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New Catechism Committee
Chair Appointed

t the November 2002 General Assembly of the bishops of the
United States, Archbishop Daniel Buechleinwasel ected
chair of the new Bishops Committee on Catechesis. Because of
the demand of thisnew responsibility, aswell asthe demands of
other commitments both in his diocese and to the Conference,
Most Rev. Alfred Hughes Archbishop Buechlein asked Bishop Gregory torelievehim as
Mot R ymen chair of the Ad Hoc Committee to Oversee the Use of the Cat-
Most Rev. Robert Banks echism, aposition the Archbishop has held since the formation of
Jiost Rev. Donald ier! the Committee to Oversee the Use of the Catechism in 1994.
Bishop Gregory acceded to Archbishop Buechlein’ srequest and

Consultants: . . . . . .
Most Rev. Daniel Buechlein. OSB accepted hisresignation as chair of the Catechism Committee.

Rev. John Pollard

Onthesameday that he accepted Archbishop Buechlein’ sresigna-
tion, Bishop Gregory appointed Archbishop Alfred Hughesasthe
new chair of the Ad Hoc Committee to Overseethe Use of the
Catechism. Archbishop Hugheshasserved onthe Catechism
Committee since March of 1995. In naming Archbishop Hughes
to athreeyear term as chair, Bishop Gregory noted that one of his
reasonsfor appointing Archbishop Hughesto the position isthat
hisknowledge of the Committee’ swork and hisexperiencein
serving on the Committee will provide continuity at atime of
transition. At ArchbishopHughes' request, Archbishop Buechlein
will continueto serve as a consultant to the Catechism Committee.

A publication of the Ad Hoc Committee to Oversee the Use of the Catechism, United States Conference of Catholic Bishops
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National Adult Catechism:
Summary of Consultation Responses

he consultation on the National Adult Catechismconcluded on October 31. The membersof

theEditorial Oversight Board and the Catechism Committeearegrateful toall whotook timeto
read and evaluatethedraft. A large percentage of responsespraisedthedraft for itsreadability,
structure, and potential usefulness. Thepositivecommentsand judgmentsfar outweighedthe
negative. Whilemost of thegenera eval uationswerepositive, many of theindividual comments
tended tobemorecritical, someinaconstructive sense, othersinanegative sense. Most of those
whowerehighly critical of thedraft based their judgment ontheopinionthat thisdraft wasnot what
they thought a“ catechism” should be. Therewereal so afew whowere opposed to the concept of
anational adult catechism no matter what shapethetext would take.

Whi lethethousandsof suggested amendmentsarestill being processed and collated, itis
possibleto giveabrief summary of eval uation responsesbased on the submitted Consulta
tion Response Form. Presented hereisan overview of responsesto the statementson the Consul -

tation Response Form.

N.B. Atotal of ninety-seven (97) responses have been received. Some respondents did not
use the form. Others did not answer every question. Several respondents had not realized
there was a back page to the general response form and so answered only the first six ques-
tions.

1. Thetext complementsthe Catechism of the Catholic Church and appliesitsteaching to
the American scene.

Strongly Agree 22 (23%)
Agree 40 (41%)
Disagree 16 (16%)
Strongly Disagree 5 (5%)

Noformor noresponse 14 (14%)

Thenegativeresponsesfocused onthe second half of thestatement - how well thedraft appliesthe
Catechism’ steachingtothe Americanscene. A coupleof therespondentspointed out that it
should bethe United Statesscene, not American. Reasonsfor anegativeratingincludethefollow-

ing
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theapplication of theteachingistoo general or tooweak

thetoneand approach of thetext isnegative, critical or judgmental about USculture
thefocusof thetext seemstobetoo muchintheNortheasternUS

thetextisnot engaging and thelanguageisnot creativeor inviting

thedraft doesnot reflect thefull richnessof the Catechismintermsof thesourcescited and
used

2. Thetext encourages reference to and use of the Catechism of the Catholic Church.

Strongly Agree 30 (31%)
Agree 48 (49%)
Disagree 3 (3%)
Strongly Disagree 0
Noformor noresponse 16 (16%)

Thenegativeratingwasgiven by respondentswho thought thedraft did not sufficiently point back to
the Catechismenough.

3. Paralleling thestructureof thetext to thefour partsof the Catechism of the Catholic
Church isagood approach.

Strongly Agree 25 (26%)
Agree 53 (55%)
Disagree 3 (3%)
Strongly Disagree 0
Noformor noresponse 16 (16%)

4. Thestructureof each chapter - an openingstory followed by doctrinal teaching, cultural
application, and prayer - isagood appr oach.

Strongly Agree 41 (42%)
Agree 38 (39%)
Disagree 3 (3%)
Strongly Disagree 2 (2%)
Noformor noresponse 13 (13%)

Thenegativeratingswerenot about the structure of each chapter but that the application of the
structuredid not seemto bebal anced throughout thedraft. Some storiesweremoreengaging than
others. Some chapterscontai ned better doctrinal presentationsthan others. Somechaptershad
better cultural applicationthan others.

5. Includingreflection questionsand questionsfor discussionsin each chapter isuseful.

Strongly Agree 30 (31%)
Agree 44 (45%)
Disagree 10 (10%)
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Strongly Disagree 0
Noformor noresponse 13 (13%)

Thosewho responded negatively generally agreed with theideaof reflection questionsand discus-
sionquestionsbut felt that thoseinthisdraft werenot particul arly hel pful. Therehavea sobeen
severd suggestionsfor renamingthesesections.

6. Havingabrief glossary at the end of each chapter ishelpful.

Strongly Agree 31 (32%)
Agree 44 (45%)
Disgree 8 (8%)
Strongly Disagree 1 (1%)
Noformor noresponse 13 (13%)

Again, thosewho responded negatively were not opposed to theideaof glossary but rather had

concernsabout how it appearedinthisdraft. Many, including thosegiving apositiverating, sug-

gested that there beacomprehensiveglossary at theend of thebook. Other criticismstiedtothis

questioninclude:

» notenoughtermsweredefined; understanding of traditional theol ogical wordsistakenfor
granted

» termsneedtobedefinedinaclearer and moreconsistent manner

» thedefinitionsweretoo brief

7. Thetext iswritten in astylethat engagesthereader.

Strongly Agree 9 (9%)
Agree 45 (46%)
Disgree 21 (21%)
Strongly Disagree 4 (4%)
Noformor noresponse 18 (18%)

Thispoint generated thehighest negativerating. Reasonsfor givinganegativeratingincluded:
* thetextiswrittenonaseventhor eighthgradereadinglevel

* thetextiswritteninastylethatistoo academic, or tootheological, or too abstract

» thetoneof thetextistoo negative, or critical, or preachy

* thetextisbland

8. Thetext presentstheteaching of theChurchin aclear and under standablemanner.

Strongly Agree 11 (11%)
Agree 50 (51%)
Disgree 15 (15%)
Strongly Disagree 3 (3%)
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Noformor noresponse 18 (18%)

Reasonsfor negativeratingsincluded:

» thetreatment of doctrineisuneventhroughout thedraft

» theteachingsaretoo general or broad

» thetextistooacademicor theological to beclear totheaverage Catholic, |et alonetoyoung
adult Catholics

» thetoneistoopreachy

9. Thetext addressesissuesfacing peoplein the United Statesin our day.

Strongly Agree 11 (12%)
Agree 46 (47%)
Disgree 16 (16%)
Strongly Disagree 5 (5%)

Noformor noresponse 19 (19%)

Reasonsfor negativeratingsinclude:

» thefocusof thematerial istoo narrow

» alotof issuesaremissing, and thetext doesnot addressenoughreal lifeissues(e.g., oneparent
families, domestic abuse)

» thetextisnot consistentinhow it approachesissues

» someof thematerial inthedraft will datetoo easily, e.g., referencesto September 11

10. Thetext isappropriatefor adult readers.

Strongly Agree 17 (17%)
Agree 48 (49%)
Disgree 11 (11%)
Strongly Disagree 3 (3%)

Noformor noresponse 18 (18%)

Reasonsgivenfor negativeratingsinclude:

* thetextistrite

e itiswritteninunevenreadinglevels

* thewritingstyleisinconsstent

» thestyleisappropriatefor somebut notall

11. General Commentsabout thetext:

Many, including thosewho had apositiveview of thedraft , commented that thetext needsmore
inclusivelanguageonthehorizontal level.

Asnoted above, anumber commented that thetone of thetext istoo judgmental and accusatory.
Somenotedthat it focused too much onthenegativee ementsof USculture.
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Many commented that thetext takesfor granted that thereader will understand the® Churchjargon”
used throughoutt.

Many commented that they would liketo seemoreon Scriptureinthetext, and more Scripture
includedinthetext.

Therewerealot of commentsabout thestories:

» theydonotawaysfitthechapter well

» thereweretoo many storiesabout men, especially priests, and not enough about women
» therearenostoriesabout married people

» thestoriesfromtheBibledidnot fit

* morestoriesabout everyday small heroesand/or lay saintsare needed.

Several advised againstincluding itemsthat woul d datethebook quickly. Amongexamplescited
arequotesfrom present- day US bishopsand referencesto September 11.

Therewereseveral who commented that thetext containstoo much“ pre-Vatican11” theology and
language.
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NOTA
ENE

he Conformity Listing from CatechismUpdateisnow availablein PDF format onthe

Catechism Division page of theUSCCB'’s website. Thisformat isidentical totheoneonthe
printed publicationinorder toalow for easier readability of thelist. Acrobat Reader softwareis
necessary in order to open and accessthelisting in thisformat.

Permissionisnot needed to duplicate and distribute copiesof any Conformity List. However,
permission must be obtained beforeduplication or distriubtion of any thing e sefromany issue of
Catechism Update.



