§1

(age) has on the priests' opinions.
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In prdbing other dimensions -of the ceﬂibacy iésUé; commifment was"
found to make a differen@e.in how.the;prfests respondéq, Younger priests
were_mdre Tikely thah o]der»priesps t0~favor letting married ex-priests
retufn to thé:sacraments‘and return to the.active ‘priesthood. Also the.
younger priests’weregmore’]ikely;than;their q]der~co11eagues.tqlfeé1
fhat:harried priests wod]d be just as cémpetent“as.ce]ibatevpriéstsh.
Perhaps-the most‘surprisingufinding-waS“that.a majority of the;ygunger
priests,'a1though personally in favor*ofva-married priesthood; Saw lesg
than\50 percent ofitheir”fe]low priests‘anq pariéhioners as being wi]lfng

to offer the priest the option to marry.

The Prie§t~B%shopvRe]ationship Issue

I§ can be recalled from Chapter:I that the organizationa]‘status:
of “the priest was identified‘as a factor whicﬁ may,inf?uence~thé opinions
of priests to the prieét-bishpp rglationshinv It was suggested that the
asSociate pastors would be 1ess Tikely than'thefpastOrs aﬁd monsighors -
to express favorable opinions . of fhe relationship. - Table XXII preSenps
datq'on the naturglofjﬁhe association between status and the respondents®
per%eptioﬁsAof the degree of open and two-way communicatiénibgtWegh
fhemse}Ves and the bishop. .

Although repgﬁted} the-réspondents having nen-parish assignmeqtsu
lel'be excluded frem the fol]qwjﬁg dis;ussion:since, as previously
mentioned, the originq} reséarch-qugétioh only dea1t_withvpries§s in
parish Settings; Even‘thoﬁgh.the degree of association is not strong

(C =.,22), inspection of the percentages reveals that, as expected, the-
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TABLE XXII

ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS AND RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTION OF THE DEGREE -
OF OPEN AND TWO-WAY COMMUNICATION WITH THE BISHOP (PERCENT)

Degree of | Organizatioha];statUSa
Communication *Associate Pastor: *Pastor/Monsignor Non-Parish Total-

Very much | 25.4 0n.7 0.0 36.9

Quite a bit 30.9 35.3 36.0  34.3
Hardly any 25.4 15,1 16.0 18.0
None 18.3 7.9 8.0  10.8
‘Iotal (no. -cases) (}7)- (139) - (50)  {260)
x? = 11.91, df = 6, p < .10, € = .26
*x2 = 10.85, df =.3, p < .02, C = ,25

associates are more likely to-express unfavorab1e»opinjons'of~the
relatiohéhip, Not only are the associatés,?at 25,4‘per¢ent,\1ess-1ike1yA'
‘than the pastor/monsignqrs, at 41.7 petcent; to feel thatlthere_ﬁsnvehy.‘
much commuhicatfdn-but also more Iikely te express the opihion that -

there is abso}Utely no open and-two—way qommunjéatj0n3with the bishop
(18.3 percent of the associates .as compared‘tvon1y17¢9 percent‘of=the
pastor/mons‘ignors)° 'From'this-datg;'it‘cah;bejsuggested that the status.
of the respondentsnis'inf]Uencjng their%opinibns’of'the priest-bishop

relationship.
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TABLijxIII

PRESENT ‘AGE AND RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTION OF'THE DEGREE OF OPEN
- AND TWO-WAY COMMUNIQATION WITH THE BISHOP (PERCENT)

"Degree of Present Agev'

Communication Under 46 © = 46 and older Total
Very mich w2 40,9 ' 36.8
{Quite a bit 30.6 37.9 34:5
*Hard]y‘any 24..8 11.7 17.8
None 12.4 9.5 10.9
Toté] (no. cases) (121) (137): (258)

x? = 9.02, df = 3, p < .05, C=.,26

‘Since‘comﬁitmentﬂwas-a]so thoUght“to be‘of,importance-in-infjuancing
the opinions of priests to the - relationship, it was 'necessary to examine.
the effect of distributing the communication dimension'by~ageoﬁ

As shown in Tab]e~XX1115 on]y-BZ;ZTbercent of the'younger,respon—i_
dents as compared'po 40.9 percent of the older priests felt there ‘was very -
much c0mmuhicati0q‘betWeen themse]ves_and‘the bishop. Younger priests-
at 12.4 percent were a1§0'morev}ike]y than older priests (9.5 percent)
to feel that there was absolutely no communication., Clearly, then, age
affects the opinions of priests to the priest-bishob re]atioqship-

although the degree of aSsociation»is‘s]ight»(C"= .26) . :



TABLE XXIV

ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS AND RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF . THE DEGREE OF OPEN AND
TWO-WAY COMMUNICATION WITH THE BISHOP BY AGE (PERCENT)

AGE
A Under 46. . : 46 and Older
Degree of . Status . ~ : ‘Status _
Communication ‘Associate  Pastor/Monsignor. ~Total Associate Pastor/Monsignor  Total
Very much 26.8 40.0 31.4 [21.4] .7 39.3-
Quite a bit 28.6 26.7 _27;9  [42.8] 38.0° 38.5-
Hardly any 26.8 23.3 25.6 [14.3] 13.0° 13:1
None 7.8 10.0 15.1 [21.4] 7.3 9.1
Total (no. cases) (56) - (30) (86) (14) (108) (122)
X2 = 1.99, df = 3, p < .70, C = .15 «2 =3.90, df = 3, p < .30, C'= .18

Note: Percentages in-brackets based on N‘smal]er“than 25,

25
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Since both commitment anq organizat10na1?statUS.havejbeen found to
beAempirica11y related.to’the.priest%bﬁqhdp'né1§tionship‘issue, an
attempfwwas made to,q]ékifyxthe fip&fhgé'ﬁyvfhe;introddction of ‘a control
on age, In Tab]e'XXIV the patuke of the.relationship between status and
the degree of open and two¥wéy commqnication\1s]éxamfned-when;age is held-
CAnStant, o

As can be seen,~statusli§'sti11.reléted‘to.the opinjons of priests
and in thee*pected-direction:.'For-thé,younger respondents, the aschiateSg
 at'26.8 percent are 1ess]iké}y.thénithe»pastor/monsignors at 40.0 percent
to feel that therevis.ve?yAmu;h:éqmmdnjcation between.thEmse1ves and the .
bishop. . The same trend is apparght;fon'thgvolder priests where only
21.4 percen;'of,the,asgoéiates as compared to 41.7 percent of the pastor/ .
monsignor;‘expressed-simi}ar opinibns;_ Fupther:vand'again regardless of
age, the assqciates:wéfe more. 1ikely th§n the pastor/monsignors to express
the opinion that absolutely no comehicgtion_exists. Closer inspection
of this response category (None),feveé1s that among the associates, 21.4-
percent of -the o1der~as‘compareq:to.17;81percent of the younger felt this
~way. This finding is'in.the djfection opposite’of"that;originglly,found
”3bétWeen¢agg aﬁd~the communiéation,diﬁénsjon'(See Téblé'XXIII) in which
‘younger priests eXpressed‘the;qpinion:ofino communication to aAgredter

degree than the older priests,  Besiﬂeélindicafing-that age (cdmmitment)
may.be less important fhah'status_in accounting for differences in

priests’ opinions, there is a]solthégimplication-that»as the,priesps get:
older and do not receive~an.advaﬁqemenﬁ they tend to become bitter towards..

the bishop.
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The results of the abOVeuana1y$iszhave‘shown that status, even

- when controlled by age,_sti]{ affeCts»thépopinigns_of‘priests to the
priest—bishoﬁ relationship issue. Eurthér; fhere is evidepce.thatfof-
the two,variables found to be,re1ated9to the -opinions of"prieéts, commi t-
ment (age),15'onjy.of'secohdafy~importahcé.td status in affectihg‘priests!'
opihidhs, Bécaqse_of'these~find1ngs, ;hé remaining questions concerning -
-othek aspects of "the priest-bishop~ke1ationship-asked of the respondents
Awill be distributed by organizatioha1.sfatus,

Table -XXV presents data on the.reTatidnshipvbefweeh organizational
stafus-and“the priests’ satisfactiOh;wfth'the comﬁittge structurelin
their dioceses.

Although not statistically significant, it can be observed from
thevreportéd percenﬁages #hat some relationship exists between organi—
zational status and the respondénts' satisfaction with the various
committees. . C]ear}y the most satisfied are the pastor/monsignors. The
least'satiSfiediare'the non-parish priests with the only -exception being -
for the priest senate where~the“aSSOCTates;(by-onTy 1.7 percentage.
points) arethe most dissaﬁisffed.;

The respondents also were queried és td thgfrﬂopinions,to"the
gstab]ishmen;’of-a fixed'retirement.age for bishops andha policy whereby
priests would have some voice in the.se1ection»0f the'bishép, Table XXVI
»presents-data on-the reiationshipS'wﬁénlthese dimenﬁions are distribufed
by status.-

As shown, the associate pastors are.pverwhe1mingly.in‘fayor of a-

fixed retirement age being established.for bishops. Thé-percentage
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TABLE XXV

ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS- AND RESPONDENTS' SATISFACTION WITH DIOCESAN
COMMITTEE STRUCTURES (PERCENT) -

Satisfaction . Organizational Status: _
With Associate Pastor Pastor/Monsignor Non-Parish Total-

Priest-Senate

Satisfied 56.3 63.2 58.0  60.0

Not satisfied 43.7 36.8 2.0 9.8

Total (no. cases)  (80) (136) (50)  (266) .
| 2= 1.18, df = 2,7p <..70, C = .09

Grievance Committee

satisfied 61.0 76.0 58.8  68.3

Not satisfied- 39.0 4.0 n2 3.7

Total (no. cases) (59) o (96). (34) (189)
| | X 2 = |

5.5, df = 2, p.< .10, C= .24

Personnel'committee

Satisfied 67.2 7n.7 54.3°  67.0

Not satisfied 32.8 - 28.3 45,7 33.0

Total (no. cases)  (67) (92) (35)  (194)
X2= 3.5, df = 2,p<.20,C=.19
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TABLE XXVI-

ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS AND RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS OF ‘FIXED BISHOP
RETIREMENT. AND PRIESTS' SELECTION -OF BISHOP (PERCENT) .

~

Opiniohs Organizationa1 Status
of - Associate Pastor -Pastor/Monsignor Non-Parish Total

Fixed Retirement

of Bishqp
Yes - 90,7+ ”76;1" 78.7 81.2-.
No 9.3 23.9 21.3 - 18.8
.Tbtal (np.;cases)fA (86) (138) (47) (271)-

X2 = 7,6, df = 2, p-< .05, C'= ,23

Priests'-Se]écting

Bishpﬁs, .
ves 90.8- 72.5 84.6 82.6
No 9.2 275 15.4 17.4
Total (no. cases) (87) - (138) (52) (277) -

X2 = 12,13, df = 2, p< .01, C = .29

dffferences betweeq the associates andrthe other{statUs'categgries-is,
greater than IS‘points. 'Furthef,ﬁthe associates‘gre‘more Tikely than:the
non-parish priests (difference of S;Zipercéntége\poinfs) éhd thelpqstor/
monsignors (a difference of 18,3.per¢en£§gé points) to-be in favor of

se]ecting:the bishop.
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Finally, respondents were'&ékeﬁ whafldegreeiof-openvand'tWofway~
communjcation they'thought;existed béﬁween their fellow priests'and the
b1Shob.. When distributed byvstatUS, as shown .in Table XXVII; the .
associates are Iess }ike]y than priestsfwithlqtheh statuses.t6 feé1 ;hat'
‘their fellow priests'have‘Very mdéh‘communicatidn whi]e,a1SO'more_often

seeing their colleagues'as -not having ahy.communication with the . bishop.

TABLE- XXVII

ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS AND RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTION OF THE
DEGREE OF OPEN AND: TWO-WAY COMMUNICATION BETWEEN
FELLOW PRIESTS AND BISHOP (PERCENT)

Degree of - Organizational Status

Communication Associate Pastor - Pastor/Monsignor- Non-Parish Tdta]
Very much 179 2.2 9.2  24.2
Quite a bit 41.6 50.4 37.5 45,4
Hardly any 132.2 16.3 27.0 23.1
None 8.3 7.1 6.3 7.3
Total (no. cases). (84) {141) (48)  (273)

x2 =10.13, df = 6, p < .20, C =..23
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In comparing«the‘reqponqes»ip Tab]e XXVII-to those in Table XXII,
it is of intérést tO'UOtﬁ'tth resbonqghts; regardless of status, saw
themselves as more 1ike[y-than thgjr,fg11ow.prieSts to have very much
communication;with the bighop.L‘The-greatest differences within status
exist émong the_pqﬁtok/monsigpprs aﬁd nqn;parish‘priésts;who bqth,seew
themselves as having a substantially (difference’is greater than 10
perceritage points) greater amount ofvcommunication than their co{Yeagues,

Commitment, to approximate]y,the same degree,'was also found to
be related to the previous]yndjscussed,dimensions._,The lTess-committed
priests (younggr) kespondedvin_thg'same;diréctiqn as the associates
while the highly cqmmiﬁtéd (oner'priests) responded in a.manner similar
to the pastdr/monsignors. |

In summary , both commitment (age)-and'organizationa] status were
'found.to be statistically related to the-priest-bishop ré]ationship-iésue;
When a-control (age) was introduced}to better,qTanify’the relationship, .
it became appargntnthat;age,.althqugh_é#f]f'ke1ated to the priests’
opinions, was of less importance than status in affecting the opinions of.
priests. :

In-fqrther probing:other Qimensidns of the priest-bishop reIation—-
ship, status Wasvshown to be inf1uencing-thé opihion§ of priests. In
reference~to existing-diocesah;committeeé;:the pastor/mOnsignqrs were
moré:iike]y than the,associates.and npﬁ;parish priests‘to_e&press opinions
of satisfaction. Further, the as§0ciqtés, in‘contrast to the other
categories, were,gverwhelmihgly in févor'of=the establjshmentfof~a

fixed retirement -age forsbiShops<and'having;some voice in the selection
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of bishops. Fina]]y,Athe'aschiates_were-moﬁe 1ikely!than'the,pastor/”'
monsignors or the nohfparish priestsﬂtq see thein'felldw priests as

“having no .open and1two~way‘gomm0niCQtidn,with,therbishop.ﬁ



CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

This report has dealt with the nature of opinions held by Catholic
priests to the three issues of-birtb?contko1, ce]ibacy; and the priest-.
bishop re]afionship. Along with describing the opinions of priests, an
attempt -was made to accoqht>for variations in opinion with variables
descriptive of the priests themselves and their parish setting.:

A questionnaire:was mailed to 500 diocesan priests selected at'
random. After two follow-up requests, a total of'294-priésts‘had com-
pleted the questionnaire.. The data cepteringson the issue; were then
distributed by parish SES, organizational status, and commitment.

Fdr the birth control issue, the sociqeconpmic'status5(SES) of
the parish in which the prieét js stationed was'identifﬂed5 from
Sjoberg's comments, as a factor which may be-affecting the opinions of -
priests. Pfiests from lower SES parishes should be more 1ikely than
their colleagues. in higher SES parishes to be opposed to the present
position of the church to the birth control issue because of .their
awareness of the effects this policy has on their.laity. In the course
of the analysis, this argument was not confirmed. Priests from lower
SES parishes'were no more likely thqn priests from higher SES parishes:
to be opposed to the church's position on birth control. Parish SES
was, therefore, discounted as a factor influencing the priests' opinions
on birth control. Perhaps priests in‘lower SES parishes are aware that
the Tower class has a high birthrate regardless of rejigiOUS affiliation.

A priest in such a situation may concede that a change in the church's.
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birth contrel po]icy,wou1d,not;haye~an_impaCt.on his parishioners since
they have children not because they -are forbidden to use birth control
techniquesvbut'becaUSe it is part of the'life”sty?e-of their'social class.

A]so-defived from Sjoberg's observations oh-c]ient~centered'bureau—
qradies.(1967), it was argued that the Qrganizational status of the.
priest,may-be influencing his opiﬁions,;-Specificaily, it was proposed
that the associate pastors because of their wéaker position in the
than pastors and monsignors tofexpress opposition to the traditional
position of the chUrch on the birth confro], Celiba;y,'and priest-bishop
relationship 1§$ues. Data:presented‘in Chapter III confirmed the proposed
relationship. The assoqiate5~wene more'11ke1y than the pastor/monsignors
to express unfavorable_dbiﬁions on the church's stand on the iésues,"For
the birth control issue; the aSéociates were more likely than the pastor/
monsignors to favor 11bera1izatﬁqn of the church's-presenf pelicy. On
ce]ibacy; the associates were more in.favor of offering priests the
freedom of .choice to marry than'the{pastor/monSignorsnﬂ it was also the
aséociates-rather than the pastor/monsignors who expressed 'dissatisfaction
with the degree‘of,Open~andAtwo—way.communication between themselves-and
the bishop.

If was also proposed thét commitmeht could be affeéting_thé
opihionsvof priests to the -issues. From Becker's. arguments (1964),.ita
was suggested that the highly committéd priests, because of their
development of consistent patterns of belief -and actidn, would be more

Tikely than the 1ess-¢ommitted priests to express favorable opinions on
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the trantiona] stance of the church}, The-ana]ysis‘ofﬁthé preceding -
chapter confirmed-the research“question; That is, the highly committed
priests were opposed to -any change ir thé existfng birth control and
celibacy policies and.expressed satisfaction in the comunication with
Athe.bishob, OnAthé éther hand, the Te555comm§£ted priests favored
Tiberalization of the church's birth control and celibacy policies
while also expressing dissatisfaction wifh the prieSt«bishob relation-.
ship. |

When this research was.proposed‘ithas-;hought.to be difficult to
distinguish between status and commitment. The research presented above
does not make the.task<unequivOca11y easiér. CIear]y? both status and
commitment were identified as factqrs inf}uencing the opinions pf‘priéstS‘
to the birth control,.ce1iba;y, andfpriest;bishop relationship iSsues.;
Since both status and comhitmént~had'be9n shown. to be,highly're1atedvto
“each other, an attempt was made to clarify ‘the impact this interrelation-
ship had on the findings by the introduction of .controls.

As a result of these qontro]s,~statusiqu éhowﬁ.to be of less
impoktance than commitment in accounting for differences in the priests’
opinions of the birth control and ce]ibaty fésﬂes, However, for the
priest-bishop relationshib iSsue;lstétus, as a factor affegting the
opihions of priests, wa5~enhancéd. ¥et; this should notiimply that the
effect of fhe other factor could be completely discounted. For eXample,
status still did produce differences in obinidns on the birth control
and celibacy issues. Similarly?'commitment;accounted for differences

in priests' opinions on the priest-bishop ré]atﬁonship issue. Thus,
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even with the introductioh of a contrel, it was still impossible to
cOmp]ete]y‘differentiaté_bétween,the variab}es; It can be argued'thatv
commitment is a social pSychOIOQicaifdimensign of status. With advance-
ment in an organization; one would expect a corresponding increase in
commitment to the orgqhizétion; or, cpmmitment to~fhe organiZatidn,may
account for an increase»ih status. . Problematic in.this.venture is the.
fact that both status and commitment increase with the passage of time.
With increasing age, one. would eXpeéthgth-an’increased commitment to
a consistent line of activity,and an inéreasg‘in.organizationa1'stafus.
In any future research, an awareness:of"the interrelationshipvbetween
these variables must:be maintained and other attempts should be made
to clarify the roles they play ihgaff¢Cting‘thevopinions of priests.

Of further interest~to’anyone:wj§hingAto,pursue the type of .
research presented above would be an.examination and classification of
a "with reservation” response.: The qse'of<a mailed questionnaire in
this research'prevehted'a thorough:exPIOFatioﬁ of exactly what -this:type.
of response meant to a priest. To enﬁance‘the underétanding:ofﬂpriesfS'
opinions, the use of a different reséarch instrument, especially one

employing depth interviewing, would be highly recommended.
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Survey'of»Priestsﬁ_ Current~lssues:ih-theqCatholic‘Church»

~Part I -.Background Information

1. Please check -your.current status:
Associate pastor-
Pastor -
Pastor, with the- t1t1e of mons1gnor; -
[] Other (please .specify) -

What 1is . your present age?

At.what;age'did yQUndecide to become a-priest?-

How o1d were you when you-entered . the seminary?L

(52 B N 75 S AN

How old were you'aththertime-ofvyour-ordination7

6.  If you cou]d do .it again; wou]d you-become a priest
T ] At the same :age as before.
| 1At an earlier-age’

1At a later age
| Perhaps not -at all

7. Do you- have,any,re1atives-who are also members of a clerical
order?
No
. Yes
If yes, would you please list, in the space below; the1r
relationship to you and the religious order .to. Wh]ch they
belong? : _ S , , ,

EducationaT.Information_- Here 'some -information is desired
about the schools you attended.

1. Did you receive your elementary school tra1n1ng at .a
L | Public School

Parochial school

Combination of both public and' parechial school

Other (please spec1fy)

2. Did you. rece1ve your secondary school training at a
[ ] Public school
Parochial school
Combination of -both public and parochial -school.

[] Other (please specify)
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In the space.bé]ow please fill in the-information which applies to you.

Schools . (Name)

Technical/Trade

- Area of -

Specialization:- Degree .and Date

Cb11ege/Unﬁversity ——

Seminary

/.

Post-Seminary ¢

Other

Part II g_Parish-Assignment

e
e

How - 1ong have you been at your present parish?
s Years Months -

How many transfers ‘have you had since ordination?

(a ) What is. the approximate number of families in

. your par1sh?

(b) A1together how -many parishioners of.all.ages .

is this? -

(a) What was the approximate budget of your parish
for the last fiscal year?

(b) Does your total budget include the maintenance

of _a .school?

No-

Yes - ’
If yes, how much of your budget went -to the
school?




5.

6.
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(a) To. the best of your knowledge, what .social class .cate-
*gory is most: representat1ve of your parishioners?
[ ] Lower class-
"] Middle .class
‘-] Upper. class.
(b) Wha category-is’ second most: representat1ve of your
par1sh1oners?
‘Lower class-
. |Middle class:
Upper class.

(¢) What category is least: representative-of your par1sh1oners?

Lower class
{Middle .class
' Upper class

Are ‘you persona]]y involved in attempting te interest boys
in the priestly vocation?
[]Yes, frequentiy:
Yes., occas1ona11y
Not at all '

Part III - Church. Issues

Part IIT is divided into:three sections, each section dealing-
with a specific issue -presently under d1scuss1on within the
church. A1l .questions ask.that you check a response, but feel
free - to add comments amp11fy1ng your responses. If you do make

any comments - p1ease 1dént1fy the question to which they are
addressed :

1.

Do.you- have in. your d1ocese a priest's senate .compoesed of
elected. representat1ves of the presbytery .who assist the.
B1shop in governing- the. diocese? .

[ ]Yes; and I am-satisfied with it

| Yes, but- I-am not satisfied with it

[ No, but-I would be.in favor of a senate.

| |No, and I would not be in favor of a senate

Does your diocese have -an intermediary grievance committee,
elected by the priests: themse]yes, to which priests can
bring their comp1a1nts7

Yes, and I am satisfied with it

Yes; but-I am not satisfied with it :

No, but I .would be in favor of such a committee !

No, and .I - would not be in favor of such-a committee
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Does -you - d1ocese have a" full-time personnel cemmittee
made .up- of -experienced and qualified priests who work w1th
priests -who have problems? .

Yes, and I .am-.satisfied with it

Yes, but -I amnoet: satisfied with it

No, but 1.would .be -in".favor of such a committee -

NO, and -1 would not-be in favor of .such a committee

. WOuld you be .in favor. of a- f1xed retirement age for bishops? .
Yes; (at what: age) s S

No :

Don*t know

Would- you be in favor. of ar system whereby priests.would have
some voice in the. se]ect1on of the bishop of -their diocese?
Yes
No .
Don't- knew

How would you .describe ‘the communication. between .the-bishop
and most .of the.priests in your diocese?:
EVery much - free .and open two-way communi catwn

Quite.a bit-of free and open twe-way communication
Hardly and free.and open’ two-way communication

No free and open -two- way commun1cat10n

Other (please: spec1fy)

. How would you. describe -the. communication between you
. personally and the bishop? :
E%Very much free -and open two-way communication

Quite a bit of free and open-two-way communication
Hardly any free -and open’ -two-way communication -

No free and open two- way commun1cat1on

Other (please spec1fy) A
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Section B - The"Celibacy Issue -

1. (a) Have you in the past.year.discussed.the celibacy issue
' w1th your fellow: prlests? .

EteS o
. No S
(b) With_yeur par1sh1oners?
Yes -
No :

2. In your opinion, approx1mate1y what percent of- your feliow -
diocesan priests are.in favor of offering the. priest -freedom
of choice to marry? -

‘None
Less than 25 percent
-26-50-percent =

51-75 percent .
76-100 percent -

3. In your op1n1on, approx1mate1y what percent of -your.
parishioners -are in faver of offering the priest freedom.
of choice to marry’

None -

Less .than 25 percent

26-50 ‘percent .
51-75 percent .
76-100 percent

4. 'In general; would you.personally be in favor of -giving-the
priest freedom of .choice -to marry?

Yes, w1thout reservation
Yes, with reservation

No, with reservation
No, w1thout reservat1on
Don t know

5. In your opinion, should priests who have Teft the ministry.
and married be .allowed to return to the sacraments and
remain married?

Yes, without: reservat1on~
Yes; with- reservation-

No, w1th reservation
No,.withoutwreservation
Don't -know.
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In your -opinion, should priests who have left the ministry
and married be’ a]]ewed ‘torreturn-as- married. priests?

Yes, without.reservation.
Yes, with -reservatien

No,.with reservation
No, without reservation .
Don't know--

In your opinion, approximately what percent of- yodr

parishioners would accept, as an, associate pastor -a
priest who was marr1ed?

None
Less than 25 percent
26-50 percent .

51-75 percent ..
76-100 percent

In your opinion, approximately what percent of -your.
parishioners would accept, as -a pastor, a priest who was:
married? . '

None -

Less -than-25 percent

26-50 percent

51-75 percent

76-100 percent

Do xpu;persona]leth1nk ‘that married priests- wou]d be as
competent in their duties as celibate priests?

Yes, without reservation

Yes, with reservation

No, with reservation.

No, without reservation

Don't know

Section C - Birth Control Issue

1.

-Have you.in the past year discussed the birth control issue

with:

(a) Your fellow priests?.
Yes
No .

(b) Your parishioners?
Yes
No
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‘.

In your .opinien, approx1mately what  percent-of your fellow-
diocesan-priests.are in° favor: of - the church tak1ng a more
Tiberal posttion tewards.birth control?

None
Less than 25.percent’
26-50 percent

51-75 percent
76-100 percent

In your opinion,. approx1mate1y what-percent .of your
parishioners.are.in favor of the.church taking:a more
‘Tiberal position towards b1rth control?

None.
‘Less than 25. percent
26-50 percent

51-75 percent .
76-100 percent

In general, would you personally be in favor of the church
taking a-.more liberal position towards birth control?

Yes, w1thout reservat1on
Yes; with reservation.

No, w1th ‘reservation
No, without reservat1on
Don t know ’

~

Would you advise your parishioners to let their conscience
guide them in regards to birth control-during th1s period
of controversy?

‘Yes; without reservation
Yes, with reservation
No, with reservation-

.No, without reservat1on
Don t know:
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Here you are asked ‘to.rank.the three issues in terms of how .
important they- are.to you persona]]y Next to each issue
listed below, please indicate which is most important to
~you (rank "1"), next-most . 1mportant (rank "2"), and least
‘ 1mportant (rank-"3").

Celibacy’ Issue -

Organizational Issue-

Birth. Contro] Issue

In additioen,: 1f you fee1 that there are issues more important .
than -those which ‘have been considered, please use the space-
below to state them.

Thank .you for your cooperation,

Lawrence -Kielich
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DEPARTMENT-OF SOCIOLOGY.

University of Montana
Missoula, Montana 59801

Dear Father:

As a graduate student -and a. Catho11c, I have become personally and
profess1ona11y interested.in the <changes .and discussion of-changes .pre-
sently occurring within-the Catholic Church: - In order.to -better

_understand -the nature of the.opinion-on these issues, I am sending-
questionnaires, like: ‘the one - -enclosed, to a number of priests. throughout
the United States. VYour name was one of the several hundred randomly.
selected in a way to:obtain.a.group which is truly- representat1ve of -all
op1n1on Thus, your.answers are very important to me.

The quest1onna1re is divided 1nto three -sections concern1ng your -own
background your present assignment, and your views on some of -the current -
issues. Please“be assured that your responses will:be held in .the .
strictest. conf1dence The number -at"the upper right of the. .questionnaire -
is to identify your views for the purpese of statistical analysis. .This.
questionnaire should take only about 20 minutes to comp]ete A stamped
self-addressed return envelope is enclosed for. your convenience.

I would like to thank you in advance for your cooperat1on in- tak1ng
the time to respond-to the questionnaire.

Sincerely yours,

Lawrence Kielich-
Graduate Student -
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May 18, 1970

Dear Father:

Several weeks ago.l requested your participation in.a’ survey . of-.priests.
In this survey, I-am attempt1ng to understand.the nature .of -opinion
among priests to certain issues. wh1ch ‘have received con51derab1e attention -
in-church circles. :

I realize- that ‘there -are -many". demands - upon your- t1me and that.you
may have attended to more pressing-demands or misplaced the original -
questionnaire. Enclosed.is another questionnaire and:a stamped, self-
addressed return envelope ‘for your convenience.

The information you. proQ1de will be most yseful. A partially
completed questionnaire is preferred to no information.at all. Your
time and effort are very much appreciated.

Sincerely, -

Lawrence Kielich -

" Department of Sociology
University of Montana.
Missoula, Montana 59801
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