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Introduction

The Bishops Teaching Children method is a practical way for a bishop to personally direct and personally be responsible for the religious education of all the Catholic children in his diocese. Although 'everyone knows' that the local ordinary can not personally direct the religious education of the children in his diocese, this is exactly what the Bishops Teaching Children method makes possible.

If a bishop and his diocese implemented the Bishops Teaching Children method, the children of that diocese would soon begin to learn exactly what the bishop wanted them to learn, and moreover, the children would learn what he wished to teach them more quickly and more deeply as the years passed.

Thus, when the local ordinary uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, he really is, in fact as well as in name, the chief teacher of his diocese.

As befits any truly practical innovation, the Bishops Teaching Children method is a simple idea that has a very detailed and complex inner structure. For instance, the basic principles of how an automobile works can be explained simply. However, detailing what one needs to know to actually make or repair an automobile is another matter.

'Humble as Dirt'

The Bishops Teaching Children method is a very simple idea, and that in itself is highly significant. One very important reason that many people, and not only bishops, are not completely satisfied with the state of current religious education, is that 'religious education' itself has become a 'complex' idea - which really means, a very slippery idea.

The phrase that the Bishops Teaching Children method uses to describe itself is 'humble as dirt.' 'Humble as dirt' is also the phrase the Bishops Teaching Children method uses to describe religious education.

If one can say this gently, the Bishops Teaching Children method asks bishops to take the Catechism of the Catholic Church seriously. No amount of religious education, however perfect, can make the Church. The Eucharist makes the Church [CCC 1396].

Moreover, by and large, morality is not the name of a 'subject' that can be taught in 'religion' class. As the classical moral theorists knew, moral development is largely caught, not taught, mostly shaped mediatively in and through daily social interactions of all kinds, and very little (though a little) by direct instruction.

By and large, as Aristotle already knew, we develop morally through practice, and only a little through precept. Although Aristotle's conclusions began to be challenged, even dismissed, around the time of the Enlightenment, the best cognitive and behavioral science of our day rather overwhelmingly supports Aristotle's viewpoint.

So, 'religious education' is not education in spirituality (a task that only the Lord can assume, in and through the sacraments), and it is not education in 'morality.' Neither spiritual development nor moral development is the name of a 'subject' that can be taught in 'religion' class.

The only job religious education can really do is give children intellectual knowledge of their faith. Unfortunately, that is an embarrassingly humble job. After all, the Devil himself knows the identity of the Holy One of God. [Lk 4:33-34] The Devil himself is quite able to cite passages in Scripture. [Mt 4:1-11] One could easily say that the Devil has a very advanced knowledge of 'religion.'

The Bishops Teaching Children approach begins by asking bishops, and all Catholics, to face the facts. 'Religious education' is not the name of a grand and glorious endeavor. In fact, religious education has no connection whatever either to 'catechesis' or to 'moral development,' except by the sacramental activity of the Lord himself through the Holy Spirit.

Religious education is as humble as dirt. Its dignity comes not from itself but solely from teaching the truth. It has only one job: to give children an intellectual knowledge of their faith. The essential, the constitutional, humility of religious education, far from demeaning the faith, only serves both to highlight the crucial and foundational role the sacraments play in the formation of the Church, and to emphasize the staggering impact that all men, and all of man's institutions, have on the moral development of children.

Could it even be suggested that sometimes, we have tried to make religious education into what it is not - a grand and glorious endeavor - either because we began to have less faith in the sacraments, or because we wished to avoid the uncomfortable fact of our joint, mutual, and personal responsibility for all children's moral development? Did we imagine that someone else could assume our own responsibility for the moral development of all children, or did we imagine that our own powers, and not the Lord of history, makes the Church?

So, the Bishops Teaching Children method asks bishops to see religious education as humble as dirt, and as focused on only one humble job: giving children intellectual knowledge of their faith.

However, this humble task is a task that religious education can do. Thus, facing the fact that religious education is as humble as dirt has a practical benefit: religious education then has a definite, specific job that it can do well.

A Simple Explanation of a Simple Idea

Here is a brief outline of how the Bishops Teaching Children method works.

The Bishops Teaching Children method begins with bishops' Questions, which are always based on the Catechism of the Catholic Church. Bishops' Questions, answered by all the children of the diocese yearly, determine the extent of the children's current knowledge of the faith, Science evaluates what methods best helped students answer the Questions, and who used those methods, and Competition monetarily rewards the better methods, and monetarily punishes the inferior ones.

Then you re-set the bar to get an upward spiral. Now, whatever standard the established-'better' methods can reliably achieve becomes the minimum standard. Fall below that, and you don't get any more money. Do even better than 'better,' and big goodies flow your way - until a competitor finds a way to improve even further.

That's all there is to it. The three elements are: Questions, Science, and Competition. A Competitive free market becomes focused on only one thing: how to prepare the children of the diocese to answer bishops' yearly Questions. Science evaluates how well the children did, and which Competitors were responsible. The bishop gives next year's religious education money only to the better Competitors, a new and even more strenuous Competition begins, and so on.

The children soon begin to learn exactly what the local ordinary wishes to teach them, and moreover, they get better and better at learning it every year. The Bishops Teaching Children method really is bishops, personally teaching children.

Slightly more detail is given as follows.

The Bishops Teaching Children method insists that the writing of Questions is solely and entirely an episcopal responsibility: only bishops can write Questions. The writing of Questions is one of the foundational elements that make the Bishops Teaching Children method work. Everything and every one in the entire system of religious education in the diocese becomes focused on answering bishops' Questions.

This is a direct and personal exercise of the local ordinary's apostolic authority and sacramental competence as chief teacher of his diocese. The writing of Questions begins the process whereby the local ordinary personally directs and is responsible for the religious education of all the children in his diocese.

A bishop writes Questions so that each child in his diocese can eventually establish adult minimal competence in the Catechism. Only the local ordinary is competent to decide what 'adult minimal competence in the Catechism' is. The Bishops Teaching Children method insists unequivocally that deciding the nature and extent of 'adult minimal competence in the Catechism' is no 'technical' question to be decided by 'experts,' but rather is a direct exercise of the local ordinary's sacramental competence and apostolic authority, and can not be delegated to any one else.

The writing of Questions, which directly establishes the nature and extent of 'adult minimal competence in the Catechism,' is thus solely an episcopal activity, according to the Bishops Teaching Children approach.

Thus, no one but a bishop can write Questions. Of course, the local ordinary can ask other bishops to help him write Questions. It is conceivable that bishops from all over the world, including the Holy Father himself, could write Questions, which children in one diocese, or many dioceses, could use. Thus, something done for a practical purpose (to share the burden of writing Questions) could even become a visible expression of the sacramental character and apostolic authority of the local ordinary in union with the universal episcopate of the whole Catholic Church.

Chapter 5 homes in on the technical details of Question writing. After demolishing the anti-testing shibboleths of many religious educators, and after re-affirming the tenet that only bishops are sacramentally competent to write Questions, it shows how 'even a bishop' can write them. In other words, the writing of Questions requires sacramental competence and a willingness to write Questions, not sophisticated technical expertise. Chapter 5 shows, in some detail, how bishops can write Questions, and in doing so, it shows that bishops not only must, but also can, really and truly, write Questions themselves.

The Bishops Teaching Children method also homes in on exactly what is 'Competing' in the competitive free market it sets up. Many Americans seem to think that if children, or perhaps schools, compete, then American general education at the primary and secondary levels will improve. One of the Bishops Teaching Children approach's tasks is to show that neither children nor schools are the proper and fundamental competitors, either in general education or in religious education.

The Bishops Teaching Children method insists that the primary Competitors within it are the responsible adults, not children. The Bishops Teaching Children method exists to protect Catholic children from ignorance, but by holding adult, not childish, feet to the fire. Children are, of course, co-responsible for their religious educations, but the Bishops Teaching Children method allows no adult involved in religious education to avoid direct and primary responsibility for what children learn.

The Bishops Teaching Children approach asserts that if children a) show up and b) do what the teacher tells them, then they have done their job. If they still fail to learn, that is an adult's fault, not theirs.

Further, allowing schools to compete sets up such an intrinsically poor competitive market that such a competition is morally objectionable if any practical alternative exists.

A free market approximating perfect competition exists when all buyers have free and fair access to all sellers. However, by the iron laws of geography, each 'buyer' (each family) has access to a bare handful of the tens of thousands of schools in the United States. By the iron laws of geography, buyers have essentially no free and fair access to sellers - if the 'sellers' are schools.

Economics may be an imperfect science, but two hundred years of economic research has repeatedly demonstrated that no free market can even theoretically be created under such circumstances. Thus, when schools compete, no real market is created, and competitive improvements can almost be guaranteed to be both minimal, and unevenly distributed.

On the other hand, methods, textbooks, and curriculums do not have to stay in one physical location. They can move rapidly, all around the country. In fact, they can move right to your parish religious education program. A competition in methods has a much better chance of creating an efficient market in which all buyers have access to all sellers.

The Bishops Teaching Children approach lets religious education methods compete in a real market. That way, all children, in all parishes of the diocese, can reap the benefit of religious education methods that a) have proved themselves against all comers and b) are continually pressured by a true Competitive market to improve even further.

We should also remember that this truly Competitive market is focused on one thing, and one thing only: how to do a good job of preparing children to answer bishops' Questions, which are always based on the Catechism. Competition is resolutely focused on achieving, for each and every child in the diocese, adult minimal competence in the Catechism, as that is defined and established by bishops' Questions.

Of course, Competitors will only stay focused on ensuring that all the children in the diocese attain adult minimal competence in the Catechism, as long as the local ordinary resolutely makes the money flow only toward Competitors who are better at doing that.

From a business point of view, the real innovation of the Bishops Teaching Children method is that it turns the local ordinary, and the whole local church and all its members under him, into a new kind of buyer of religious education. One of the main jobs of Chapter 7 is to outline and underscore the 'business' of this highly-focused, extremely well-informed, very disciplined, and tough new buyer of religious education.

A Scientist is the Bishops Teaching Children method's umpire. He determines which Competitors are 'out' and 'safe' in the Competitive game, and writes a yearly Report, in which everyone can see exactly how all the Competitors did. The Scientist also understands the technical details of test design and evaluation. In technical terms, the Scientist is proficient both in research design and interpretation and in psychometrics.

Science evaluates how well Competitors did at preparing the children to answer bishops' Questions. Chapter 6 outlines what is needed, and also explains why relying only on 'common sense' evaluations of results just won't work well enough to produce fair and vigorous Competition.

For instance, suppose Competitor A wants the bishop to give it all of next year's religious education money, because the children using its method made an average score of 91 on the yearly Questions, thirty points higher than Competitor B. Competitor B points out that only ten children used Competitor A's approach, and also that Competitor A deliberately sought out the ten smartest children in the diocese.

Is it really fair to compare Competitor A's ten children with the ten thousand taught by Competitor B? On the other hand, even though Competitor A used bright children, there was a thirty point average difference in scores, and thirty points is still thirty points. Is Competitor A in fact the stronger method, even though Competitor A did his best to make himself look good?

Who sorts this all out? The umpire, of course. Even though science is always imperfect, there are known scientific ways to handle questions like this, but it takes sizable theoretical and math expertise, and considerably more than a cursory look, to do so. That is why a Scientist, and Science, is needed.

Thus, the three elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method: Questions, Science, Competition, work together. Each element is an essential part of the overall structure that produces the good results. Take even one element away, and the good results which all three elements working together produce, quickly become evanescent, if not downright invisible.

The Sacramental Foundation of It All

Even though the Bishops Teaching Children approach obviously relies on a sizable amount of technical, scientific, practical, and business acumen, its true foundation is theological, or rather, sacramental.

The Bishops Teaching Children method makes nine moral assertions about religious education.

1. The local church, and all its adult members in union with it, under its Sacred Pastor as the chief teacher, has a moral obligation to teach all Catholic children in the diocese as much as possible about the faith it professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

2. Since the local ordinary is the chief teacher of his diocese, he has the inherent right and duty to seek out and to use practical methods by which, consistent with his other obligations, he can take as much direct personal responsibility for the religious education of the children of his diocese as possible.

3. The local church, and all its adult members in union with it, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, has the inherent right and duty not only to monitor what all Catholic children in the diocese have learned about their faith, but also to seek out and to use the most accurate available practical and moral means of doing so, since such monitoring is critical to the exercise of the local church's responsibility to teach and the local ordinary's responsibility as chief teacher.

4. The local church, under its local ordinary as chief teacher of the diocese, has the inherent right and duty not only to monitor the specific performance of any and all adults and programs meant to be of service to the religious education of the children in the diocese, but also to seek out and to use the most accurate available practical and moral means of doing so, since such monitoring is critical to the exercise of the local church's responsibility to teach and the local ordinary's responsibility as chief teacher.

5. To the extent that the local ordinary, as chief teacher, can determine how well such adults and programs have performed, the local ordinary has the inherent right and duty to seek out and to use practical and moral means, consistent with justice, to hold all such adults and programs specifically and practically accountable for their performance. Thus he has the inherent right, consistent with justice, to use practical human inducements to reward, or to withhold rewards from, such adults and programs, or to delegate others to do the same.

6. Notwithstanding that such adults and programs are the ones to be held principally and specifically accountable for the religious education of the children in the diocese, the local church, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, has the inherent right and duty to make each Catholic child, consistent with his age, ability, and moral responsibility, co-responsible for growing in the knowledge of his faith. Thus, in addition to the irreproachable right and duty of parents in this regard, the local church, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, also has the right, consistent with the age, ability, emotional development, and moral responsibility of each child, to use practical human inducements to encourage the co-responsibility of that child to learn as much as possible about his faith, or to delegate others to do the same.

7. It is morally objectionable to prefer ineffective or inequitable teaching methods, or to support an ineffective and inequitable system of religious education.

8. It is a moral obligation to seek the most effective and equitable methods, and overall system, of religious education.

9. It is a moral obligation to encourage a social and economic system in which both the methods and the overall system of religious education can over time become progressively more effective and equitable.

These assertions are shown to be founded on sacramental realities.

For example, the Bishops Teaching Children method insists that the local ordinary really is the chief teacher of his diocese. For the current system of religious education, of course, 'chief teacher of the diocese' is simply a title, which no one is actually supposed to take seriously. A group of religious education publishers and a religious education bureaucracy really teaches the children, in all dioceses.

To the contrary, the Bishops Teaching Children method asks all Catholics to take the apostolic authority of the bishop as chief teacher extremely seriously, shows how that sacramental reality can be expressed in actual practical terms, and then daringly asserts: whether bishops ever consider the Bishops Teaching Children method specifically, each bishop must forever seek practical methods to express his apostolic authority as chief teacher, as a matter of moral obligation.

The Bishops Teaching Children method also asserts that the local church exists. It is a sacramental reality, which, in union with the whole Catholic Church, is "the holy society by which we belong to God," as St. Augustine said. Thus, the diocese is not a 'private' agglomeration of children, families, and parishes, but instead it forms a genuine public, the "local church" and all its members, which, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, alone has sacramental competence to teach.

The Bishops Teaching Children approach shows at length that these sacramental realities are not the founding assumptions of the current system of religious education, at least on a practical level, and possibly even on a theological level.

Transparency vs. 'Privacy'

Instead, the founding practical assumption of the current system of religious education appears to be 'privacy.'

'Privacy' in small doses is a fine thing, but as a founding assumption, it is the Universal Solvent of religious education. It dissolves everything it touches. As a founding assumption, 'privacy' makes accountable religious education quite literally inconceivable: within 'privacy,' true accountability is a thought that can not really even be thought.

The Bishops Teaching Children method speaks of Questions, Science, and Competition as its three constituting 'elements.' To continue the chemical metaphor one step further, in nature, elements often combine with the assistance of a catalyst. In the Bishops Teaching Children method, that catalyst is transparency.

A radical transparency is the catalyst that enables the three elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method to cohere and to work together. The transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method is therefore a kind of anti-'privacy.' 'Privacy' dissolves, transparency unites. 'Privacy' renders accountability unimaginable, transparency makes it vivid and practical.

Simply put, transparency means that, to the extent permitted by ordinary morality, every feature of a diocese's implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method is a matter of public record, readily accessible to anyone at all, forever.

The Bishops Teaching Children method intends the religious education of the local church to be an open book, down to the name of each individual child, all his sub-scores on each yearly set of Questions, which Competitor was associated with that child and score, and where every last dime devoted to that child's religious education was spent.

The Bishops Teaching Children approach shows at length that this radical transparency - so fundamentally antagonistic to 'privacy' - has a fully sacramental foundation in the sacramental character of the local church and all its members, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, as teacher of 'all.'

The Bishops Teaching Children method also establishes that the actual effect of the doctrine of 'privacy' is not to protect children, but rather, to protect the livelihoods of adults, at the expense of children. The Bishops Teaching Children method very much wants children to be protected, but insists that one of the chief things the local ordinary, and the local church and all its members under him, are charged to protect children from, is ignorance.

Children, however unlettered, are not stupid. Even if they themselves do not take first prize, they can understand the value of religious education such as that proposed by the Bishops Teaching Children method, in which adult expectations are very clear, and adults, not children, are promptly - even spectacularly - punished for ineptitude.

Children also can tell the difference between religious education in which their 'privacy' is protected, but hardly anyone really knows, or even seems to care, how much they have actually learned, and religious education in which the current extent of their knowledge of the faith is indeed not 'private,' but yet, with a mother's ferocious care, the whole local church under its ordinary sees to it that each very real child in the diocese is protected from ignorance.

The very worst thing about 'privacy' as a founding doctrine of religious education is that, even at its most magnanimous, 'privacy' only allows the bishop to care about 'children' - an abstraction, a statistical construct.

The Bishops Teaching Children approach says, only transparency allows a bishop, and the whole local church under him, to really be what a bishop, and the whole local church under him, really is, by the bishop's apostolic authority and the local church's sacramental character: the teacher of 'all,' the teacher of each and every child in the diocese. Only transparency allows the bishop, and the local church under him, to care specifically about each child - about your child - and what he specifically has so far learned about his faith.

Furthermore, simply on a practical level, transparency, not 'privacy,' is the catalyst for the effective operation of complex socio-cultural systems, such as a system of religious education. As economists have shown, if knowledge about a complex system is mostly 'private,' held in dribs and drabs by a few here and there, that system will simply not work very effectively or accountably. Transparency, with a much firmer sacramental foundation than 'privacy,' also works better in practice.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is radically focused on the practicalities of religious education. This is why Chapter 2, "Sacramental and Moral Foundations," is such an important part of the main body of the text, for in the end, all practicalities regarding religious education are sacramental and moral practicalities.

In Sum

There are eight chapters in the main body of the text. Chapter 1 states the practical, realizable goals possible with the Bishops Teaching Children method, which are reproduced below. Chapter 2, as stated just above, makes nine moral assertions about religious education, and includes an extended discussion of the Bishops Teaching Children method's sacramental foundations.

Chapter 3, "Is It the Steam Engine of Our Day?" points out that changes in thought patterns are probably a necessary component of any successful implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Chapter 4 develops this theme, with an extensive treatment focused around two stories. Religious education has been notoriously difficult to improve because our thinking about religious education tends to take place within frameworks that make real solutions impossible. In other words, our first step out the door in the morning tends to be in the wrong direction, which makes reaching our goal difficult!

The first part of 'Our Problem' (so called) is that, regarding religious education, we tend to be romantics, either romantically optimistic or romantically enraged, instead of the plain realists we need to be. Our romanticism tends to obscure the fact that religious education must take place in daily life, not in some ideal realm. As a framework for religious education, the Bishops Teaching Children method has a better chance of succeeding because only its goal is grand. Everything else about it is unbelievably mundane, even coarse. The Bishops Teaching Children method is not romantic about daily life. With no apologies, it takes for granted, and uses, the ordinary motivations of daily life to focus the attention of both adults and children on what those children need to learn about their faith.

The second part of 'Our Problem' is the problem of expertise. Juvenal's question, "Who will guard the guardians?" was never more apt than it is now, when the intellectual framework for 'expert' thinking on education is so disordered that a phrase like, "what research is telling us about how children learn" can successfully be invoked by distinguished and influential educators, directly into the teeth of public refutations by dozens of working scientists actually doing research in the relevant area.

No sinister conspiracy is necessary to account for this. Over the course of history, such a thing has happened in many different fields. 'Expertise' is a moving target, and 'experts' can get so seriously lost - an entire field can get so seriously lost - that the field actively resists truth, causing serious harm. Moreover, this can happen at any time, without our knowledge, without our consent.

Catholics above all should be able to acknowledge this possibility. Reason is not a wind-up machine that we can set and forget, and man's reason is ever prone to sin and error, even if the man in question happens to be a nice, hard-working, well-intentioned, and distinguished professor at a Catholic university.

The Bishops Teaching Children approach asserts that the current seriously disordered intellectual climate in religious education can only be fixed by practicalities, not directly by a further contention of ideas (a contention that has already become practically interminable). The field of religious education will become more intellectually ordered only when its academic debates begin to have practical consequences.

In other words, the field of religious education will become more intellectually and scientifically coherent as soon as a) real bishops in real dioceses begin to write Questions, and b) each bishop resolutely allows his diocese's religious education monies to flow only toward Competitors who better prepare the children of his diocese to answer his Questions. Crude as ever, the Bishops Teaching Children method claims that even a professor knows how to count the money in his own pocket.

Chapter 4 concludes with a general outline of the Bishops Teaching Children method, one more detailed and lengthy than that found here.

Chapters 5 through 7 are detailed, sometimes technical, and often elaborate discussions of the three essential elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method: Questions, Science, and Competition. The Questions element is discussed in Chapter 5, Science in Chapter 6, and Competition in Chapter 7.

Finally, Chapter 8, "Implementation," gives some practical hints as to how a bishop with his diocese could begin the process of discussion that could lead to a practical implementation.

An Appendix summarizes, in some detail, the contents of each chapter in the main body of the text. A reader of the Appendix is encouraged to refer to the particular chapter for supporting references and argument, and elaboration.

Eight Practical, Realizable Goals

· A Roman Catholic bishop can make himself personally responsible and directly accountable for the religious education of the Roman Catholic children in his diocese

· He can completely circumvent all religious education bureaucracies, whether in a national conference, a Catholic college or university, or his diocesan office, and take direct charge of the religious instruction of Roman Catholic children in his diocese

· He can personally and decisively defend the orthodoxy of what is taught to every child in his diocese

· He can personally shift the focus of all religious education in his diocese away from debates about educational methods and toward what children actually know and have learned about their faith

· He can directly create a climate that rewards and encourages the development of sophisticated and orthodox understandings of the faith in every Catholic

· He can personally ensure that all religious education is directly based on the Catechism of the Catholic Church
· Some number of bishops could voluntarily combine their individual efforts for greater effectiveness and efficiency, while each would remain personally and directly responsible and accountable for religious education in his diocese, and while the cooperating bishops would automatically retain complete and direct control of any coordinating agency

· Roman Catholic bishops from all over the world could directly assist the religious education of Catholic children in many nations

End of Executive Summary
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Chapter 1

Eight Practical, Realizable Goals

· A Roman Catholic bishop can make himself personally responsible and directly accountable for the religious education of the Roman Catholic children in his diocese

· He can completely circumvent all religious education bureaucracies, whether in a national conference, a Catholic college or university, or his diocesan office, and take direct charge of the religious instruction of Roman Catholic children in his diocese

· He can personally and decisively defend the orthodoxy of what is taught to every child in his diocese

· He can personally shift the focus of all religious education in his diocese away from debates about educational methods and toward what children actually know and have learned about their faith

· He can directly create a climate that rewards and encourages the development of sophisticated and orthodox understandings of the faith in every Catholic

· He can personally ensure that all religious education is directly based on the Catechism of the Catholic Church
· Some number of bishops could voluntarily combine their individual efforts for greater effectiveness and efficiency, while each would remain personally and directly responsible and accountable for religious education in his diocese, and while the cooperating bishops would automatically retain complete and direct control of any coordinating agency

· Roman Catholic bishops from all over the world could directly assist the religious education of Catholic children in many nations

Chapter 2

Sacramental and Moral Foundations

The key to understanding the Bishops Teaching Children method is comprehending that there is something very new about it, but that what is 'new' about it is not some technical or practical recommendation.

Nearly all of the Bishops Teaching Children method's technical and practical recommendations are based on ideas and structures that have been proven to work for millions of children over decades. These ideas and structures may well be unfamiliar to Americans, or to Catholics, but that hardly makes them 'new.' By and large, the technical and practical novelty of the Bishops Teaching Children method is merely the suggestion that the use of these proven ideas and structures could improve American Catholic religious education for children.

Yet there is something very new about the Bishops Teaching Children method: its founding assumptions, nine novel assertions regarding Roman Catholic religious education in the United States, that must now become part of the sacramental, and through that, the moral discourse of the Catholic faithful, and in particular, their Sacred Pastors.

1. The local church, and all its adult members in union with it, under its Sacred Pastor as the chief teacher, has a moral obligation to teach all Catholic children in the diocese as much as possible about the faith it professes in union with the whole Catholic Church. 1* [N.B. The Endnote referenced here is a very extensive development and outline of the sacramental and moral theology implicit in the nine assertions.]

2. Since the local ordinary is the chief teacher of his diocese, he has the inherent right and duty to seek out and to use practical methods by which, consistent with his other obligations, he can take as much direct personal responsibility for the religious education of the children of his diocese as possible. 2*
3. The local church, and all its adult members in union with it, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, has the inherent right and duty not only to monitor what all Catholic children in the diocese have learned about their faith, but also to seek out and to use the most accurate available practical and moral means of doing so, since such monitoring is critical to the exercise of the local church's responsibility to teach and the local ordinary's responsibility as chief teacher.

4. The local church, under its local ordinary as chief teacher of the diocese, has the inherent right and duty not only to monitor the specific performance of any and all adults and programs meant to be of service to the religious education of the children in the diocese, but also to seek out and to use the most accurate available practical and moral means of doing so, since such monitoring is critical to the exercise of the local church's responsibility to teach and the local ordinary's responsibility as chief teacher.

5. To the extent that the local ordinary, as chief teacher, can determine how well such adults and programs have performed, the local ordinary has the inherent right and duty to seek out and to use practical and moral means, consistent with justice, to hold all such adults and programs specifically and practically accountable for their performance. Thus he has the inherent right, consistent with justice, to use practical human inducements to reward, or to withhold rewards from, such adults and programs, or to delegate others to do the same.

6. Notwithstanding that such adults and programs are the ones to be held principally and specifically accountable for the religious education of the children in the diocese, the local church, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, has the inherent right and duty to make each Catholic child, consistent with his age, ability, and moral responsibility, co-responsible for growing in the knowledge of his faith. Thus, in addition to the irreproachable right and duty of parents in this regard, the local church, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, also has the right, consistent with the age, ability, emotional development, and moral responsibility of each child, to use practical human inducements to encourage the co-responsibility of that child to learn as much as possible about his faith, or to delegate others to do the same. 6*
7. It is morally objectionable to prefer ineffective or inequitable teaching methods, or to support an ineffective and inequitable system of religious education.

8. It is a moral obligation to seek the most effective and equitable methods, and overall system, of religious education.

9. It is a moral obligation to encourage a social and economic system in which both the methods and the overall system of religious education can over time become progressively more effective and equitable. 9*
Endnotes for Chapter 2

1. This seemingly innocuous statement is the key to the pronounced novelty of the nine assertions that serve as the sacramental and moral backbone of the Bishops Teaching Children method. The operant phrases in it are 'all' Catholic children, 'as much as possible,' and 'all' adults in the diocese. A very extended elaboration of the meaning of each phrase is necessary.

How can one be responsible to fulfill the obligation to see to it that 'all' the children are indeed learning 'as much as possible?' Obviously, periodic monitoring of the extent ('as much as possible') of the religious knowledge of each and every child in the diocese ('all') is needed. Otherwise, the assertion has no moral component, but is just a romantic thought that no one is really expected to take seriously.

Thus, even the right and duty of Catholic parents to teach their children about the faith takes on its full meaning only within the principle of subsidiarity.

An individual family has absolutely no inherent right or duty to monitor the religious education of other people's children. That is totally beyond an individual family's inherent moral competence. At very best, such monitoring would amount to nothing more than one family just plain snooping into some other family's business.

Thus, if the fundamental basis of the religious education of Catholic children in a diocese were the inherent moral competence of individual families, the moral obligation to see to it that 'all' children in a diocese were effectively schooled in the faith would be morally impossible to fulfill. It would be no one's business - indeed, it would actually be immoral - to see to it that 'all' were learning as much as possible.

To make a small pun - no one would have the right to 'see,' so no one could have the ability to 'see to it.'

Nor can parents monitor even their own teaching without being responsive to the whole local church, and their local ordinary as the chief teacher of the diocese.

For where would parents find a standard which they could apply to themselves to make certain that their children were learning 'as much as possible' about their faith? Obviously, they would have to compare the knowledge their own children had learned with the knowledge learned by other children from other families.

An instructive paradox occurs: an individual family directly trying to fulfill its moral obligation regarding religious education would be acting immorally. One family has no right to inquire about the religious knowledge gained by the children of another family. It is beyond an individual family's moral competence to snoop into another family's business like that.

Yet without that information, no comparison is possible, and so that family can not find a standard by which to measure even its own competence. Thus, "We taught our children 'as much as possible'" could only mean whatever each individual family decided it meant - and that would be that. Without a moral basis to compare children from different families, we would violate moral imperatives if we even attempted to say more.

Plainly, not any family or even any association of families, but only the local church as a whole, under the local ordinary as its chief teacher, possesses the sacramental character, and by that character, the moral competence; that is, both the inherent right and the inherent duty, to see to it that 'all' the Catholic children in the diocese are learning 'as much as possible' about the faith the local church professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

Secondly, 'as much as possible' should not be taken to mean that a low level of intellectual knowledge about the faith is ever acceptable, particularly in an advanced technological society. Particularly in such a society, advanced, solid, and true intellectual knowledge of the Catechism and the faith among a substantial number of the faithful is practically indispensable both for evangelization and for Christian life.

Thus, particularly in advanced technological societies, unremitting practical efforts to increase such intellectual knowledge among 'all' Catholic children is a moral obligation - and again, that obligation falls first not on parents, but on the entire local church, and particularly the local ordinary. Parents are indeed the first teachers of their children, but the whole local church is the teacher of the faithful, under the local ordinary as the chief teacher. As shown in this Endnote, only the local church under its local ordinary possesses the sacramental competence, and thus, the moral competence, to see to it that 'all' children in the diocese learn 'as much as possible.'

Third, the entire local church - 'all' American Catholic adults in the diocese - thus, not merely parents and the local ordinary, has a moral responsibility for the religious education of Catholic children in the diocese.

This phrase underscores a fundamental antagonism between the assertions implicit in the Bishops Teaching Children method, and those implicit in the current system of religious education. The nature of that antagonism is not only moral, but even also sacramental.

The Bishops Teaching Children approach asserts that, in each diocese, there exists a true public, made up of all the faithful under their bishop, which has a moral responsibility to teach the faith it professes in union with the whole Catholic Church to the children of that diocese. The correct name for that 'public' is of course its sacramental name, "the local church," which, in union with the whole Catholic Church, is a mysterious sacramental reality, "the holy society by which we belong to God," as St. Augustine put it.

The preceding words, however correct and pious, have little practical meaning within the structures of current religious education. By contrast, the Bishops Teaching Children method takes the sacramental character of the local church seriously.

Can you teach a student while being forbidden to ask him any questions about what he knows? Can you monitor a student's progress while being forbidden to know his actual progress?

Teachers have an inherent right and duty to learn what each student knows, and to monitor each student's progress. Otherwise, they would be unable to teach.

The student protests: "It is a violation of my 'privacy' to force me to tell you what it is I know. Further, 'monitoring my progress' simply means continual violations of that same 'privacy,' and multiplies the wrong done to me. You have no right to learn the extent of my knowledge, because that violates my right to 'privacy.' If I, or someone I know, is satisfied with what I have learned, that ought to be enough for you."

Please note: whoever you are, if a student says this to you (and is able to make it stick), you have no ability to serve as his teacher. His assertion of 'privacy' has eliminated your ability to teach him.

Anyone who has no moral competence to ascertain what a student has already learned, can not be that student's teacher. A teacher requires direct, specific knowledge of what a student has learned, in order to be able to assume the title of 'teacher.' A student who, by invoking a right to 'privacy,' makes it impossible for someone to have direct, specific knowledge of what the student has learned, has rendered that person unable to be called his 'teacher.'

Here we get to the crux of the extraordinary antagonism between the moral and sacramental preconceptions implicit in the Bishops Teaching Children method, and those of the current system of religious education.

The Bishops Teaching Children method begins with the assertion that the local church, and all its adult members in union with it, under its Sacred Pastor, are really, actually, the teachers of the Catholic children of the diocese. Which is to say, the local church, and all its adult members in union with it, under its Sacred Pastor, has the inherent right and duty to learn what each and every Catholic child in the diocese has learned about his faith, and to monitor his progress in that knowledge.

When a local church implements the Bishops Teaching Children method, then, consistent with justice and ordinary morality, and to the maximum extent possible, the religious knowledge of every single Catholic child in the diocese becomes a matter of public record.

Children must be protected; that is a given. However, children need to be protected from many things.

For instance, children need to be protected from the possibility that an adult may try to hide behind the need for children to be protected, to avoid being held accountable for his own performance. Another important thing children need to be protected from is ignorance, particularly ignorance that could have been avoided if adults had acted more responsibly or competently.

Thus, anyone invoking a Catholic child's right to 'privacy' must also immediately address these serious practical considerations, which in the first place, the Bishops Teaching Children method addresses far more adequately than the present system, but these practical considerations pale beside a question: what is the reason proposed to keep the extent of the religious knowledge of each and every child in a diocese from becoming public knowledge? For that question is equivalent to this one: what is the reason proposed to deny even a single member of the local church opportunity to teach a child about the faith professed by the whole Catholic Church?

For anyone, however qualified, who is forbidden to know what a student has learned, can not be 'teacher' to that student. Yet, by sacramental grace, every member of the faithful, across the board, has at least an initial competence to teach the faith, and an inherent right and duty to do so, consistent with practicality and ordinary morality.

To deny public access to the religious knowledge of each and every Catholic child in the diocese appears to tread very near to denying across the board what must instead be solemnly asserted: that the whole local church, and all its members, under the local ordinary, has an irrevocable initial competence, and an inherent right and duty, to teach 'all' the children of the diocese 'as much as possible' about the faith it professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

From a technical point of view, the Bishops Teaching Children method will work much better than the current system of religious education, because, as is well known by economists, increasing the 'transparency' of a complex social or economic system greatly improves outcomes, and the Bishops Teaching Children method massively increases transparency within a diocese's religious education.

Complex systems tend to work inefficiently and inequitably when knowledge is 'private,' held in dribs and drabs about bits and pieces by a few here and there, and they tend to work efficiently and equitably when knowledge is public, readily available to anyone in the system.

'Transparency' is greatly to be distinguished from totalitarianism. Indeed, transparency can greatly increase the ability of people directly on the scene to take charge of the system at that point. Transparency engineers in a bit of real optimism. Quite in contrast to totalitarianism, it allows for the possibility that, given adequate information, individual people on the scene can create good surprises, not just bad ones. Transparency can make individual initiative and creativity possible, and provide a basis by which all members of a complex system can be more accountable for what the system as a whole is doing. Transparency by itself is certainly not what makes a complex system more reliable, efficient, and adaptable, but it does seem to be very helpful to that end.

Yet technical arguments, however strong, can always be dismissed or ignored, particularly when the technical argument is inconvenient to some firmly held belief, such as the inherent 'privacy' of a student's knowledge of his faith.

However, one can fairly ask not a technical, but a theological question, a sacramental question. How may a local church, and all its members in union with it, under its Sacred Pastor, serve as 'teacher' of all the children of the diocese, under the present system of religious education? When what 'all' know can not be monitored, there can be no teacher who is responsible for that 'all.' How then can the sacramentally-founded responsibility of the local church under its local ordinary to teach have any practical realization? How can there be a teacher of 'all' if - lest 'privacy' be violated - there must be no teacher of 'all'?

'Privacy, ' of course, is itself at best merely a secular, weak substitute for the deeper underlying revealed reality, which is the inherent dignity of each human person. To the extent that 'privacy' defends that inherent dignity, it is laudable; but, as everyone knows, abortion, the most extreme dismissal of the inherent dignity of the human person, is legal in the United States by a claim to 'privacy.' Justifying anything important merely with an invocation of a right of 'privacy' should sway no Catholic bishop in the world.

The Bishops Teaching Children approach makes the extraordinary assertion that the sacramental reality of the local church as 'teacher,' and the sacramental reality of the local ordinary as chief teacher of that local church, can have a far more adequate realization than is presently imagined - particularly if the sacramental reality, and not a secular right to 'privacy,' is the fundamental basis for the local church's system of 'teaching.'

As is clear from many of the other nine assertions in this chapter, while it is important to make Catholic children co-responsible for their religious education, adult, not childish, feet are the ones that need to be held to the fire. It is essential that every single Catholic child in a diocese be protected, but however else the children are protected, every single one of them also needs to be protected from ignorance. That can not be done practically, let alone morally, unless the local church, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, has the inherent right and duty to monitor the performance of 'all' - each and every one of - the children in the diocese.

There is no teacher of 'all' if, out of respect for 'privacy,' knowledge of what children know about their faith is held in dribs and drabs by a few here and there. A teacher of 'all' can exist only if the religious knowledge of each and every child is a matter of public record.

Beyond any practical, technical, or logical argument, what is being stressed here is that the local church, and all its members, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, and he in union with the Holy Father and the bishops of the whole Catholic Church, has the inherent right and duty to monitor the religious knowledge of 'all' - each and every one of - the children in the diocese, not from some mere practical consideration, but as part of the local church's sacramental character as teacher.

Thus there are deep antagonisms between the Bishops Teaching Children method and the present system and conceptions of religious education, antagonisms that go beyond the practical dimensions of religious education, and even beyond its moral dimensions, and touch on the sacramental mystery of the local church as teacher, thus drawing the religious education of children near to the very heart of the mystery of the Catholic Church.

Let us begin by considering the practical reality of the present system of religious education. At present, American Catholic religious education is conceived of in almost totally 'private' terms. While some statistical knowledge may exist regarding how many Catholic children have some sort of religious education, knowledge of the actual outcomes of religious education is virtually nonexistent. Any one person at best has a limited knowledge of a few specific cases.

Thus, no local ordinary, and zero per cent of Catholic adults in each diocese, know even in statistical terms exactly what the Catholic children of the diocese actually have learned about their faith, and it is ludicrous even to ask if even one individual in any diocese knows, or can even find out, what each and every Catholic child in the diocese specifically has learned, which pedagogical methods were used to teach him, who taught him, and whether the child's knowledge, or lack of it, was due to the failures or success of adults or pedagogical methods, or to the child's own efforts or lack of them.

The Bishops Teaching Children method asserts that all adult members of the local church, by virtue of their sacramental union with Christ, are, under their local ordinary as the chief teacher, moral agents in the religious education of the children of the diocese.

The current 'private' conception asserts nearly the opposite: virtually no one has any 'business' inquiring into the religious knowledge of any particular child. Even another religion teacher, if he were not directly responsible for a child's schooling, might be 'prying' into a child's 'private' business if he attempted to ascertain the child's religious knowledge, and clearly, it would be a serious invasion of 'privacy' if any non-teacher gained access to such information.

Thus 'privacy' is a term used to pre-define virtually all the faithful in a diocese as having no inherent competence in the religious education of any particular child.

The practical consequences of this have been delineated above: since it is none of anyone's business to know whether 'all' the children are learning 'as much as possible' about their faith, then no one knows that, or even can know that.

Yet, to say it again, beyond the devastating practical consequences, beyond even the moral consequences, of the present 'private' conception of religious education, there is a sacramental consequence, even more serious. Under the current conception, in direct practical, if not theological, contradiction to sacramental reality, no one can be 'teacher' to 'all' - for, in order to teach, such a 'teacher' must know what 'all' have learned, and that would be against everyone's 'fundamental' right to 'privacy.'

Thus, when the religious knowledge of children is a 'private' matter, there is, strictly speaking, no diocese of children who 'all' need to learn 'as much as possible' about their faith, but only a 'private' agglomeration of children, who know - whatever they know, and nothing more can be said. Yes, some few can know what a few children know, but no one, under pain of a violation of 'privacy,' can know what 'all' know.

The Bishops Teaching Children method begins with the sacramental character and authority of the whole local church, and all its adult members, under its local ordinary and in union with the whole Catholic Church, to teach 'all' the children of the diocese 'as much as possible' about their faith.

The moral novelty of the Bishops Teaching Children method rests on its ability to make religious education founded on that sacramental character and authority much more conceivable in a practical sense. Such a foundation is no longer almost entirely a romantic idea that no one really expects to take seriously - exactly the situation that exists now, as this Endnote has established.

Current religious education in the United States - in whatever variant, whether one promulgated by home schoolers, by religious education experts, or even by the Sacred Pastors themselves - under its implicit doctrine of romantic individualism, under 'privacy,' at least practically, and perhaps even theologically, denies even the existence of a sacramentally-constituted 'public.'

It further denies, at least practically, the local church's inherent right and duty to know what each and every Catholic child in the diocese is, or is not, learning about the faith the local church professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

Thus, 'privacy' appears to be a fundamentally misguided basis for the religious education of a local church's children, because 'privacy' begins by assuming the non-existence, or at very least, the unimportance, of the sacramental reality of the local church. (Nonetheless, the radical 'transparency' of the Bishops Teaching Children method can in fact satisfy all the demands of 'privacy,' as is shown in Chapter 6).

At present, no local ordinary in the United States, let alone the local church in each of its members and as a whole, is even theoretically able to take responsibility for the outcomes of religious education in the diocese. It seems strange even to say it, but the purpose of religious education is not to conduct classes, purchase textbooks, and pay Directors of Religious Education. Its purpose is to teach each child in the diocese knowledge of his faith. Yet what each child in the diocese actually has learned about his faith - the crucial thing, the entire reason religious education is conducted in the first place - is not known, except by a few, regarding a few. Absolutely no one in the diocese is, or even theoretically can be, responsible for the schooling of 'all.'

The reasons for this extraordinary lacuna in the thinking of American Catholics, including their Sacred Pastors, are complicated, but they come down to 'privacy.'

No one is keeping track of what 'all' the children in a diocese learn, because - apart from the assumption made at least practically and often also theoretically by many religious educators, that specific content (and thus, anything you could actually measure) is a trivial or even unwholesome part of 'authentic' schooling, an idea that is not 'religious' at all but rather is borrowed from American progressivist secular schooling - it simply doesn't occur to people, even bishops, that there really is a 'teacher,' the local church, under its chief teacher, the local ordinary, and that who is taught by that teacher is 'all.' For nearly everyone, that thought, if it even exists in consciousness, is just words, with no practical content.

In reality what everyone thinks is that religious education in a diocese is a fundamentally 'private' activity, with everything that notion implies, as discussed in this Endnote.

Thus, whatever the ultimate practical merits of the Bishops Teaching Children approach, it makes, for the present era, an extraordinary sacramental assertion, that must now forever be taken into account. The local church, and all its members, under its Sacred Pastor as chief teacher, exists. A diocese is not an agglomeration of people, children, families, or even parishes who 'privately' teach and are 'privately' accountable. Further, the truths of the faith are not even theoretically available for 'private' appropriation, but are 'handed on' in and through the very body of the local church in union with the whole Catholic Church. There is an 'all' to teach, that 'all' has a teacher, and the local church, and all its members, under the local ordinary as chief teacher, is that one authentic teacher.

Moreover, the sacramental character of the local church and all its members under its local ordinary as chief teacher, and that sacramental character alone, provides the fundamental moral basis for the inherent right and duty of that local church to teach all Catholic children in the diocese as much as possible about the faith it professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

As corollary to this, an educational institution, organization, or association is a tool to deliver a service. Even when it acts in the name of the local church, it is not the local church. It is not even a person. It has utterly no sacramental competence or even human dignity. It has no 'right' to teach, and serves at the pleasure of the local church and all its members under the local ordinary as chief teacher. The persons in such institutions merit treatment consistent with justice and befitting human persons, but the institutions in which they labor remain tools.

Tools may properly be cherished, and they may properly be discarded, but they always remain tools, nothing more. Thus, assertions seven, eight, and nine apply at all times to such institutions, whatever their provenance, whatever their membership. One practical consequence is that the 'creative destruction' encouraged by a competitive free market (cf. Endnote 9) is morally acceptable within religious education, to the extent consistent with justice due human persons.

Finally, the Bishops Teaching Children approach makes the assertion that, to the extent possible, religious education in a diocese must found not only its theories but also its practical operation in the sacramental mystery of the local church - and not in 'privacy,' good order, educational doctrine, or any other thing, except as subsidiary to it.

Which is to say, whatever the practical merits of the Bishops Teaching Children method specifically, the sacramental unity and inherent teaching competence in Christ of all the faithful in the local church in union with the local ordinary and the whole Catholic Church must have the fullest possible practical expression in the religious education of all the children of the local church.

2. The Bishops Teaching Children method implicitly asks the question: can a bishop actually, practically, take direct personal responsibility for the religious education of the children in his diocese, or is there no practical way for him to assume direct personal responsibility, so that he has to simply trust some proxy or agent, such as an educational bureaucracy? Whatever the merits of the Bishops Teaching Children method in particular, the general moral assertion here is that, if there exists a practical and moral means to actually, practically, take direct personal responsibility for the religious education of the children in his diocese, then a bishop is morally obligated to use those means to fulfill his moral obligation as the chief teacher of his diocese.

6. That is, it is simply not fair to reward or withhold rewards from children, until you are certain that the adults who are directly and principally responsible for their schooling have given them, not merely whatever those adults conceive to be their 'best,' but the best as measured by public and objective standards.

At present, far too many children fail to learn, under the ministrations of hard-working, well-intentioned adults who believe themselves to be using sound methods, or at least, methods espoused by distinguished professors. The entire practical design of the Bishops Teaching Children method consists of a way to monitor all methods, and decide the question of what are the currently 'sound' instructional methods, not on the basis of subjective impressions or 'expert' advocacy, but on the basis of which of the current methods are objectively best at teaching Catholic children exactly what the Sacred Pastors wish those children to learn about the Catechism and the faith.

Hard-working, well-intentioned adults using these provably 'best' methods should be rewarded, and adults - even hard-working, well-intentioned adults - not using them should not be rewarded. This in outline is the practical operation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, which means to continuously improve the religious education of children by instituting an objective means by which the Sacred Pastors can, both perennially and decisively, hold adult, not childish, feet to the fire.

However, after that, you should hold children accountable for their performance. For if, through the inaction or misguided latitude of adults, children are taught that they need not be co-responsible for their schooling, they are harmed not only educationally but also morally.

9. Assertion 9 endorses no particular social or economic system as best for the religious education of Catholic children, but rather establishes a moral criterion specific to religious education by which these systems are to be judged.

Of course, actual religious education can go on only within some particular social and economic system, not all of them at once.

For the record, the particular 'economic system' the Bishops Teaching Children method takes advantage of is the free market. One (correct) way of viewing the Bishops Teaching Children method is that it is a method by which the bishop of a diocese can set the terms by which free-market competition in the religious education of the children of his diocese takes place.

A market doesn't care what is 'wanted.' You could have a free market in slaves, for example, and that market would operate as an astonishingly powerful and sensitive tool to provide everyone with the best possible slaves at the lowest possible price.

'Wants' are also various, even perhaps unlimited, both in extent and number. Should 'religious education' ever become a catch-all term within which various vague or even contradictory 'wants' are given symbolic expression - of course no one is even suggesting that this could actually happen - then no market, however efficient, will develop 'higher quality' religious education. How could it? Under those circumstances an efficient market in 'religious education' is no more likely than an efficient market in 'happiness.'

Thus, it is important to be specific about what one 'wants' - otherwise, one gets nothing in particular. Equally, when you unleash a free market, be careful what you want - you might get it.

So, the Bishops Teaching Children method allows the local ordinary's 'wants' to determine a free market. It allows him to unleash a competitive free market, knowing that the practical result of that market will be a better and better teaching of exactly what he wishes to teach. It really does provide a way by which he can actually be the chief teacher of his diocese.

However, all need to be aware that the Bishops Teaching Children method achieves this glorious result by insisting that the term 'religious education' is, in fact, very specific, and decidedly inglorious; that is, the Bishops Teaching Children method completely removes the term 'religious education' from any romantic or sanctified context. For, all along, a misguided romanticization of the idea and purpose of 'religious education' has been a direct cause of religious education's markedly poor practical results.

Thus, the Bishops Teaching Children method creates the context not only for improved religious education, but also for continuously improving religious education, but it does so only by regarding 'religious education' as a humble task, not a grand one.

It is best to state this plainly: according to the Bishops Teaching Children method, 'religious education' has no connection whatever either to 'catechesis' or to 'moral development,' except by the sacramental activity of the Lord himself through the Holy Spirit.

Those wishing to dismiss the Bishops Teaching Children method out of hand because of this might do well to reflect on national surveys, or plain experience, documenting that very large numbers of Catholics in the United States either explicitly reject, or at least do not understand that the Church teaches, central doctrines such as the Real Presence, and call to mind the claim made here, that every attempt to glorify 'religious education,' in actuality makes genuine religious education less possible.

The originator of the Bishops Teaching Children method once made a complex technical and theological argument, pulling together classical moral thinking with scientific conclusions reached independently by a working cognitive scientist and a working social scientist, after each had examined a very large amount of research in their respective fields, to show that it is in fact highly probable that morality - let alone spirituality - is not, has never been, and will never be, the name of a subject that can be taught in a 'religion' class.

As classical moral theory taught all along, by and large, morality is caught, not taught. It is mostly developed implicitly and mediatively, through normal social interactions that include relatively consistent and quite proximate rewards and punishments, and now a large body of research in both cognitive science and social science supports this classical view. There are many important things that must be learned directly, through schooling; but equally many important things are not learned either directly or through schooling, and morality is one of them.

This is not to excuse even a single unkind or inhumane practice in schooling, but rather to stress that all social institutions share equally, but also, only mediatively, in the task of moral development.

However strong this technical argument appears, there is a far stronger argument, indeed, a decisive argument, for instead of an 'argument' it is the direct proclamation of the Church herself: the Eucharist makes the Church. [CCC 1396]

Religious education, of whatever kind, does not, can not, and will not make the Church. Religious education is as humble as dirt. Its dignity comes not from itself but solely from teaching the truth.

In a sense, the Bishops Teaching Children method asks the Sacred Pastors to take the Catechism seriously. Please allow the Eucharist to make the Church! Do not imagine that something as humble as religious education can make the Church!

However, once a bishop accepts the essential humility of religious education, then at last it is itself, and he can do something with it. Properly humble, religious education is humus - not a sterile clump of minerals, but fecund, if mortal, earth.

May the Holy Virgin Mother of God help us learn what her Lord can do with nothing more than good, rich earth.

Chapter 3

Is It the Steam Engine of Our Day?
The Bishops Teaching Children method is how Roman Catholic bishops can personally direct the religious education of the children of their dioceses, and it is eminently 'practical' in the sense that the goals outlined in Chapter 1 can be accomplished. It can be done.

If a bishop and a diocese implemented the practical elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, the religious education of the children in that diocese not only would improve dramatically, but also would be able to continue to improve. However, there are reasons why no bishop and no diocese is currently using the Bishops Teaching Children method to improve its religious education.

That is, a bishop and his diocese must understand why something like the Bishops Teaching Children method is necessary for such improvement, why the Bishops Teaching Children method has to have all three of its elements - Questions, Science, and Competition - to work, and so forth, before they could actually build and use its methods and structure.

Of course, a bishop and his diocese can not use the Bishops Teaching Children method, unless they know what it looks like.

But even more importantly, a bishop and his diocese can not use the Bishops Teaching Children method, until they value its elements, and value being able to use them.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is eminently 'practical' in the sense that it uses things that are already available in the American and American Catholic cultural, political, social, and scientific landscape. Nobody has to enter a science fiction world and invent totally new ideas and technologies to implement the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Our problem is different. One part of our difficulty is exemplified in the following historical reality. The invention of the steam engine was certainly one of the major contributors to the Industrial Revolution. Yet the steam engine per se was not invented at or during the Industrial Revolution. Hero of Alexandria had already made and described a working steam turbine in the first century A.D., seventeen hundred years before James Watt even existed. However, "like many other machines of the time that demonstrated basic mechanical principles," Hero's steam turbine was regarded by the people of his day "as a curiosity or a toy and was not used for any practical purpose." 1*
Hero's invention had no practical purpose, because it was not imagined to be practical or valued as practical.

Part of our problem, then, is that no diocese currently uses the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, because none have been trying to use them. Which is to say, nobody has imagined and valued the Bishops Teaching Children method as a practical way to massively improve religious education. That has to change before the ideas of the Bishops Teaching Children method can be used in the practical world, even though the practical materials for building such a method and structure of religious education are already at hand. We have to notice that we need the Bishops Teaching Children method, before we can implement and use its elements.

Which brings us to the second source of our difficulty: it's not just that we haven't noticed that we need the Bishops Teaching Children method. To the contrary, what we have 'noticed' is that we don't need it.

To begin with, it is unimaginable to most people that a bishop could, even theoretically, personally direct the religious education of the children in his diocese.

We think that we don't 'need' the Bishops Teaching Children method, because what it could accomplish is considered impossible to begin with. If someone suggested that we all 'need' a device that could enable us to walk through walls, we would just laugh. Everybody knows you can't walk through walls. A bishop couldn't possibly 'need' the Bishops Teaching Children method, since everybody knows he can't personally direct the religious education of the children in his diocese.

Yet, if a bishop and his diocese implemented the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, the children of that diocese would soon begin to learn exactly what the bishop wanted them to learn, and moreover, the children would learn what he wished to teach them more quickly and more deeply as the years passed.

Second, diocesan and university departments of religious education, religious education publishers, academics and catechists with masters and doctorates in education and religious education, catechetical approaches and materials, in short, a whole religious education apparatus already exists in the United States, and American Catholic bishops have established, approved, or at least allowed, all of it.

How could anyone 'need' an apparatus for religious education, when one directly supported by American Catholic bishops already exists?

Yet, if a bishop and his diocese implemented the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, the entire present apparatus for religious education would not only be circumvented, but even more importantly, it would be continuously evaluated by the operation of the Bishops Teaching Children method.

In a word, the Bishops Teaching Children method is the death of 'expertise' in religious education as that is now defined not only by the American Catholic religious education apparatus, but also by American Catholic bishops themselves.

By implementing the Bishops Teaching Children method together with his diocese, a bishop would be able to stand on solid ground, and objectively judge the expertise of the experts.

The merit of credentials, training, and pedagogical approaches would no longer be judged, as it is now, by the very people possessing those credentials, training, and pedagogical approaches, but by the bishop himself, standing with his diocese on the Bishops Teaching Children method.

American bishops are by now very used to arguments that they would be fools to challenge the expertise of experts, and very probably, many bishops make the same arguments to themselves.

Thus, it would not be accurate to say that the Bishops Teaching Children method would be seen as unneeded by anyone, religious education expert, bishop, or layman, who thinks that a bishop would be a fool to challenge the expertise of experts in religious education. It would be much more accurate to say that the Bishops Teaching Children method would be seen by those people, not as unneeded, but as an outrage.

Third, the Bishops Teaching Children method's repudiation of 'privacy' as a proper sacramental foundation for religious education would offend nearly everyone. For example, some Americans may remember a practice that is ironically still in use within American primary and secondary education, but only regarding sports, not academics: the practice of posting a public list of performance on an evaluation.

Students in high school and college still crowd around a posted list to see if they 'made the team' in a particular sport. However, the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 (a federal law), prohibits the posting of academic grades in American schools - even including universities! Posting a list of student scores on an academic exam is now actively contrary to the laws of the United States, and a teacher who did so would be subject not only to civil and disciplinary action but also to a storm of protest from both parents and fellow teachers.

On the other hand, in each diocese that implemented the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, the religious knowledge of each and every Catholic child in the diocese would be a matter of public record - forever. That fact alone would make the Bishops Teaching Children method anathema to many Americans, including many local ordinaries.

Finally, although in passing it should also be noted that the Bishops Teaching Children method is very much 'unneeded' by any who would prefer that a bishop not have much direct say in what American Catholic children are taught about their faith, it is may be even more important to notice how 'unneeded' the Bishops Teaching Children method appears to be among the much larger segment of the American Catholic laity who do not feel particularly allied either to Catholic 'liberals' or 'conservatives.'

That is, the sheer facts of present-day American Catholic religious education also resist the idea of the Bishops Teaching Children method. Anyone more or less happy with the religious education that exists, even if he is not particularly 'committed' to it in some ideological or theological sense, will presumably be unhappy with anything that would massively alter that schooling, such as the Bishops Teaching Children method.

The facts are that American Catholic children not in Catholic grammar schools typically spend around twenty-four hours per year attending religious education classes, and by and large, those classes are not academically challenging.

Rather, children spend much of their class time involved with stories, crafts, and play that is considered, by both catechists and families, to be more appropriate to 'real' religious education than strenuous academic study.

Furthermore, as most catechists and pastors will tell you, a not insignificant number of the children in those classes are sent there by parents who, though Catholic, did not attend Mass on Sunday or even drop off their child at Sunday Mass.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is definitely not 'needed' by any American Catholic family already more or less satisfied with the assumptions, demands, and results of the current religious education apparatus.

Thus, most likely, millions of American Catholic families do not 'need,' and do not even want, the Bishops Teaching Children method. They are relatively happy with the religious education their children obtain now, they would be relatively likely to call strenuous academic learnings irrelevant to 'true' religious education, and they would be relatively likely to complain about any effort to increase either the time spent in 'religion class' or the academic content of that class.

The Bishops Teaching Children method, the how of it, will work, and would make Catholic religious education in the United States so much more effective and fair than it is now, that it would amount to a revolutionary increase in the effectiveness and fairness of that schooling.

Is the Bishops Teaching Children method the steam engine of our day? Yes, of course.

But is it the steam engine of James Watt's day, or of Hero of Alexandria's day?

Endnote to Chapter 3

1. "aeolipile." Britannica(R) CD 99 Multimedia Edition (c) 1994-1999. Encyclopedia Brittanica, Inc.

Chapter 4

Questions, Science, Competition

Our Problem, and A General Overview of the Three Elements

There is a crosswalk across a busy street near my home. Although by state law even Boston-area drivers are supposed to stop for pedestrians in crosswalks, they usually don't. Some drivers even yell at you for disrupting the flow of traffic as they sail past. Hardly anyone stops. Literally, housewives with their children buckled up in the back seat do not stop for eighty-five year old ladies trying to get home from daily Mass.

It is an unexpected kindness when someone actually stops. Then - of course - it is not unheard of for drivers in the opposite direction of traffic not to stop even though they see you standing in the middle of the crosswalk, so you are left stranded in the middle of the street, cars whizzing by a foot from you on one side, cars beginning to line up and honk behind the driver who stopped on the other side.

One block from this crosswalk there is a traffic light, with a button pedestrians can push. Within one second of pushing the button, the traffic light turns yellow, and then red. When you push that button, a miracle occurs. Every single car in both directions slows down and stops, and will not move again until the light turns green.

Young men, old men, wise men, fools - none of them stop for actual people in the middle of the street, but they all stop for a red light. All I have to do is push that little button, and I can literally command every car in both directions to stop and wait for me to cross the street.

Yet the moral of the tale is not how uncaring, insensitive, or foolish people are - far from it. Instead, observe how difficult it is for people to be caring, etc., when they have to a) gather themselves fully even though there is no looming threat to themselves, b) re-evaluate their course based on a drastic change in conditions, including assessing the additional danger to themselves (will the guy behind me stop if I stop? - this is not a given), and c) make an untypical decision.

Then observe how 'caring,' 'sensitive,' - indeed, slavishly obedient to my merest whim - those same people are when I push that little button.

When people drive, they just drive. That's what everybody does. Create a traffic situation that only works if people do something untypical, and don't be surprised if it ends up not working. Expecting people to take the square root of the universe every second they drive, or expecting them to do anything at all but just drive, is turning yourself, not those people, into an uncaring, insensitive fool.

Why will drivers stop at a red light? Why will the average American driver stop at a red light in the middle of the night, even though he can see there is absolutely no traffic in either direction?

The answer, plain and simple, is that it's just a good habit. The very same unwillingness to do anything more than the typical thing, the very same inability to gather oneself and freshly evaluate each and every passing moment, the exact characteristics of drivers that make crossing at my crosswalk so hazardous, are the very reasons it is so safe for me to cross the exact same street at a red light a block away.

I could, I suppose, spend the rest of my life handing out pamphlets, writing books, and conducting workshops in 'driver awareness,' hoping that, through my ceaseless efforts, someday, Boston-area drivers will stop for pedestrians in crosswalks. I might even feel very self-satisfied and heroic for making such valiant efforts.

Or I could spend the forty seconds it takes to walk down the street and push that little button.

So, the first part of Our Problem is that we have a totally unrealistic vision of daily life. A part of us (me too) somehow expects daily life to occur as the result of decidedly non-daily, even heroic, acts. When I'm a pedestrian, I am actually offended when a driver just drives and 'thinks' of little or nothing, in spite of the fact that, when I'm behind the wheel, I spend nearly all my time doing exactly the same thing.

In actuality, of course, for better and for worse, everyone's daily life is largely conducted out of banal, thoughtless, trivial - daily - motivations. Although we are sporadically capable of loftier concerns, these decidedly unheroic impulses are the ones that more or less safely get us all through the average day.

The Bishops Teaching Children method encourages people to find banal, thoughtless, trivial, self-centered - daily - reasons to help all the children in a diocese learn as much as possible about the faith the local church professes in union with the whole Catholic Church. The Bishops Teaching Children method has a better chance of succeeding because only its goal is grand. Everything else about it is unbelievably mundane, even coarse.

Actually, of course, that is a very Catholic approach. We are all created good. However, that in no way means that we are good because we are each 'really' an eternally-radiant pool of enlightened awareness.

The practical fact is, if, out of unthinking obeisance to a too-exalted and in the end unCatholic vision of daily life and who we are on a daily basis, we rely on people possessing complex, sophisticated, lofty motives, and doing extraordinary, even heroic things, in order for all the children of the local church to learn as much as possible about their faith, then we are not going to get the job done.

On the other hand, if we spend a lot less time thinking about how heroic and wonderful we are, and how grand and glorious our project is, and instead walk down one block and push the silly little button that, for entirely trivial and decidedly inglorious reasons, accomplishes our goal, then we are going to get the job done. It's as simple as that.

So, part one of Our Problem is us in general. Say the word 'education,' or - God forbid - 'religious education,' and we instantly get romantic, either romantically optimistic or romantically enraged, when instead all we should be doing is cunningly looking for the most effective and safest way to cross the street.

Understanding the second part of Our Problem, the problem of 'expertise,' is a little more difficult. The story of Dr. Ignaz Semmelweiss begins the journey. 1*
In Europe around 1844, it was a very bad thing to give birth in a hospital, but if you were poor, or had obstetrical complications, you might have no choice. At the time, up to 30 percent of mothers giving birth in a hospital died, the vast majority of puerperal fever. Though speculations about the causes of puerperal fever were advanced by some, by and large continental physicians had reconciled themselves to the idea that the disease was unpreventable.

Distinguished professors of medicine at the top European medical schools - the leading centers of medicine at the time - considered maternal mortality rates of up to 30 percent to be 'normal.'

Dr. Semmelweiss was a young assistant in the obstetrics clinic in Vienna. He noted that the rate of puerperal fever in the ward in which midwives were taught was two or even three times less than the ward staffed by medical students, though the wards were otherwise identical.

In the 1840's, the entire idea of antisepsis was unknown. Doctors wore no disposable latex gloves, nor did they even diligently wash their hands before or after examining patients - alive or dead. Upon observing that medical students were performing autopsies on women who had died of puerperal fever, and then immediately giving vaginal examinations to expectant mothers, Semmelweiss had a hunch (nothing more - the germ theory was unknown) that the medical students were somehow bringing the disease to the uninfected mothers from the infected ones. He ordered the medical students to wash their hands in a solution of chlorinated lime before each examination. By 1848, the mortality rate in the ward dropped from 18.27 to 1.27 percent.

Although Semmelweiss reported his results, his chief failed to understand their significance and was critical of his procedures, nor did his recommendations receive general acceptance. By 1850, Semmelweiss had left Vienna, and he spent the next six years at the St. Rochus Hospital in Pest.

An epidemic of puerperal fever had broken out in the obstetrics department, and, at his request, Semmelweiss was put in charge of the department. His measures promptly reduced the mortality rate, and in his years there it averaged only 0.85 percent. In Prague and Vienna, meantime, the rate was still from 10 to 15 percent.

Although he repeatedly published his results and even wrote open letters to the leading physicians of the day, Semmelweiss had little or no impact on obstetrical practice except in his native Hungary. The reaction of the medical experts of the day was almost uniformly adverse: "nonsense" was one of the adjectives used in the scholarly medical press.

Semmelweiss clearly understood the dire implications for women of these rejections, and this, along with the continual strain of controversy, undermined his spirit. He suffered a breakdown, and died in a mental hospital in 1865.

To understand the moral of this tale, it is necessary first to understand that modern obstetrical practice is also not uniformly based on the best available evidence.

In 1979, Archie Cochrane, a British physician and epidemiologist, gave the "wooden spoon award" to the specialty of obstetrics for that field's lack of the use of findings from randomized, controlled trials as a basis for obstetrical practice. 2*
The moral of the tale is that human beings possess no infallible mechanism for recognizing truth, even when it is staring them in the face, and no automatic means of conforming to it. Every obstetrician in 1979 knew Semmelweiss's story - it is taught to medical students. Semmelweiss is now regarded as one of medicine's, and obstetrics', heroes. Yet Dr. Cochrane gave the entire profession of obstetrics the "wooden spoon award" for failing to evaluate its practices using the best-available current methods.

There is no romantic or cynical twist to this tale. Of course, modern obstetrics, and medicine in general, are in remarkably good order, by and large both scientifically aware and rationally coherent, far more so than many other fields, and certainly far more so than the other classic professions. The 'evidence-based' practice Dr. Cochrane advocated in 1979 is increasingly part of current obstetrics and medicine.

The moral of the tale is that there are always limits to any field's ability to be aware and coherent, we don't know what those limits are in advance, and we may not notice those limitations - at great cost to others - even when they stare us in the face. The tale, in short, is not about obstetrics, but about ourselves.

'Expertise' is a moving target, and 'experts' can get so seriously lost - an entire field can get so seriously lost - that the field actively resists truth, causing serious harm. Moreover, this can happen at any time, without our knowledge, without our consent.

As outlined in E.D. Hirsch, Jr.'s scientifically acute and profound book, The Schools We Need and Why We Don't Have Them, [Doubleday 1996] current American educational theory and practice is profoundly anti-scientific, with devastating consequences not only for educational excellence but also for educational fairness, as the least-advantaged children in society suffer the most harm from what are considered by the American educational 'experts' to be 'best practice.'

Readers willing to undertake heroic measures, such as a trip to the library or a visit to the Amazon.com book site, and who read Mr. Hirsch's book (which was vetted by several working scientists in the relevant fields), will also discover that most of the assumptions of the American Catholic religious education establishment appear to have no particular Catholic foundation.

Instead, they appear to be lifted whole-cloth from the American 'progressivist' educational movement discussed in Mr. Hirsch's book, a movement that currently super-dominates American schools of education. For instance, concepts common in Catholic religious education parlance, such as 'age-appropriate,' 'developmental,' 'thematic,' 'authentic,' are straight borrowings from progressivist terminology.

For the moment, an example not in Mr. Hirsch's book must suffice to demonstrate educational progressivism's resolute refusal of even the most well-established science, and is atypical only in that a large number of working scientists were so appalled that they wrote a letter to complain.

In 1995, the Department of Education of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts circulated a draft Curriculum Content Chapter on Language Arts, entitled "Constructing and Conveying Meaning," which set out a theory of how language works. Obviously, an erroneous theory of how language works will lead to erroneous pedagogies of language and reading, with potentially devastating consequences to the schooling of large numbers of children.

Forty Massachusetts linguists and psycholinguists (researchers who study how language works) at institutions including Harvard, MIT, and Brandeis, wrote a letter to the Massachusetts Commissioner of Education about that draft. Here is one sentence from that letter:

As linguists, we are concerned that the Commonwealth, through its powers to set standards for schools, should presume to legislate an erroneous view of how human language works, a view that runs counter to most of the major scientific results of more than 100 years of linguistics and psycholinguistics.

The educational experts in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, according to forty working scientists in the field, had proposed a theory of how human language works that contradicted "most of the major scientific results of more than 100 years of linguistics and psycholinguistics."

Yet it would be a serious mistake to imagine that the draft document cited no 'research' to buttress its wholly erroneous theory.

In fact, there was in 1995, and continues to be, an entire cottage industry within American education, whose participants are distinguished professors of education and others at great universities, which performs 'research' that 'validates' the scientifically-preposterous theory outlined in the Massachusetts draft document.

Indeed, independent of the Draft Curriculum Content Chapter, to this day, the theory of language proposed there remains the implicit theoretical basis of a good amount of the teaching of reading in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. In other words, when forty scientific researchers in the field bearing directly on the issue, who are citizens of the very state involved, gather together and testify unequivocally that such a theory of language is contradicted by "most of the major scientific results of more than 100 years of linguistics and psycholinguistics," even their testimony can be judged irrelevant by educational experts and teachers, even in their own state.

More extraordinary even than the fact that 'educators' may simply ignore any testimony, however weighty, which contradicts their own methods and theories, is the fact that they can ignore it; that is, they can get away with ignoring it. After all, if pressed, educators can simply cite ongoing 'research' that continues to prove the efficacy of their own methods.

This is only an example, but the reader is asked to imagine piles of such 'research,' on every conceivable topic related to schooling, being performed and cited by hundreds of American educational 'experts,' textbook writers, curriculum developers, administrators, and teachers, every day.

In sum, the reader must imagine the present situation as it actually is. American educational 'experts' are not only ignorant of, or actively dismiss, entire bodies of consensus scientific findings developed by the joint efforts of hundreds of working scientists over decades. They actually perform 'research' not accepted by working scientists, which they then cite to justify their educational theories.

This 'research' is also regularly cited by Catholic religious education 'experts,' and explicit progressivist terminology is regularly used by many of them. To take one example, the teacher's edition of a 1997 Benziger religious education series states: "Share the Joy is organized into a series of age-appropriate, developmental, and self-contained thematic sessions." 3* The reader should recall that 'age-appropriate,' 'developmental,' and 'thematic' are all special progressivist terms.

Another example of conventional progressivist assumptions being adopted whole-cloth by Catholic religious educators is the disdain for or downplaying of the role that specific content can or should play in religious education. This idea in fact has utterly no explicitly Catholic or even 'religious' foundation - it is simply one of the founding assumptions of educational progressivism, an educational philosophy that has never once been shown to work:

But the research literature offers not one example of successful implementation of progressivist methods in a carefully controlled longitudinal study. 4*
Educational progressivism is such a dominant educational philosophy in the United States that it would be unsurprising to find that nearly all Catholic teachers, whatever their geographic location or discipline, have willy-nilly had massive exposure to the philosophy during their teacher training.

In addition, religious educators may be especially receptive to progressivist rhetoric, which for eighty years has been claiming the superiority of teaching 'the whole child,' teaching 'the child, not a curriculum,' preparing students 'for life,' de-emphasizing, even ridiculing, the teaching of specific content, and seeing education as a 'holistic' 'process.'

Indeed, so thoroughly may typical Catholic religious educators have incorporated the assumptions of educational progressivism that even the proposal that religious education is a mediative, humble, and strictly delimited enterprise may be seen by them as an attempt to destroy the very basis of religious education.

It may now be as 'obvious' to Catholic religious educators as it is to the most convinced secular educational progressivists that 'forcing' children into artificial and tedious 'intellectual' pursuits of no inherent 'life value' causes children to lose interest in their studies, and in any event is an undue emphasis on 'book-learning,' which is of only limited, even marginal, importance in the first place.

Again, absolutely none of these ideas has any particular Catholic foundation, and all of them simply are direct transfers of progressivist terminology and ideas into Catholic religious education.

Thus, even aside from the profound sacramental, moral, and theological antagonisms between the Bishops Teaching Children method and current Catholic religious education outlined in Chapter 2, on a practical level, American educational theory in general, and Catholic religious education theory specifically, appears to have developed its dominant assumptions and methods directly into the teeth of the best available current science, and, as all educational progressivism does, it maintains the dominance of those assumptions and methods simply by ignoring, or if necessary ridiculing, any intellectual or scientific challenge.

So, that is Our Problem. Part one: We prefer to think of ourselves as sailing through daily life thoughtfully, acting out of the loftiest motives - but in fact, virtually the exact opposite is true, and good religious education must take advantage of how we really are, rather than build on our pretensions.

Part two: Just as American educational progressivists have in general, Catholic religious education 'experts' have failed us in the worst way, and have designed a kind of Thoughtworld in which any serious challenge to their ideas is, perhaps quite literally, inconceivable. That is certainly serious, and it does put them down a peg, but after all, at least no one is being killed, and it does not make them any better or worse than the average driver in Boston.

Nor are we any better - Our Problem is that we all 'think' like a Boston driver much of the time, and probably always will. It is amazing that some drivers actually stop for pedestrians in crosswalks. It is amazing that we are occasionally better than 'normal.' Nonetheless, we all have our little routines, the things we pay attention to, and the things we ignore, and by and large, we stick with them. After all, doing that has gotten us this far. Our Problem is not a particular educational ideology or a particular religious education bureaucracy, but our severely limited, and also fallen, human nature.

As noted in Chapter 3, many ordinary American Catholics seem to be relatively satisfied with current religious education. Also, if we believe what we read in local diocesan papers, Catholic schools are better than ever. Religious education bureaucrats are top-notch and hard-working, and bishops exercise their responsibility as chief teacher through their 'wonderful' support of those bureaucrats and that bureaucracy.

Most of the people in charge of American Catholic religious education (including bishops) seem to think that they are doing a good job, and they might be deeply offended by suggestions that the actual outcomes of religious education are not being well-monitored and, in any case, that religious education can even theoretically have only a minor actual connection to 'values education' and 'building the church.' Indeed, to those directly involved in Catholic religious education, such a suggestion might be so flabbergasting and offensive as to be literally unthinkable, simply beyond the pale of civilized discourse.

Even less thinkable might be the suggestion that the working principles of current religious education are at least practically, and perhaps even theologically, antagonistic to the sacramental reality of the local church and the apostolic authority of the local ordinary.

This is how people are. This is how life actually works. It is difficult to do even a little more than the customary thing. It is not automatic that we choose or even recognize a better idea, even when we have it handed to us on a silver platter.

'Experts' do not fail us because they are experts, but because they are men.

If a bishop of a diocese happens to be among what is probably a small minority of bishops who are not actually happy with current religious education in their dioceses, and if he happens to agree with the points made previously in Chapter 2 about the sacramental and moral foundations of the Bishops Teaching Children method, then he and his diocese now have a practical decision to make.

A bishop in such a mental condition could, I suppose, spend the rest of his life handing out pamphlets, writing books, and conducting workshops in 'religious education awareness,' hoping that, through his ceaseless efforts, someday, a religious education bureaucracy may emerge that better matches his goals. He might even feel very self-satisfied and heroic for making such valiant efforts.

Or he can walk a block to push the little button which, for no exalted, lofty, or even very good reason, will make the entire current system of religious education in his diocese slow down, stop, and allow him to personally lead the children of his diocese safely across the street.

Here is how the Bishops Teaching Children method - Questions, Science, Competition - does that.

Bishops' Questions, answered by all students yearly, determine the extent of the children's current knowledge of the faith, Science evaluates what methods best helped students answer the Questions, and who used those methods, and Competition monetarily rewards the better methods, and monetarily punishes the inferior ones.

Then you re-set the bar to get an upward spiral. Now, whatever standard the established-'better' methods can reliably achieve becomes the minimum standard. Fall below that, and you start losing your shirt. Do even better than 'better,' and big goodies flow your way - until a competitor finds a way to improve even further.

One of the ways the Bishops Teaching Children method is very different from current American efforts at school 'reform' is its thoroughgoing emphasis on rewarding and punishing adults, rather than children.

The Bishops Teaching Children approach says that if children a) show up, and b) do what you tell them, then they have completely fulfilled their responsibilities as students. If they do those two things, and they still don't learn, that's your fault, not theirs, and it will be you who suffer the consequences.

A number of states have defined educational 'standards' of varying kinds and quality. However, these reward no one directly and specifically, and may punish children directly and specifically - for example, by not allowing them to graduate if they don't pass an exit exam - but they punish adults (if this happens at all) only very indirectly.

Yet what gives states any confidence that their standards can actually be achieved? The 'standards' are really just combinations of (romantic) macho toughness and romantic, unfounded hopes.

An important point regarding 'standards,' or alternatively, high-stakes tests, is that you had better know in advance that the standards can be met, and the tests passed.

If you insist on high-stakes tests that few students can pass, even when they have shown up and done what teachers told them to do, then people will cheat, or insist that the tests be eliminated entirely, or demand that the tests be turned into jokes that no one is really expected to take seriously.

Instead, the Bishops Teaching Children method defines the minimum standard as what can reliably be achieved by the best current methods, and encourages higher standards to emerge as business competitors figure out how to achieve them. Thus the Bishops Teaching Children method creates a climate in which standards can indeed be raised over time, and yet remain continuously achievable with proper student effort.

Current American proposals for reform also do not assiduously reward or punish, or even account for, the content of the curriculum, or the methods used to teach it, although this is the crux of the matter. A school district's performance, or student performance, instead becomes the false focus, leading to quite logical complaints from both students and teachers that measured poor performance was the result of the persons giving or receiving instruction, rather than the relative quality of the curriculum or the method employed to teach it.

Especially given the super-dominance of educational theorizing in the United States that is wholly unresponsive to actual outcomes (and in this category we can obviously include the theorizing of Catholic religious educators), the only way that circular or otherwise ineffective educational theories will lose, will be if they really lose - if people lose money or their jobs when they carry them out. Even a religious education professor or publisher knows how to count the money in his pocket.

Further, without direct competition of methods, there is no direct impetus for methods to improve over time, maintain the new standard of excellence, and build on it. 'Competition' as some abstract nice thing does not improve schooling.

Teaching a judiciously chosen grade-by-grade sequence of specific content improves schooling. Improving the methods of teaching some such content-rich and sequenced curriculum also improves schooling. Since, in the Bishops Teaching Children approach, bishops' Questions already in effect define specific content, that leaves methods. Abstract or generalized 'competition' will not improve schooling, but requiring methods to compete to teach the same solid content will.

Indeed, it is morally objectionable to have schools rather than methods compete, because a competition of schools creates a very inefficient and uncompetitive market.

An efficient market approximates the state of perfect competition, in which all buyers have free and fair access to all sellers.

On the other hand, the less access buyers have to all available sellers, the less efficient and competitive a market becomes. Unfortunately, an extreme version of this situation is exactly what is created if we try to make schools rather than methods compete.

Suppose there are 100,000 schools in the United States (actually, there are many more than that). An efficient market in schools could only be created if buyers had free and fair access to nearly all of them.

To the contrary, because of the iron laws of geography, each 'buyer' (each family) has free and fair access to only two or three of the 100,000 'sellers' (the schools).

This is about as inefficient and inherently uncompetitive a market as can be imagined!

On the other hand, methods don't have to stay in one physical location. They can move rapidly, all around the country. In fact, they can move right to your neighborhood school. A competition in methods has a much better chance of creating an efficient market in which all buyers have access to all sellers.

Since few things besides a strong curriculum and improved methods improve schooling in any case, it seems better to let families go to the school that is most convenient, and let the methods compete in a real market. That way, all families in all neighborhoods can reap the benefit of methods that a) have proved themselves against all comers and b) are continually pressured by a true competitive market to improve even further.

This, of course, is also why letting schools compete instead of methods is morally objectionable. First of all, when schools compete, the focus of the competition is too diffuse. When schools compete, 'competition' is not focused on one of the only things that actually improves schooling, but may easily diffusely focus on many things that are irrelevant to improvement or are even counterproductive.

For instance, although many Japanese elementary schools lack cafeterias, computer rooms, gymnasiums, and even libraries, and are located in buildings that can strike researchers as resembling American school buildings from the 1940's, and although Japanese elementary schools teach 35-50 students per class in schools of 2000 or so pupils, and yearly teacher turnover averages 15-30 percent, Japanese students do extremely well on international comparisons of scholastic achievement. 5*
Japanese students on average are being better educated than American students, under physical and administrative conditions that would be actively illegal in most school districts in the United States. Home background does not explain the large differences in scholastic achievement, as socioeconomically-matched groups of Japanese and American students display large differences in knowledge, favoring the Japanese students. On the other hand, both the Japanese curriculum, and how Japanese teachers teach, markedly differ from an American standard (including an American parochial school standard). 6*
Clearly many things that Americans consider essential and even a Japanese principal might find 'nice' are just not the critical factors in good schooling.

When schools compete, however, they could easily compete on the basis of such factors, and only marginally or not at all on curriculum and methods, which appear to be the crucial factors in scholastic improvement.

In addition, because, by the iron laws of geography, competition between schools creates a very inefficient and therefore very inequitable market, many families and children do not reap the benefits of whatever improvements do occur here and there.

Thus, the practical result of making schools compete can only be weak, diffuse improvement, unevenly allocated. When an alternative exists, these results are morally objectionable.

In contrast to all current tactics, the Bishops Teaching Children approach focuses its attention exclusively on a Competition among methods of instruction all 'wanting' to teach all students exactly the same thing: how to correctly answer bishops' Questions. Anything that Science determines measurably improves student learning, as measured by how well students answered bishops' Questions, is a better method of instruction.

It should therefore be noted that bishops' Questions are one of the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method. There can be no Science that evaluates which methods are better, unless all those methods are trying to teach the same thing, and there can be no real Competition without that Science. All three elements together form an entirely new substance, which does not exist if any of its three constituting elements are missing.

Competition between methods is locked tight to Scientific evaluation of those methods, which is locked tight to the methods' universal and sole focus on bishops' Questions. The radical interdependence of Questions, Science, and Competition is another very important concept that current reform efforts miss.

One effect of explicit attention to the essential interdependence of the three elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method is that terms such as 'good teacher' can take on a precise meaning. According to the Bishops Teaching Children approach, a 'good teacher' has only one definition: someone who delivers the curriculum set by the local ordinary using the objectively established best methods. There are no additional 'private' or bureaucratic or 'expert' definitions of 'good teacher,' and even objective criteria unrelated to actual student learning are relegated to the background.

This also means that, as better methods are developed and proved, the definition of 'good teacher' also changes. When a diocese implements the Bishops Teaching Children method, a 'good teacher' abandons old practices in favor of new ones, as soon as (but not before) objective evidence warrants it.

In keeping with the overall crudity of the Bishops Teaching Children method and its utter refusal to dignify the role of 'teacher' beyond that due any other service to persons, these 'good teachers' abandon their old practices if warranted, because they know they will lose their jobs if they don't.

In actuality, the Bishops Teaching Children method is even more crude in its educational philosophy. It has no opinion about which teaching approach will turn out to be superior to rivals, joins no debate regarding 'progressive' or 'traditional' or any other pedagogy, and is totally incurious about why a particular method happens to work better than its competitors. All it cares about is funneling more money to the methods which - for whatever reason - help the children best learn exactly what the local ordinary wishes them to learn.

If wearing a clown suit, standing on your head, and teaching children about their faith while drinking a glass of water is more effective at teaching exactly what the bishop wants taught than any rival method, then the Bishops Teaching Children method is all for it, and never cares a whit why it works.

Caring about why it works is for people who want to make a profit from that knowledge.

Now, that's crude.

This brings up a very important point. The Bishops Teaching Children method's complete lack of curiosity about educational methods of course also means that, when a local ordinary uses the Bishops Teaching Children approach to religious education, he does not need to know a single thing about educational methods, either. He does not even have to be the least bit curious about them. He can be just as blankly incurious about educational theories and methods as the Bishops Teaching Children method itself.

The local ordinary never once need have an opinion on, or even wonder about, pedagogies, instructional materials, theories of cognition and learning, etc. All he needs to know is what he is sacramentally competent to know and to 'hand on' - the faith of the whole Catholic Church. All he needs to do is present the children with bishops' Questions and make sure the money reliably flows toward methods that do the best job of preparing the children to answer them.

The Bishops Teaching Children method really, actually allows the local ordinary to directly and personally exercise his sacramental and moral responsibility as chief teacher of the diocese - and it doesn't at all require that he turn himself into an educational 'expert.'

If he uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, educational 'expertise' is only necessary for people who want to figure out how to deliver to the children of his diocese the ability to answer his Questions.

There are certain advantages to the thoroughgoing crudity of the Bishops Teaching Children method, and this appears to be one of them.

In order to encourage stiff Competition based entirely on the better and better teaching of what the local ordinary wants taught, carefully selected Scientific samples of up to five percent per year of religious education in the diocese will use experimental methods proposed by business competitors.

This is a way to engineer in a bit of wild entrepreneurship, while maintaining responsibility to all students. A big educational publisher, or even a very small entrepreneur with a great new idea, can get his idea tested in the real world by rigorous Science. If the new idea is good enough, measurable improvement will be evident even in a relatively small sample, and money will soon begin to flow toward the company, let the chips fall where they may. If dramatic improvements in student knowledge have the side effect that a big publisher goes broke and a tiny company makes a killing, well, that's business.

At the same time, any individual religious education program will have to undertake an 'experimental' program at most a few times in twenty years, while all students in the diocese receive the benefit of instructional methods that are rigorously and continuously tested by Science, do not survive unless they are superior to rivals, and continue to be challenged by other methods in a vigorous and ongoing Competition of ideas.

As stated above, the outline of Ignaz Semmelweiss's story can not be eradicated from human history. There is no ready-made and always available 'technique' that will infallibly tell us when our present habits of thought and action need to be kept, or to be changed.

Moreover, our human condition is not only finite, but also fallen. However, we can occasionally mitigate some of the effects of both our limitations and our sinfulness, and the Bishops Teaching Children method does that.

What would maternal mortality rates have looked like in Vienna and Prague if monies had flowed to obstetric hospitals and clinics with low maternal mortality rates, and away from those with high rates? To repeat, even a professor knows how to count the money in his own pocket. Ignaz Semmelweiss, discredited physician and doomed prophet, might well have become Ignaz Semmelweiss, esteemed physician and successful entrepreneur, doing well by doing good - and would we have complained?

By engineering entrepreneurship into a system resolutely focused on teaching exactly what the local ordinary wants taught, the Bishops Teaching Children method will mitigate at least some of the more egregious current abuses of 'expertise,' though of course, nothing will ever eliminate them entirely, if only because there is no instant or automatic way of seeing a habit as an 'abuse.'

Endnote 9 of Chapter 2 pointed out that Competition only improves things if what is 'wanted' is specific enough. In the United States, what is 'wanted' regarding schooling is still usually a grab-bag of half-stated, vague, unmeasurable, contradictory, or unachievable ideas.

Even worse, in the United States, a 'competitive' climate focused on unspecific and contradictory 'wants' has actually allowed a kind of educational Gresham's Law, in which very nice-sounding but vague, unmeasurable, and ineffective progressivist agendas are allowed to trump humbler and more specific goals. (Gresham's Law states that "bad money drives out good.") After all, all else being equal, who wouldn't prefer to 'prepare students for life,' 'build the Church,' and create 'a value-centered Catholic experience'?

Since adhering to nice-sounding progressivist agendas has never been shown to work as well as rival pedagogies, this ironically creates a kind of competitive pressure toward a downward educational spiral, as schools feel a need to introduce progressivist rhetoric and methods in order to stay attractive to parents, and professionally 'current.'

However, the above analysis of the 'Standards' movement shows that even the presence of clear and specific goals is not enough for competitive improvement, and further, that the proclamation of 'Standards' risks eventual vigorous opposition or total indifference from nearly everyone, if many students can not meet the standards, even when they try.

Competition of methods to teach a single curriculum, the key to improvements, have to be locked to a graduated system of rewards and punishments, and the bar raised for students only after competitive improvements in methods make that warranted.

Knowing this, the Bishops Teaching Children method locks the entire religious education system in a diocese, especially including all methods, into 'wanting' to answer the bishops' yearly Questions, and locks the local ordinary into 'wanting' something specific enough - improved ability to answer his Questions - to make improvement through vigorous Competition among methods achievable.

Next, what was also said in Endnote 9 of Chapter 2 should be reiterated here. Religious education has no connection whatever either to 'catechesis' or to 'moral development,' except by the sacramental activity of the Lord himself through the Holy Spirit.

First of all, the Eucharist makes the Church, [CCC 1396] not religious education. The Bishops Teaching Children method asks bishops to please take that seriously, and provides a way for them to do so. Second, not only is morality largely caught, not taught, but also, the Bishops Teaching Children method only works if religious education is as humble as dirt. (To say it again, this is not to excuse even a single unkind or inhumane practice in schooling, but rather to stress that all social institutions share equally, but also, only mediatively, in the task of moral development).

Bad behavior should be discouraged, and good behavior encouraged, as vigorously during religious education as at football practice or in the home, and information about what is right and what is wrong is mildly - but only mildly - helpful to the actual practice of virtue, but any romantic or otherwise grand pretensions about the project of religious education is a straight waste. Such pretensions always impede the ability to make adults accountable for the outcomes of schooling, and in addition always impede the ability of children to learn.

According to the Bishops Teaching Children method, religious education, humble as dirt, focuses solely on intellectual knowledge of the faith.

The second aspect of the Bishops Teaching Children method's refusal to be grand is that it refuses to be grand about what intellectual knowledge really is. Which is to say, while it blissfully avoids any theorizing about educational methods, it is nonetheless explicitly anti-progressivist regarding bishops' Questions. That is, for the Bishops Teaching Children method to exist, all bishops' Questions must have their basis in specific content, and in particular, in the specific content of the Catechism of the Catholic Church.

The technical nature of bishops' Questions and how they can be developed is matter for the next chapter, but here it should be emphasized that it is a progressivist myth, with no basis in science, that a generic or abstract 'understanding' exists and can be taught. Inevitably, intellectual understanding is bound up with specific content. No other kind of intellectual understanding is possible for human beings.

It is impossible, for example, to teach students a generic, abstract skill of how to find the main point of a paragraph, for the simple reason that no generic, abstract paragraph has ever been written, or could even be written. Paragraphs - and the truths of the faith - are always about specific matter, and that fact, it turns out, can never be ignored, if teachers want to be successful.

It is of course not true that advanced thinking is impeded by 'too much' study of specific content. Educational progressivists nearly always put the word 'facts' with the word 'mere.' Actually, the term 'mere facts' in itself is unobjectionable, since it correctly implies that knowledge of facts with no knowledge of the relationships between them is not advanced understanding.

The problem arises, not because progressivists understand facts as a necessary but not sufficient cause of deep understanding, but rather because they understand specific content as largely irrelevant to, or even as actively impairing, deep understanding, or, as progressivists sometimes term it, 'higher-order thinking skills.'

They then criticize the learning of specific content with derisive terms such as 'rote learning,' to emphasize that such learning should be dispensed with quickly, so that 'deeper,' more interesting, more 'holistic,' more 'authentic,' and more relevant instruction can commence.

To the contrary, without specific facts, 'advanced' thinking is simply uninformed opinion. Moreover, specific content is not like jam on toast, nice if it suits your taste but dispensable. It is more like the flour in the bread, an essential ingredient from the beginning.

Similarly, bishops' Questions that are not consciously grounded in specific content will not elicit deeper thinking, but only encourage vagueness. Indeed, one of the fundamental and crucial differences between expert and novice thinking is that experts have command of a broad range of facts relevant to the particular case.

More discussion than this risks boring the choir or further antagonizing the invincibly ignorant, and so is fruitless. However, an example of a relatively simple and a more advanced Question will be given here, so that it can be seen that Questions founded in the specific content of the Catechism can probe both 'mere facts' and more advanced understanding.

One of the sacraments is

a. Holy Oils

b. Holy Orders

c. Holy Water

By the sacrament of Holy Orders a man ordained a bishop becomes a minister who

a. acts as the delegate of the worshiping community at Holy Mass and other sacraments

b. acts in the person of Christ and makes visible the presence of Christ as head of the Church

c. serves as a special symbol of the love all Catholics have for each other and for the poor

Take a deep breath, and get ready for something amazing. Another feature of the Bishops Teaching Children method, and one implicit in the above sample questions, should be mentioned. The technical term for the incorrect answers on a multiple-choice test is 'distractors.' Distractors must be plausible but definitely wrong answers.

Thus, when bishops write Questions, every single distractor they write will have the amazing characteristic of being accidental or even material heresy. Thus, every single Question bishops write is an opportunity for the local ordinary not only to directly probe the understanding of all the children in the diocese, but also to directly defend, protect, and guide it.

This above all distinguishes the Bishops Teaching Children method from, for example, memorizing the Baltimore Catechism. The focus is entirely on answering bishops' Questions. Therefore, students must not only know what the answer is; they must also know what the answer is not. They must recognize that the distractors are distractors - incorrect, perhaps even materially heretical, responses. Questions automatically encourage teaching methods and materials that develop students' ability to see relationships and make distinctions, even when, as in the first sample Question, all a student must do is tell the difference between a sacrament and a sacramental.

Also, when they write Questions, bishops can certainly explicitly use them to defend and protect against heresies or misunderstandings common to the culture or the diocese. If an ordinary is aware that, because of cultural or other circumstances, a particular distractor might appear especially 'plausible,' he can certainly use it in a Question, and watch as Competition helps him reduce its intellectual plausibility with the children of his diocese over time.

Further, if a local ordinary decides to release his yearly Questions publicly after the students have answered them, explaining why the distractors were incorrect, he has an additional opportunity to directly teach all the children in his diocese. (Unfortunately this laudable strategy ultimately creates a huge amount of extra work for bishops - a detail that will be explained in the next chapter - and thus might have to be passed up as a practical matter).

Moreover, since Competition will be based directly on bishops' Questions, a local ordinary not only can keep careful track of the orthodoxy of student learning, he can virtually be guaranteed that continual efforts to improve the orthodoxy of student learning will be made by business competitors.

Given enough information, careful Science will even be able to let a bishop know if orthodoxy is being subverted in some way, and who is subverting it. It is likely that his willing partners in this ferreting-out will be educational publishers, who stand to lose financially if their programs are successfully subverted.

By using the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, a bishop is in direct control of and has direct responsibility for both the content and the orthodoxy of what Roman Catholic children in his diocese actually learn. In effect, by asking Questions, monitoring with Science, and rewarding or punishing the methods of schooling through Competition, a bishop eliminates the middleman, and personally prompts the creation of effective curriculums and texts for religious education. The Competitive process itself, and not any one person or expert, in effect creates the curriculums, texts, and methods the bishop thinks are best.

Almost as a mere side effect, the entire American Catholic religious education bureaucracy, both religious educators and theologians, is completely circumvented. There may be little or no need for its assistance, since Competition among religious education publishers will soon begin to drive the instruction and training of catechists and the development of educational materials, in which the current bureaucracy has no demonstrable technical expertise to begin with.

Indeed, it is difficult to imagine any role left for that bureaucracy to play. In the first place, the Bishops Teaching Children method focuses all religious education on answering bishops' Questions. By doing so, it allows the local ordinary to directly exercise his sacramental and apostolic character and moral responsibility as chief teacher. Since his teaching can now in effect be conveyed to all students directly, there is no need for others to 'interpret' it for him.

When it seemed completely impossible for the local ordinary to exercise his teaching role directly, the idea of the bishop as chief teacher could, practically speaking, only be given lip service even by the most loyal. As a result there was plenty of room for religious educators and theologians to assume the office of teacher or even to reserve it to themselves, 'assisting' their ordinary in a manner they themselves would define.

The lack of practical opportunity for the local ordinary to be the chief teacher also allowed, perhaps even in practice supported, arguments that a particular kind of expertise, whether technical or theological, was the necessary and sufficient cause of Catholic religious education, instead of a particular sacramental character possessed ex opere operato by the local church in union with the whole Catholic Church, and a particular sacramental and apostolic character possessed ex opere operato by a bishop alone as the chief teacher of the local church.

What 'technical' objections to the procedures of the Bishops Teaching Children method could be raised, the solution of which would require the continued ministrations of the present religious education bureaucracy?

The Bishops Teaching Children method focuses all instruction in the diocese on answering bishops' Questions, based on the specific content of the Catechism of the Catholic Church. 'Technical' arguments that specific content is not fundamental to intellectual understanding, or that elegant and probing multiple-choice tests can not be devised to measure that understanding, are progressivist, not scientific, exercises, 7* and, even if true, do not justify a bureaucracy's continued existence.

'Religious' arguments that intellectual understanding is not the sole purpose of religious education are, as this chapter has shown, not 'religious' but progressivist, and therefore also scientifically naive and in practice harmful to learning. Again, even if the claim were true, it would not justify a bureaucracy's continued existence. That existence would be justified only if the bureaucracy could establish that a) 'moral development' or 'a caring attitude,' or whatever goal beyond intellectual understanding it wanted to define is the name of a 'subject' that can be taught in a 'religion' class, and b) objectively it can teach such a 'subject' better than any and all competitors.

A claim that the Catechism of the Catholic Church is not a sound basis for bishops' Questions is refuted by the Catechism itself, as is a claim that a religious education expert or a theologian is better qualified than the local ordinary to 'hand on' the faith of the apostles.

Further, as was adverted to above and as will be explained further in the next chapter, the writing of 'good' Questions requires very little technical expertise in question-construction.

Constructing 'good' multiple-choice questions is largely a matter of writing many, many questions, and seeing which ones work. Even very experienced question writers expect many surprises. Questions thought clear may turn out to be obscure to test-takers; ones thought discriminating will instead be answered correctly (or incorrectly) by nearly all. In short, writing 'good' questions is largely a process of writing many questions, and then trial-and-error.

What is really required of question writers is that they know their subject and are willing to keep writing questions until trial-and-error identifies enough 'good' ones. These requirements the local ordinary can readily fulfill.

Thus, the local ordinary alone is sacramentally competent to direct the Bishops Teaching Children method, he possesses the practical competence necessary to direct it, and the Bishops Teaching Children method appears to be a technically and sacramentally sound method of exercising his apostolic authority and moral responsibility as chief teacher. Further, it appears that a bishop does not require either technical or theological assistance from the present religious education bureaucracy in order to use the methods and structure of the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Of course, there would be no particular role for the current religious education bureaucracy as the originator or promulgator of religious education methods and materials either, since religious education monies would now flow only toward objectively measurable effectiveness at answering bishops' Questions, and no longer toward 'credentials,' 'experience,' or toward curriculums or methods those with such credentials and experience would prefer. Members of the current religious education bureaucracy would at best simply become individual competitors in a now level playing field. If they succeeded in such a climate, it would be solely because they happened to be the entrepreneurs best at doing exactly what the local ordinary desired.

Further, by using the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, a bishop and his diocese would cause the death of all vague, unsubstantiated religious education 'expertise,' and encourage genuine, measurable expertise to emerge regarding religious education in the diocese. Moreover, such expertise would emerge within a Competitive framework in which improvements always serve as the new minimum standard for further Competition.

In a nutshell, that is the Bishops Teaching Children method - Questions, Science, and Competition - and why it will work. It works because it has three elements - just many enough to work, not too many to keep track of. It works because it is crude. It works because it is crudely and entirely focused on bishops' Questions and nothing else. It works because it turns crudeness into a subtle system of feedbacks, rewards, and punishments. It works by turning our daily vices into daily virtues. It gives everyone solidly coarse, trivial, unromantic, daily reasons to teach all the children of the diocese as much as possible about exactly what their bishop wishes them to learn.
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Chapter 5

Questions, Science, Competition

Questions

It is no part of the Church's proclamation that intellectual pursuits - of any kind - are a privileged way to Christ. After all, the Devil himself knows the identity of the Holy One of God. [Lk 4:33-34] The Devil himself is quite able to cite passages in Scripture. [Mt 4:1-11] One could easily say that the Devil has a very advanced knowledge of 'religion.'

Yet, in keeping with the proper humility of religious education, Questions written by bishops are exclusively concerned with intellectual knowledge of the faith. Children get no extra points if they love their mothers or are kind to strangers, or even if they receive the sacraments of Penance and Eucharist frequently.

Except by the grace of God, religious education can not directly bring about any of those goods - it can not make the Church. To be successful, religious education needs to be resolutely as humble as dirt. It must not pretend, even for a minute, that it has competence either to judge or to directly develop any spiritual and moral qualities, but only intellectual ones.

When a student learns, he learns as himself. His moral and sacramental nature is engaged, just as surely as his intellectual nature is. Indirectly, therefore, his moral and sacramental nature may be developed by schooling, but only in the same way that his moral and sacramental nature may be developed by football practice or helping with the dishes.

In each case, there is an opportunity for the person to develop his moral nature and to find God, but no special opportunity for moral or spiritual development exists in a class whose subject happens to be 'religion' rather than 'football.' (To say it again, this is not to excuse even a single unkind or inhumane practice in schooling, but rather to stress that all social institutions share equally, but also, only mediatively, in the task of moral development).

Religious education needs to take these irritating and simple truths seriously, at every step. On the one hand, if it rejects its exclusive focus on intellectual knowledge of the faith, it pretends to be what it is not. The Eucharist makes the Church, not religious education, and moral development is largely caught, not taught, mostly shaped mediatively in and through daily social interactions of all kinds, and very little (though a little) by direct instruction.

On the other hand, if religious education pretends that intellectual knowledge of the faith is a privileged or more certain path to salvation, then it confronts the minor problem that the Devil himself has a great amount of 'religious knowledge.'

Religious education's job is a humble one, but it is a humble job that it can do. Religious education can develop in students an intellectual understanding of the faith.

Furthermore, bishops' Questions can probe the nature and extent of that intellectual knowledge, especially if the Questions are put to students within a standardized multiple-choice format. The remainder of this chapter is an extended, and occasionally, technical, outline of how bishops can write Questions in that format.

‘Standardized’

The term 'standardized' has a definite meaning within psychometrics, the field that studies testing. It refers to a test in which the score is not dependent on who is doing the grading.

Obviously, once the real meaning of 'standardized' is known, it is easy to see why we would want bishops' Questions to be 'standardized'. If both Bobby and Betty give identical answers to bishops' Questions, we certainly would want them both to receive the same score, regardless of who happened to be grading their separate answer sheets.

Multiple-Choice Tests: Myths Debunked

Most people understand that a major cost of testing is grading the tests after they have been answered, and therefore can appreciate that multiple-choice tests, which can be machine-scored, are considerably cheaper to grade. Further, most people can quickly be convinced that it would be impossible even to conduct large-scale tests if human beings had to grade each separate answer sheet. Imagine paying an army of people to grade 100,000 tests!

What most people do not realize, however, is that, for probing intellectual knowledge, good, standardized multiple-choice tests are considerably more reliable and more fair than most testing alternatives, and are substantially as reliable and as fair as the most expensive testing methods.

Although superficially it seems to go against common sense that one particular 'cheaper' method of testing is actually about as reliable and fair as the most expensive version, we should first consider that many cheap tests are barely worth the paper they're printed on. That is, one kind of cheap test (multiple-choice) - not all cheap tests - can be virtually as good at testing intellectual knowledge as any test we know how to devise, no matter how much we spend.

Multiple-choice tests actually represent something every American treasures: an actual bargain - high value for much less money. Since the idea that a cheaper test could be as good or better than an expensive one does superficially violate common sense, and since it strenuously violates the persistent claims of large segments of the American educational establishment, multiple-choice tests have undergone rigorous scientific scrutiny over many years. The results, for those not religiously committed to the claims and 'research' of educational progressivists, are unequivocal. Although low-quality multiple-choice tests certainly do exist, high-quality multiple-choice tests can be devised, and they are an actual bargain - high value, even the highest value, for much less money.

For reasons that are still not completely clear, the multiple-choice format can function as elegantly as a haiku or a sonnet. We do not imagine that a haiku is unable to touch something deep in us because it is 'limited' to seventeen syllables, or complain that all sonnets are invariably 'inauthentic' and 'lifeless' because they must follow a fixed meter and rhyme, and be exactly fourteen lines long.

Yet that is exactly the kind of thing many people say about all multiple-choice tests.

It definitely is possible to write a ludicrously inane haiku, or a sonnet so stilted and lifeless that the word 'amateurish' hardly suggests the travesty. It is just as possible to write truly bad multiple-choice questions. Yet in all three cases it is not true that the form itself makes meaning and depth impossible.

In fact, we can relish the opportunities provided by the form of the multiple-choice question, almost in the way that a poet might relish the opportunities provided by the form of the haiku or the sonnet.

That, of course, is wildly exaggerating the intellectual and emotional thrill of writing a good multiple-choice question, but there is no doubt that it is not that easy to write a good one. Writing good multiple-choice questions requires a pronounced grasp of the subject, knowledge of how to phrase questions so as to avoid confusions and misunderstandings, a modicum of ingenuity, the ability to write clearly and cleanly, and a real teacher's sense of the genuine but plausible errors that might be made in the particular context set by each question.

Having established that 'standardizing' bishops' Questions is something we definitely want to do, and having at least suggested that the form of multiple-choice tests has nothing to do with whether they are relevant, probing, and deep, it seems right to at least mention that there is no substantive basis for the other charges made by educational progressivists against the kind of standardized multiple-choice format that would be used for bishops' Questions.

As is customary within educational progressivism, an entire cottage industry exists within it to continually repeat these anti-testing claims and to do and cite 'research' that substantiates them, but in fact all substantive progressivist objections to standardized multiple-choice tests have been answered by repeated and numerous scientific investigations.

In his important book The Schools We Need And Why We Don't Have Them, E.D. Hirsch, Jr. devotes an entire chapter ("Test Evasion") 1* to standardized multiple-choice tests.

In that chapter, he examines and answers the charges that multiple-choice tests

· Don't tap higher-order or real-world skills

· Encourage passivity and rote learning

· Have caused the decline in higher-order skills

· Are unfairly biased against certain groups, and indeed have contributed to the inequities they reflect

Interested readers can refer to that book for relevant scientific citations and argument. Here, a few words may suffice.

"Don't tap higher-order or real-world skills" needs to be changed to "Don't necessarily tap higher-order or real-world skills." However, "Can't tap higher-order or real-world skills" is flatly false.

"Encourage passivity and rote learning" is answered in a similar manner.

"Have caused the decline in higher-order skills" - blaming the messenger.

"Are unfairly biased against certain groups, and indeed have contributed to the inequities they reflect" - ditto. The differences in scholastic achievement among groups are real.

What the differences in test scores actually show, therefore, is that the application of current American educational theory and methods, bad for all, has its worst effect on children who lack advantages such as the 'right' race or class, or in other words, that educational 'progressivism' is profoundly anti-progressive in its effects.

No wonder educational progressivists don't like standardized tests. Those tests consistently show that schooling children according to the theories and methods of educational progressivism does not narrow, or even widens, the academic gap between races and between rich and poor.

So, the form bishops' Questions will take will be standardized multiple-choice, but that says nothing about how probing, relevant, deep, and elegant those Questions can be. What could be concluded about sonnets from the knowledge that both I, and Shakespeare, have written one?

The wonderful difference between multiple-choice questions and sonnets is that, unlike writing sonnets, someone like me can learn the rudiments of how to write a good multiple-choice question, and then I can let trial-and-error hone my effort until it becomes an objectively good question.

The Broad Picture

The rudiments of how to write bishops' Questions will be discussed a little later in this chapter, but for now it might be good to see the broader picture in six main points.

1. On or about the feast of Pentecost each year, all Catholic children in the diocese - each and every one, in Catholic school or not - must take a multiple-choice standardized test, consisting of Questions written by a bishop of the Catholic Church, probing the extent of the student's intellectual knowledge of the Catechism of the Catholic Church.

2. The test should be in four parts, corresponding to the four parts of the Catechism of the Catholic Church.

3. On the test, all students, including the very youngest, must answer a series of progressively harder questions until they either 'test to failure' or establish that they have a defined adult minimum mastery of the matter of each of the four parts of the Catechism.

4. The test should be extensive enough that the amount of knowledge each child possesses of each part of the Catechism can be determined with good precision.

5. Every single Question must be written either by the local ordinary himself, or by another bishop of the Catholic Church, and it must be known by all that only bishops wrote the Questions. It must be absolutely clear to all that each and every Question resulted from the direct exercise of the episcopal office.

6. At least at present the Catechism of the Catholic Church must serve as the direct basis of all Questions, and no impulse to frame Questions to teach 'beyond' the Catechism should be indulged. The reasons for this are given below.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is highly intrusive ('transparent'). It gives both the local ordinary and the entire local church a great deal of power, a power that can be abused as well as used, as outside the sacraments "the minister leaves human traces that are not always signs of fidelity to the Gospel and consequently can harm the apostolic fruitfulness of the Church." [CCC 1550]

Further, the transparency intrinsic to the Bishops Teaching Children method enables many others, including both friends and enemies of the local church or the whole Catholic Church, to readily determine the extent of students' knowledge of the faith. This can be a great source of benefit to the local church and even a means of evangelization, but it should be noted that with this knowledge those others also will possess additional power, which, like all human power, can be used both for good and for ill. Such risks can be assumed with a glad heart only if it is clear that their assumption is part of the expression of the sacramental character of the local church and the sacramental and apostolic character of the local ordinary as chief teacher.

Furthermore, the writing of Questions, and the Bishops Teaching Children method itself, are not to be taken as exhausting either the local ordinary's apostolic office as chief teacher or the sacramental character of the entire local church to evangelize and to teach. Other, far less intrusive forms and structures for teaching can readily co-exist alongside the Bishops Teaching Children method, if the bishop and the local church desire it. These forms would seem to be on their face more appropriate for teachings that, while considered pastorally or locally appropriate and perhaps no less valid, are not the proclamation of the whole Catholic Church. [also, see the discussion on 'intrusive' in the next chapter.]

For all these reasons it seems right that, when using the Bishops Teaching Children method, the ordinary should be able to prove unequivocally that his apostolic authority as chief teacher is being exercised solely to hand on intellectual knowledge of the universal faith of the Catholic Church to those in his diocese. Therefore, at least at present, ordinary prudence appears to dictate basing Questions solely on the Catechism itself.

The Rudiments of Writing Questions

As suggested just above, at least for now, 'intellectual knowledge of the faith' ought to be a term identical in meaning to 'intellectual knowledge of the Catechism.' Thus, 'all' should learn 'as much as possible' about what is taught and proclaimed in the Catechism.

Criterion-Referenced

Paradoxically, students can not learn 'as much as possible' until a minimum standard is set. Until a lower limit for success is clearly defined, 'as much as possible' risks devolving into 'whatever the present system of religious education happens to accomplish.'

The technical term for examinations that pre-define a minimum standard is criterion-referenced. Another alternative is normative examinations, otherwise known as 'grading on the curve.' There are sometimes reasons to use normative examinations, but the fact remains that on normative examinations, as long as everyone else has even less knowledge than you, you can always remain 'above average,' no matter how little you know.

Bishops' Questions must be criterion-referenced. That is, the writing of Questions must focus on ascertaining whether 'all' have demonstrably reached a reasonable minimum adult knowledge of the Catechism in all four of its parts.

Criterion-referenced Questions do exactly what is needed for the Bishops Teaching Children method to work correctly: they focus the entire system of religious education in a diocese on what needs to be known, rather than on what needs to be taught, or on how it is taught.

To say it plainly, the Bishops Teaching Children method is, of its very nature, completely incurious about either curriculums or teaching methods. All it cares about is the ultimate goal of religious education, adult-level minimum mastery of all four parts of the Catechism.

Both curriculums and teaching methods are merely means to a goal - adult-level knowledge. The current system of religious education at very least diminishes the importance of this irrefutable fact. The Bishops Teaching Children method, with criterion-referenced Questions, makes that fact crystal clear to everyone, year after year.

Moreover, the Bishops Teaching Children method, with criterion-referenced Questions, has the proper sacramental foundation. No local ordinary need be an expert in curriculums or methods to use it. He need not decide what is the 'appropriate' age to introduce certain subject matter. He need not even be curious about such things. However, by sacramental ordination and apostolic authority he is competent to 'hand on' what should be known and to monitor whether it is known, and that is exactly what he does in his yearly Questions.

Testing to Adult Minimal Competence

Thus, the primary goal of Questions for students of any age is not to establish that they have 'mastered the material appropriate to their grade' but far rather, to ascertain whether they have attained minimally-competent adult knowledge in all four parts of the Catechism. This, after all, is the whole purpose of their religious education, and thus bishops' Questions should monitor it directly.

In the yearly Questions, therefore, all students, including the very youngest, must answer a series of progressively harder questions until they either 'test to failure' or establish that they have a defined minimum mastery of the matter of each of the four parts of the Catechism.

Bishops' Questions should focus on adult minimal mastery not only because that is, after all, the goal and purpose of religious education, but also because it presents Competitors with the most incisive climate for thorough Competition. Why put artificial limits on the ambition and imagination of Competitors?

If a Competitor is able to demonstrate that, using his methods and curriculum, sixty per cent of children can attain minimal adult mastery of all four parts of the Catechism by the end of eighth grade, why shouldn't bishops' Questions make it easy for him to establish that? The obvious and easy way to see if any or all students, in the eighth grade, the twelfth grade, or the first grade, have demonstrated minimal adult mastery of the Catechism, is to ask students to try to demonstrate that.

The Bishops Teaching Children method has no theory about the best way to get students to that point. To the contrary, it is constitutionally incurious about methods and curriculums. All it cares about is where students end up. It has no interest in how or even when they get there. Establishing the methods and curriculums that get all students to adult minimal mastery of the Catechism as quickly as possible is the (literal) business of Competitors only.

For these and for many other reasons, bishops' yearly Questions should focus on assessing each students' 'test to failure' point in each of the four parts of the Catechism.

A Bishop Must Determine Adult Minimal Competence, But Never a Curriculum

Thus, in marked contrast to the current system of religious education, the Bishops Teaching Children method sets no grade-by-grade curriculum for Competitors to follow. Instead, it is exclusively and incessantly curious about the sole goal of religious education, which is not methods and curriculums, but minimal adult mastery of the Catechism by 'all' the children of the local church.

Bishops qua bishops are not authorities in how to develop a carefully-sequenced curriculum that provably brings all the children of the local church to adult mastery of the Catechism as efficiently as possible. Indeed, the Bishops Teaching Children method argues that such 'expertise' is never established by anyone's 'credentials,' but only by rigorous Competition in the real world.

Thus, if bishops should set a grade-by-grade curriculum, they would range not only far outside their own sacramental competence, but also far outside anyone's actual practical competence. Even the best Competitors will forever only have theories about what might work most effectively. These still have to be tested against each other in fair Competition, and at any rate are only 'better' in a provisional sense. At any moment, a Competitor can prove himself to be even better than the current 'better,' and that is the way it should be.

At best, then, a bishop who presumes to set a grade-by-grade curriculum is deferring to his own educational theory, or to that of his advisors, as if he or his advisors were some kind of privileged Competitor with special knowledge others lack. None of this has anything to do with 'handing on' the faith of the whole Catholic Church.

On the other hand, a bishop is qualified to 'hand on' that faith, and as chief teacher is authorized to monitor 'all' the children's intellectual knowledge of it.

Also, the children of a diocese are going to be much better protected by the Bishops Teaching Children method, which focuses its rewards and punishments not on prima facie adherence to a curriculum but solely on results; that is, on how much Competitors have increased the number of children in the diocese who have achieved minimal adult competence in the Catechism. 2*
To repeat, the Bishops Teaching Children method is radically incurious about curriculums and methods. The practical reason for this lack of curiosity is that opinions about curriculums and methods pre-limit the imagination and ambition of Competitors. As a purely practical matter, that will hurt far more children than it will help.

However, the real or sacramental reason to preserve constitutional incuriosity about curriculums and methods is that even the tiniest particle of such curiosity goes well beyond both a bishop's apostolic authority and the sacramental character of the local church. A bishop qua bishop has precisely nothing to say about curriculums and methods. This belongs to the essential freedom of the faithful, and of Competitors.

However, One Prima Facie Evaluation is Needed

Nonetheless, within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, there is still a role for prima facie evaluation. Before becoming part of ongoing Competition, curriculums and methods should be checked for prima facie consistency with the Catechism. Such evaluation would serve as the equivalent of the initial toxicology tests that the U.S. Food and Drug Administration requires for new drugs. When a parish is required by the local ordinary to take up an experimental curriculum and method a few times every twenty years in the interests of preserving the modicum of wild entrepreneurship that is essential to continued stiff Competition, the parish is at least entitled to the assurance that nothing explicitly contrary to the faith will be taught, and that all four parts of the Catechism will be taught.

Where to Begin

The Catechism is a big book. Imagine a bishop, determined to use the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, alone in his study for the first time with a blank piece of paper and a copy of the Catechism. He knows his job as bishop is to write Questions. How should he proceed?

As stated, his focus should be on Questions that establish 'minimally competent' adult intellectual knowledge of the Catechism. (Further insight into how he might select Questions which, taken as a whole, set the standard of adult 'minimal competence,' is given shortly.)

Second, his Questions should focus on each of the Catechism's four parts: the profession of faith, the sacraments of faith, the life of faith, and prayer in the life of faith.

Thus, from the beginning it should be understood and emphasized that the four parts of the Catechism make up an organic unity, each part reflecting on and adding to the whole, and thus Questions should test student knowledge in all four parts, to the neglect of none of them.

Where to begin? A bishop can begin to organize his Question writing, if he wishes, with reference to the 'In Brief' summaries at the end of each thematic unit. The Catechism itself rather lamely suggests that these sections "may suggest to local catechists brief summary formulae that could be memorized." [CCC 22] We should perhaps all be grateful that neither the Catholic faith, nor the Bishops Teaching Children method, requires even a single bishop to be an educational 'expert.'

In fact, the 'In Brief' summaries can have a rather more important purpose - they can help to organize bishops' thoughts as they write Questions. Questions that do not at least cover the matter directly summarized in the 'In Brief' sections may not be adequate to a bishop's apostolic task.

Nor (more subtly) may Questions be adequate which, in their overall import, do not seem to regard the 'In Brief' sections as summing up "the essentials of that unit's teaching in condensed formulae." [CCC 22] Questions that address other teachings while down-playing those covered in these summaries may not adequately represent the Catechism to students.

In sum, bishops have already at hand at least a first approximation of the knowledge all minimally-competent Catholic adults should possess about the Catechism in the 'In Brief' sections of the Catechism itself.

Only the Bishop Can Determine the Definition of Minimal Competence

A brief mention needs to be made of a crucial, and rather technical, feature of criterion-referenced exams. As is shown below, all questions on criterion-referenced exams need to be relatively discriminating. Even so, 'good' Questions will still vary in difficulty. There will be a range of difficulty among the Questions.

There are some things that the bishop would not expect every single ‘minimally competent’ person to know, but he would expect some of them to know. On the other hand, there are some things he might expect that virtually every ‘minimally competent’ person would know.

So, a bishop might decide that only 60 percent of persons he would consider to be ‘minimally competent’ would be able to answer a particular Question. On the other hand, he might decide that 95 percent of people he would consider to be ‘minimally competent’ would be able to answer another particular Question.

No panel of 'experts' can decide this for a bishop. The bishop alone is competent to decide this percentage, and he and he alone must decide it, for each and every Question.

 The Bishops Teaching Children method is at pains to emphasize this again and again: bishops alone are sacramentally competent to decide what 'adult minimal competence' in the Catechism is. When a bishop uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, he defines what 'adult minimal competence' in the Catechism is not only by what Questions he writes, but also by what percentage of persons that he would consider to be ‘minimally competent’ would answer each Question correctly.

Both steps are thus a direct exercise of the local ordinary’s apostolic authority and sacramental competence, and are not within the competence of any other human being except another bishop. Furthermore, the local ordinary, as the ordinary of the local church, typically exercises his apostolic authority and sacramental competence in this regard without encumbrance even from other bishops, though of course he may consult with them as he deems appropriate.

Once the bishop has written all the Questions, and decided on the percentage of ‘minimally competent’ persons who would answer each one correctly, the Scientist can take this information and, using technical means, determine the ‘pass point’ for each yearly set of Questions. The ‘pass point’ is thus not an arbitrary figure that applies to every single yearly set of Questions, but only to a particular yearly set.

For instance, suppose a bishop decided that 95 percent of ‘minimally competent’ persons would be able to answer every single one of his Questions. Then the ‘pass point’ for that yearly set would obviously be 95 percent. If another yearly set contained a mix of Questions, some of which the local ordinary expected only 60 percent of ‘minimally competent’ persons to be able to answer, then the ‘pass point’ for that yearly set would obviously be lower than 95 percent. Each ‘pass point’ would be unique to the particular yearly set of Questions.

As Competitors improve methods and curriculums over time, it may even be that bishops would then raise the standard of 'minimal' adult competence. Twenty years from the introduction of the Bishops Teaching Children method, a bishop may decide that a level of knowledge once barely attainable for high school seniors, but now easily attained by eighth graders, no longer represents what should be minimal adult competence, and write, or weight, new Questions accordingly. In any case, it remains remarkable how perfectly the Catechism is suited to the Questions element of the Bishops Teaching Children method. 3*

Finally, it should be recalled that the Bishops Teaching Children method makes the yearly set of Questions ‘high stakes’ for responsible adults, but not for children. If a child has tried hard all year, beyond the fact that every single person in the world will know his score, absolutely nothing bad will happen to him when he answers the bishop’s yearly set of Questions. On the other hand, 'bad' things can indeed happen to hard-working, but ineffective, Competitors - they can lose their business. The local ordinary can set the standard for ‘adult minimal competence’ as high as he considers appropriate. It is up to Competitors to figure out how to get the children to that level.

When Using the Bishops Teaching Children Method, a Bishop Should Not Teach ‘Beyond’ the Catechism
Before delving further into Question-writing, it is well to stress another aspect of the constitutional humility of the Bishops Teaching Children method. While the Holy Father has declared the Catechism to be "a sure norm for teaching the faith," 4* and the Catechism "is conceived as an organic presentation of the Catholic faith in its entirety," [CCC 18, emphasis original] the Catechism almost certainly should not be taken as a mere set of 'logical' propositions, particularly if that is taken to mean, propositions whose interrelationships can 'logically' be derived immediately by any person whatever. To the contrary, interrelationships within the economy of salvation are instead worked out and developed in wonderful mystery within history in and through the Church's sacramental worship, and in and through the very bodies of the saints as they join in that eternal worship.

After all, the Catechism as a set of 'propositions' available to the manipulations of 'logic' makes a pre-existing, eternal, and universally available 'logic' the lord of everything, lord even of the Catechism, lord even of the living faith of the Church, a god which presumably we therefore ought to worship instead of the Most Holy Trinity. We need to take seriously St. Paul's plain statement that "the foolishness of God is wiser than men, and the weakness of God is stronger than men." [1 Cor 1:25]

The confidence of the Church, that she can understand her Lord, and understand more and more of Him, is unshakable, part of her very union with her Lord, the New Covenant itself. Yet clearly, much of the mystery of salvation remains obscure to men.

Bishops' Questions need to be at least as patient as the Church herself. Efforts to write 'advanced' Questions are laudable, and it is indeed possible to write 'advanced' or more sophisticated Questions, but bishops' Questions can not engage in speculative exercises, however 'logical,' since these are not what bishops are charged to 'hand on.'

As stated previously, the Bishops Teaching Children method is simply too intrusive and powerful to warrant such speculative Questions, however attractive they might seem. The Bishops Teaching Children method has its sacramental foundation in the sacramentally-ordered function of 'handing on.' It may be used for this, if a local ordinary and a local church wish.

The Bishops Teaching Children method could be used by the irresponsible to teach theology, or for a great many other purposes. It should not be used for any of these other purposes, even to teach theology. The intrusion into the freedom of the faithful is otherwise too great.

The faithful indeed may organize the schooling of children, in theology or in any other subject, with reference to mechanisms and structures similar to the Bishops Teaching Children method, but no one may disregard the essential difference between these and the Bishops Teaching Children method as implemented by a local ordinary and a local church, which is, the sacramental and apostolic foundation of that specific original version, a foundation that simply does not exist in any variant established for any other reason.

Which is to say, although the faithful have the freedom to build and use variants of the Bishops Teaching Children method to assist in the schooling of children in other matters, no bishop and no local church has any business imposing such a variant on anyone, however prudential or practical it may appear. Such an exercise would go well beyond the sacramental character of the local church, and well beyond the sacramental and apostolic authority of the local ordinary, and would therefore be a serious abuse of the essential dignity of the faithful. The Bishops Teaching Children method should be used by the local ordinary solely to teach to ‘all’ the faith the local church and the local ordinary profess in union with the whole Catholic Church.

In Brief:

So, bishops' Questions should deal with all four parts of the Catechism to the exclusion of none, they should, taken as a whole and within each part, characterize a standard of knowledge which represents an adult level of minimal competence, the 'In Brief' summaries are obvious starting and reference points to this end, but notwithstanding the above, bishops should take due care to avoid Questions that depend on intellectual knowledge that is not part of the profession of the whole Catholic Church.

Do Bishops Need Advanced Technical Training Before They Can Write Questions?

How should Questions be phrased? A recommended form for multiple-choice questions will be given shortly, but what of their content? Do bishops need to amass a great deal of technical knowledge, or go to school to learn how to write 'sophisticated' Questions, before they can write Questions?

The answer is no. In the first place, as long as bishops keep their Questions focused on two things: faithfully 'handing on' what the Catechism teaches in all four of its parts, and opposing heresies with all their might, again regarding all four of the Catechism's parts, then rest assured, those two jobs alone will require all the 'sophistication' that bishops can muster.

However, as noted above, bishops who have a firm grasp of the Catechism themselves, who can write clearly, and who have a teacher's knack for knowing just how the thinking of students might falter in a particular instance, will tend to write better Questions than other bishops.

It should also be mentioned that bishops with good knowledge either of known heresies, or of perennial misunderstandings of Church teaching, may also tend to write better Questions, because they may write better 'distractors.' As defined below, 'distractors' are the other possible choices on a multiple-choice question (besides the correct answer). They must be plausible, but definitely wrong, responses. By definition, known heresies and perennial misunderstandings were 'plausible' to some, at least at some points in history. Thus, writing distractors that articulate known heresies or perennial misunderstandings may serve both as a teaching tool and as a way to write better Questions.

Nonetheless, from a technical point of view the initial process of writing Questions is only the beginning of a long process of trial and error. In effect, over time, the students themselves will tell bishops what 'good' Questions look like.

Sampling, Rather Than Encompassing, Student Knowledge

A few subtle and perhaps surprising points now need to be made. First, examinations such as bishops' Questions do not actually measure a student’s overall knowledge. What these examinations do instead is sample that knowledge.

Suppose we wanted to sample a child's knowledge of addition facts. We ask him, "What is 6 + 8?"

Now, if he immediately says, "14," do you think the chances go up or down that he also knows many other addition facts, besides the specific one you asked him?

Suppose you chose nine more addition facts at random, and he immediately gave you the correct answer for each one. Would you be willing to bet, from his ten correct answers in a row, that he knows all of his addition facts very well?

Yes, you would, and you would be well-justified in doing so. Because you did not actually ask him every single addition fact, there is a chance that he does not know a particular one, but this chance is relatively small.

This is how examinations like bishops' Questions work. They sample student knowledge, and thus can predict, within a certain level of accuracy, how the student might have answered other questions that were not specifically asked. They are not perfectly accurate measures of student knowledge, but even without asking anything like the number of questions needed to perfectly assess student knowledge, they can estimate the extent of student knowledge with relatively high precision.

Thus, bishops' Questions are designed to give everyone a relatively good idea of how much a student knows within a reasonable amount of time, while spending a reasonable amount of money. As noted above, it turns out to be surprisingly difficult to estimate a student's overall knowledge with better accuracy than that which good standardized multiple-choice tests provide. Good multiple-choice tests are not perfect, but they are surprisingly difficult to improve upon, for any amount of money.

In other words, there is no 'perfect' test. Nor do any known tests accurately assess some things, like creativity, that we would very much like to know about. Nonetheless, good standardized multiple-choice tests measure what tests can measure about as accurately and as fairly as any test we know how to devise. They can measure (for instance) how closely a student's intellectual knowledge of the Catechism approximates that of a defined minimally-competent adult. They do this by sampling, rather than really encompassing, the extent of a student's knowledge.

Thus, yearly Questions do not ask students to tell the local ordinary everything they know about the faith. The point is to ask a relatively small number of Questions that provide a reasonably accurate estimate of each student's overall knowledge. Ask too many Questions, and you will tire the students unduly. Ask too few, and the precision of your estimate of their knowledge degrades.

A ‘Bad’ Question is Simply One That Does Not Distinguish One Student From Another

That being so, every single Question has to mean something. They all have to count. Each and every Question has to help you estimate whether a student has mastery, or does not. Thus, a 'bad' Question is simply one that nearly all students answer in the same way.

It doesn't matter if everyone gets the Question wrong or right. The point is, if everyone is answering it the same way, the Question does not help you distinguish students who know the material from those who don't. The Question does not improve your ability to estimate whether a student has mastery. Therefore, it is a 'bad' Question.

It bears repeating constantly: religious education is as humble as dirt, and the Bishops Teaching Children method is humble to the point of ridiculousness. The Bishops Teaching Children method works, but it only works because it has very humble goals, and sticks to them. Within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, there is no lofty definition of a 'bad' Question. A 'bad' Question is simply and only a question that makes your job - to distinguish students who have mastery from those who do not - a bit harder. Thus, whether a Question is 'bad' can be answered only by trial and error.

Trial and Error

This is how the process of trial and error works in Question writing. We might, of course, be delighted if it turned out that 97 per cent of Catholic first-graders got the following Question correct:

God thinks that you are worthy of

a. all the ice cream you can eat

b. good grades without even studying

c. happiness with him in heaven

But, of course, the bishop who wrote that Question would groan, because, of course, while it is a wonderful question, it is also a really 'bad' Question, and he will have to write another one. He needs Questions which improve his ability to tell students with mastery from those without it, and this Question obviously does not do that, since 97 per cent of his first-graders answered it the same way.

He probably hoped that the Question would be more discriminating. He may even have been certain that it would be. But as it turns out, 97 per cent of his first-graders answered it the same way. Of course it is wonderful that so many of the first-graders know that God thinks they are worthy of happiness with him in heaven. The Question remains a 'bad' Question, and he must write another one.

If Questions were a compendium of student knowledge, it would be perfectly all right to keep that Question. But since Questions are a sampling of student knowledge, that Question can not be kept, since it makes the job of Questions - to sample differences in knowledge with relative precision - harder to accomplish. That Question gave the local ordinary almost no information about how children with less mastery could be distinguished from children with more mastery. Therefore, it is a 'bad' Question.

So, the children themselves 'told' him he had written a 'bad' Question. This is exactly how bishops learn whether their brilliant and probing Questions were actually good or 'bad.' The children tell them.

The Recommended Form for Bishops’ Questions

As to the form within which Questions are put to students, the multiple-choice format has had many expressions, but this 'bad' sample Question does exemplify one of the clearest and cleanest modern variants of the form of multiple-choice questions. This is the form recommended for bishops' Questions, so this 'bad' Question that is a good example of the proper form for Questions will be reproduced here and discussed below.

God thinks that you are worthy of     <------- STEM
a. all the ice cream you can eat       
  <------ Response

b. good grades without even studying     <------ Response
c. happiness with him in heaven   
  <------ Response
The form recommended for bishops' Questions (detailed and explained below) is stringent. The effect of the rules given is to make everything as clear as possible for the test-taker, at a considerable cost in time and effort to the test-writer. Following the rules given below requires the question writer to create multiple-choice questions that are easy to read and to interpret. The only difficulty remaining for the test-taker then becomes answering the question correctly, and this is exactly the way a question writer should want it.

The Rules, In Detail, With Examples

· The stem of a multiple-choice question in the recommended form should present a single, central problem without extraneous information. That is, it should have a single point, make it, and then stop.

"Blessed be the Lord, the God of Israel; he has come to his people and set them free." [Lk 1:68] God thinks that you are worthy of

a. all the ice cream you can eat

[etc.]

This would not be a good stem. Extraneous material, however important or pious, does not belong.

· While omitting all irrelevant information, a stem should also have enough relevant information. A good rule of thumb is that a good stem could plausibly be used as the stem for a question that expects a short written answer.

For example, "God thinks that you are worthy of ________ " is a statement that could plausibly be completed by, "happiness with him in heaven."

In other words, a good stem gives enough information to at least suggest the general context for the correct answer. An example of a 'bad' stem which violates this principle would be

God



a.



b.



c.

"God" simply does not create enough context to be a good stem.

· While providing enough context, a good stem also does not give away the correct answer.

For example:

God, who is in heaven, thinks that you are worthy of

a. all the ice cream you can eat

b. good grades without even studying

c. happiness with him in heaven

This stem cues an important word, "heaven," in the correct answer, and is therefore faulty.

· As to the responses, although responses such as "all of the above," "none of the above," "A and B, but not C," are still found on some multiple-choice tests, the recommended form stresses that each question should have a correct answer, and that only one of the responses should be correct.

"None of the above" violates the rule that each question should have a correct answer.

"All of the above" violates the rule that only one of the responses should be correct, as does "A and B, but not C."

In addition, responses like "all of the above" are not actually answers themselves, but simply refer to other, 'real' answers. This is another reason they should be omitted - they are not real answers.

In short, one of the responses in each question should be the correct answer, and the other two answers should be plausible but definitely incorrect answers (which are called "distractors"). 'Plausible' also implies that made-up words are not allowed in distractors, even if they do bamboozle an unsuspecting few.

· It has been found that one correct answer plus two distractors, for a total of three responses, are a sufficient number for multiple-choice questions. Also, it can be very difficult to create a really plausible third distractor. When three distractors are used, one of them almost invariably turns out to be not very 'distracting,' and its utility is thereby greatly decreased. The most 'bang for the buck' comes from two good distractors.

Thus, bishops' Questions should have three responses in all: one correct answer, and two distractors.

· Responses should be mixed up in a way that does not give away the answer. Ranking the responses in alphabetical order is a recommended way to do this. Note that Responses in the Question above are listed in alphabetical order.

a. all the ice cream you can eat

b. good grades without even studying

c. happiness with him in heaven

Even if you know that all the responses on an examination are listed alphabetically, this still gives you no extra information about which response is correct.

· There should be nothing in responses that makes one stick out from the others. For instance, all the responses in a question should be approximately the same length.

· Both for clarity and to avoid calling attention to any particular response, each response should be grammatically correct. Also, each response should be a grammatically correct completion of the stem.

· If there are any repetitive or similar phrases in the responses, they should be put in the stem instead.

For example,

God thinks that you

a. are worthy of all the ice cream you can eat

b. are worthy of good grades without even studying

c. are worthy of happiness with him in heaven

would violate this rule. Notice also how the repetition tends to make it harder to comprehend the responses and choose the correct answer.

· All responses should be clearly distinct. Again, there should be only one right answer, and the other two responses should be distinct from each other and from the answer, and clearly wrong.

The general rules, then, are to make sure that none of the responses gives some kind of extraneous hint as to what the answer might be, that all of the responses are clear and understandable, that there is one and only one correct response, and that the two distractors are both plausible but definitely incorrect.

Two additional rules that apply to both stems and responses increase the clarity of both.

· First, avoid the use of words like "never," "always," "usually," and "often."

Qualifiers like these can make otherwise legitimate questions subject to 'interpretation,' and can even cause embarrassment if a test-taker happens to think of a legitimate counter-example not considered by the question writer. There is no absolute rule against such qualifiers, but they tend to open up a can of worms, and should thus be avoided if at all possible in both stems and responses. It is hard enough to write a good multiple-choice question. The use of qualifiers introduces an additional level of risk in what is already a complicated task.

· Second, absolutely avoid the use of the negative in either stems or responses.

"the following is NOT a characteristic of...."

"... is NOT a violation of the sixth commandment."

and similar phrases, should all be rejected. It is well-known that processing a negative places additional cognitive demands on the reader. We don't want to know if the student can process negatives. We want to know if he knows the answer. Avoid the negative.

In Sum:

To repeat what was stated before this technical discussion began: the form recommended for bishops' Questions is stringent. The effect of these rules is to make everything as clear as possible for the test-taker, at a considerable cost in time and effort to the test-writer. Following the rules given above requires the question writer to create multiple-choice questions that are easy to read and to interpret. The only difficulty remaining for the test-taker then becomes answering the question correctly, and this is exactly the way a question writer should want it.

Each Question is typed separately on a single sheet of paper, with the correct Response appearing in boldface, or underlined, or otherwise clearly marked. Below the Question, the section or sections in the Catechism that the Question references should be indicated. Any other specifically relevant comments (for example: "Response a. is the Arian heresy.") should also be briefly noted. Finally, the name of the bishop who wrote the Question should be given.

Each written Question (obviously, the Question alone, without any indication of the correct answer and without the supporting documentation) is then given to a Scientifically-relevant small sample of children, whose responses to it tell the bishop whether it is a 'good' or 'bad' Question (as was outlined above). All the pages with 'good' Questions are then assembled into a master set, from which each yearly set of Questions is prepared.

Two More Things:

In advance of any actual attempt to create the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, virtually all that can be said about bishops' Questions has now been said, save for two things.

Little Children and Testing to Adult Minimal Competence

The first can be handled briefly. How can we expect little children to answer Questions that are referenced to the intellectual knowledge displayed by a minimally-competent adult?

In brief, the answer is trial and error. Remember, the form each yearly set of Questions should take is a sequence of progressively more difficult Questions for each of the four parts of the Catechism, during which each student either 'tests to failure' or establishes minimal adult competence. There is no theoretical reason why the beginning levels of those progressively more difficult Questions could not be answered by little children.

There are some technical details that have to be handled, but the true answer really is trial and error. The children will tell a bishop when he's written a 'bad' Question of any kind, including those that are 'bad' because they are not understandable. A bishop just has to keep writing Questions until he writes enough that clearly distinguish the knowledge of one first-grader - and one twelfth-grader- from another. 5*
Bishops, Writing Questions

This brings up the second point. Although the total number of multiple-choice Questions on the yearly examination will not have to be huge (probably around 100 - 200), the total number of Questions that bishops will have to write will be much, much larger.

In the first place, trial and error must operate. The 'good' Questions must be sorted from the 'bad.' That probably means writing many 'bad' Questions for each 'good' one that eventually emerges.

Second, for security and sampling purposes, enough 'good' Questions to create many different yearly examinations (around 10 in all) will eventually have to be devised. This labor would be considerably compounded if, as a teaching tool, a local ordinary released the contents of each examination after Pentecost, and explained to all students why each distractor was not the correct answer. All of those questions could not be used again, and all-new ones would have to be written.

Thus, a very large number of Questions have to be written before even one bishop and his diocese could implement and use the Bishops Teaching Children method. However, that local ordinary does not have to write all those Questions himself.

Any bishop has the sacramental competence to write a Question. One bishop, desirous of using the Bishops Teaching Children method, could - probably must - enlist the support of many of his brother bishops around the world in order to develop enough Questions to implement and use it.

Indeed, beyond the practicalities, given the intrusive character of the Bishops Teaching Children method and the sacramental gravity it encourages, it is probably a very good idea for the local ordinary to have a very wide, perhaps even a universal, support from the episcopate.

Indeed, there is no reason that the Holy Father himself could not write a Question or two. (Naturally, all Questions given to the children would appear to be written anonymously.)

Imagine the excitement and awe in many Catholic families, and in many Catholic children, if they knew that bishops from all over the world had helped to write the Questions on the yearly Pentecost examination. Surely, there would every year be speculation about which, if any, of the Questions had been written by the Holy Father himself!

One could well ask if any current system of Catholic religious education anywhere, would so clearly represent the sacramental character and apostolic authority of the local ordinary in union with the universal episcopate, or the sacramental character of the local church in union with the whole Catholic Church, as this yearly Pentecostal giving of Questions to 'all' the children of the local church.

Endnotes for Chapter 5

1. Hirsch ED Jr. The Schools We Need and Why We Don't Have Them. New York: Doubleday. 1996.

2. The Science part of the Bishops Teaching Children method must therefore include longitudinal evaluations of Competitors' methods and curriculums, because religious education to adult minimal competence will be a multi-year undertaking for the foreseeable future.

Many wayward methods and curriculums will work briefly, for a few students. Some will show promise that fades. Very few will be initially safe, promising over the short term, and demonstrably more effective at achieving the sole goal of religious education, adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

These, in the end, are the only curriculums and methods the Bishops Teaching Children method wishes to reward, and thus both short-term and longitudinal testing of Competitors' methods and curriculums is essential. In both cases, bishops' Questions, resolutely focused on adult minimal mastery of the Catechism, are the necessary foundation for evaluation.

3. Indeed, to those who understand the technical nature of question writing, it would be virtually impossible to exaggerate what a treasure the Catechism is. It is authoritative. It is comprehensive, presenting "the essential and fundamental contents of Catholic doctrine, in the light of the Second Vatican Council and the whole of the Church's Tradition." [CCC 11] It even includes unit-by-unit summaries!

It is normally difficult indeed to cobble together something even fractionally as good to serve as the basis for multiple-choice questions in some academic or professional discipline.

In fact, it is possible to put this even more strongly:

The Bishops Teaching Children method could not even have been imagined prior to the promulgation of the Catechism of the Catholic Church.

It is ironic that, just as the necessary level of technical sophistication, scientific knowledge, and sheer wealth had been attained, and mass schooling in developed countries was a given - just as what makes it possible to build and use the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method came into being - at that same moment, Catholic religious education in the United States became super-dominated, not even so much by 'dissent,' but more blandly, by educational progressivism, which casts explicit doubt on the very ability of the faith (or anything else) to be articulated in 'bookish' or 'intellectual' terms.

'Traditional' religious education never really imagined modern mass schooling, in the sense of the whole populace more or less attaining a relatively sophisticated intellectual knowledge of the faith, but instead did truly emphasize "brief summary formulae that could be memorized," [CCC 22] as the Catechism itself perhaps unwittingly reminds us.

Yet the American Catholic historian Mr. James Hitchcock was astute in suggesting that part of the meaning of the Second Vatican Council was the recognition by the Church that, particularly in developed countries in which mass schooling was a reality, "it would be obscurantist to try to preserve a pseudo-peasant culture of implicit meanings." [Hitchcock J. Recovery of the Sacred. 2nd ed. San Francisco: Ignatius Press. 1995. p. 132.] However, that kind of low-level intellectual knowledge is virtually all that 'traditional' religious education was designed to cultivate in the general population.

The saying goes, "Even a stopped clock is right twice a day." Educational progressivists are correct in contending that merely the acquisition of memorized formulas, however well-composed and authoritative those formulas are, is not the same as the attainment of sophisticated knowledge.

Into this technical and imaginative educational breach strode Catholic educational progressivists, promising the attainment of what traditional religious education, which was virtually only the memorization of formulae, had not even dared to imagine: true mass religious education - an entire populace attaining sophisticated knowledge of the faith.

However, at that very moment, true mass religious education became again impossible, since progressivist educational methods do not actually work. Indeed, the commonplaces of secular educational progressivists became the sophisticated discourse of American Catholic religious education 'experts,' to the point that it became virtually a theological given in some 'sophisticated' American Catholic quarters that the faith could not possibly be 'authentically' articulated in 'bookish' or 'intellectual' terms.

Thus, for various reasons, neither 'traditional' nor 'progressive' Catholic schooling could even imagine the possibility, let alone the necessity, of something like the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Then, on October 11, 1992, everything changed. Pope John Paul II promulgated the Catechism of the Catholic Church. By simply ignoring the (erroneous) contention of educational progressivists that 'authentic' matter can not be expressed in 'bookish' terms - and by being such an authoritative, comprehensive, and helpful articulation of the faith - the Catechism made the Bishops Teaching Children method imaginable and practical.

At last the technical and scientific wherewithal necessary for the Bishops Teaching Children method could be joined not only with authoritative content, but also and equally importantly, with a reaffirmed conviction that the faith of the Church, while hardly confined to verbal articulation, had a definite content that could be articulated, and therefore, learned. On October 11, 1992, the Bishops Teaching Children method, at long last, became imaginable.

That is, the Bishops Teaching Children method is now imaginable, as long as 'religious education' remains as humble as dirt, focused solely on intellectual knowledge of the faith, and sharply distinguished from both catechesis and moral development. The essential and foundational humility of the Bishops Teaching Children method always bears repeating.

4. John Paul II, Pope. Apostolic Constitution Fidei Depositum. October 11, 1992. Section 3.

5. The technical problems for test-to-failure (or more positively, testing to minimal competence) tests are considerably reduced when these tests are computer-assisted. The test is not only taken on a computer, but also, a computer program running in the background is immediately noting the answers given and trying to zero in on the level of difficulty at which the student can no longer provide answers. The program will thus provide a more difficult or less difficult next question, depending on the answers given to the previous several questions, until it can establish the level at which the student often answers incorrectly.

Each test-taker in effect then takes his own personalized test, being given just those Questions from the overall bank of bishops' Questions which zero in as quickly as possible on his personal test-to-fail level on all four parts of the Catechism. Therefore, (given that enough Questions have been written) it would be just as possible to test each first-grader as each twelfth-grader.

The difficulties are greater with paper-and-pencil versions, but are not insoluble. For instance, computer-assisted testing can be used on a sample of students to establish what would be a reasonable test for most first-graders. A paper-and-pencil version of this test can then be given to students, and so forth.

Chapter 6

Questions, Science, Competition

Science

Where there's money to be made, you can bet that someone will try to steal it.

That may seem an odd way to begin a chapter on Science, but it serves to emphasize that no one can use anything that has rotten parts.

When a local church with its local ordinary uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, people are going to make money, or lose it, on the basis of how well their methods enabled the students of the diocese to answer bishops' Questions. Within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, Science determines how well bishops' Questions were answered, and whose methods were responsible, and therefore Science determines where the money flows. Quite obviously then, for an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method not to be rotten, its Science element must be of great integrity.

In some American industries and government agencies, as well as in American primary and secondary education, it is common for 'consultants,' 'developers,' 'sellers,' and 'evaluators' to drift back-and-forth between very porous boundaries. For example, a 'consultant' for a company one week could well serve as a government-funded 'peer evaluator' of similar products the next week.

Fields not in good order (such as American education) have poor evaluative processes to begin with. The rigor of evaluations within such fields can only be decreased further when there is no bright line between potential sellers and potential evaluators.

As will become clear, within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, the Science actually done 'in house,' by an employee of the local church and the local ordinary, is limited in scope, though of course, not in importance.

The chief Scientist functions first of all as a psychometrician (a specialist in test design and evaluation), then as a specialist in research design (so that Competitors can be evaluated fully and fairly), and then as the scientific editor and principal writer of a yearly publication that is part scientific journal and part Consumer Reports (the independent magazine that evaluates consumer products, published by a non-profit organization which accepts no advertising or other gratuities from manufacturers).

(Although the term 'the' Scientist - one person - will be used here for convenience, in practice a small number of different people may do different parts of the job of 'the' Scientist. For instance, a psychometrician is probably needed only during times when Questions are being written and tests prepared and evaluated.)

This Scientist and a small staff will probably be all that is needed. Moreover, there is no reason why he and his staff could not be funded directly by Competitors, based on a kind of tax Competitors pay proportional to (for example) the number of children using their methods.

However, it is imperative, for many reasons, that the Scientist and his staff have absolutely no other connection with any person or organization who might profit from the evaluations. Therefore it is suggested that

· any Scientist or Science staff member hired by the local church and the local ordinary be able to establish that he has had no business connection with persons or organizations Competing for religious education funds for the previous five years.

It is further suggested that

· all Competitors every year stipulate in writing that no one in their employ, and no one they have funded or otherwise rewarded, have worked as part of any diocesan Science staff for the previous five years.

· all Competitors further stipulate that they understand they will be banned from Competition for five years if they lie about this and are found out.

In other words, diocesan Science employees who leave are 'contaminated' for five years after their employment ends.

Catholics certainly have the means to understand that observing such niceties can not be a pro forma exercise, easily dismissed as inessential or 'impolite.' Catholics understand that man is fallen, prone to sin. People do sometimes deceive themselves. They lie, they steal, they cheat, they collude, they hurt children for money. These are the facts, and an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method will rapidly go rotten if it does not persistently acknowledge them.

Further, the 'transparency' of the Bishops Teaching Children method is essential to the success of the students. Severe harm may result if the 'transparency' of the Bishops Teaching Children method becomes clouded, or suspect; that is, if the full truth is not told consistently, or if people even suspect that the full truth is not being told consistently.

Therefore, just as everyone needs to know that bishops and only bishops wrote every single Question, everyone needs to know that the Scientists working for the local church and the local ordinary have absolutely no financial stake in how the yearly evaluations turn out. Everyone needs to know that each yearly Report was produced without regard for anything but the truth. Everyone needs to know that, within the limits available to current Science, each yearly Report states exactly what happened.

No Scientist - no one - writes Questions for a bishop, nor even 'helps' a bishop write Questions. To say it one more time, Questions are written solely by bishops. However, the Scientist does need to help the bishop assemble Questions into a Scientifically valid yearly set to be given to the children.

So, once Questions have been written, the 'good' ones have to be found by the trial-and-error process outlined in Chapter 5, the bishop has to decide the weight that corresponds to 'adult minimal competence' for each Question, enough Questions have to be selected in each of the four parts of the exam (which correspond to the four parts of the Catechism), and so forth.

Even though only he or another bishop can write Questions, the bishop still needs the assistance of the Scientist even to know what is needed to assemble Questions into a Scientifically valid yearly set, and of course, once the bishop knows that, he still needs the Scientist's help to actually do it.

Beyond assisting in assembling the yearly set of Questions, the principal business of the 'in house' Science of the Bishops Teaching Children method is the production of a yearly Report. The Report will consist of four major parts.

1. One, a summary for lay readers. This section should be similar to the reports on products in the independent consumer magazine, Consumer Reports. It should summarize in an accessible format the success of the various competitions.

· First and foremost, it should answer the question, to which Competitors should no money at all go next year, because they did a grossly inferior job, compared to other Competitors, of preparing the children of the local church to answer bishops' Questions?

· Second, where possible, it should answer the question, which Competitors bring children to adult minimal competence in the Catechism?

A local church may also be interested in various sub-Competitions oriented toward the general Competitive goal. Sub-Competitions will be discussed in greater detail later in this chapter. The general idea is that the local church, seeing the value of Competition, explicitly requests that business rivals Compete to better achieve some important sub-goal of the overall goal of the Bishops Teaching Children method (bringing 'all' to adult minimal competence in the Catechism). If there were any designated sub-Competitions, the yearly Report would present the results of these sub-Competitions, as well.

However, more informal competitions, involving other adults, are also going on. It is conceivable that answers could be obtained for questions like the following.

· Within a diocese, which parishes were dangerously poor teachers? It is conceivable that the children of one parish would learn substantially less than children in other, similar parishes, even using similar methods. That is, it is conceivable that a parish could subtract value from the religious education of its children, independent of the method of schooling employed. Perhaps a pastor provided no firm leadership. Perhaps the adults in charge did a lackluster job. Whatever the cause, no child should be deprived of good religious education based on where he receives the sacraments. While care must be taken to ensure that differences in parishes and methods of instruction used are taken into account, the local church, and the local ordinary, has the right to hold each parish and each pastor to a certain minimum standard of religious education. It is at least conceivable that the yearly Report could every year make it abundantly clear if any parishes have fallen below that standard.

· Similar to the example above, if several dioceses had already been using the Bishops Teaching Children method, and if each local ordinary had decided to use the same or comparable Questions to evaluate the children, it could be determined if any diocese as a whole markedly subtracted value from the religious education offered there. Each yearly diocesan Report, after taking into account reasonable differences, could compare the overall performance of all similar dioceses, and determine if any fell below a defined minimum standard. Aside from the evident benefits to the safety and effectiveness of religious education for all children, wherever in the nation they live, it would not be a bad thing if it could be known that bishops were among the adults holding themselves measurably accountable for religious education.

2. Two, a technical summary of the methods used to evaluate the results of Competitions, sub-Competitions, and any informal competitions involving adults, such as those mentioned just above, and the specific quantitative results of each evaluation.

3. Three, raw data regarding each Competitor at least sufficient to provide knowledgeable readers, and Competitors, with enough information to be able to check the Scientist's work.

4. Four, the 'Competitors' Forum' section. This is the section in which Competitors get to complain that they were not evaluated fairly, or otherwise suggest objective improvements to the methods of evaluation. Naturally, Competitors also get to challenge the objectivity and scientific validity of any other Competitor's complaints. There will be further discussion of the 'Competitors' Forum' section later in this chapter.

The yearly Report is meant to present the evidence at the diocesan level (and, as mentioned above, perhaps also at the parish level). However, each pastor in every parish should of course also be supplied with a list of the performance of each child and each religious education class in his parish. Similarly, each family should be given information about the religious knowledge of its own children.

Transparency, A Sign of Catholic Optimism

In any event, even apart from the yearly Report and the separate localized reports sent to pastors and families, all raw data must be made permanently and conveniently available to all. All should have convenient and permanent access to all information collected by the Bishops Teaching Children method, and at no or modest cost. This 'transparency' is an essential component of the Bishops Teaching Children method, and is fundamental to its expression of the sacramental character of the local church as 'teacher' of 'all.'

Before beginning a discussion of 'in house' Science and its yearly Report, a word should be said about the extraordinary opportunities the Bishops Teaching Children method offers for science done 'out of house'; that is, not done under the auspices of the local ordinary and the local church.

The Bishops Teaching Children method sets up almost a dream situation for scientific research in issues related to schooling. The 'transparency' of the Bishops Teaching Children method is a godsend for any researcher.

In the Bishops Teaching Children method, Competitors use identifiable methods to advance the intellectual knowledge of large numbers of children regarding exactly the same subject matter, with all the information gathered a matter of public record and readily available to anyone who wants it. This combination of circumstances creates an impressively congenial climate for sound scientific investigation of many important matters related to schooling.

However, the steady, unflagging optimism which the Bishops Teaching Children method shows in its humble 'transparency' toward any and all 'out of house' scientific investigation is not founded on optimism about science, or even on optimism about human nature, but solely on the Lord, who gave the Church the mission to "Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you." [cf. Mt 28:19-20]

A strenuous effort was made in Endnote 1, Chapter 2 to put the Bishops Teaching Children method on a firm sacramental and moral foundation, and to show that 'privacy' can not be the proper foundation for handing on the faith the local church professes in union with the whole Catholic Church, precisely because 'privacy' takes little or no account of the sacramental character of the local church as 'teacher,' and that of the local ordinary as chief teacher, of 'all' the children of the diocese.

The sizable technical and practical advantages of 'transparency' were also briefly noted there. However, to reiterate the point made in that Endnote, the only real issue is not technical or practical, but sacramental and moral. The Bishops Teaching Children method, or any proposal for religious education, stands on a sacramental and moral foundation, or it can not stand.

A matter articulated in the previous chapter deserves re-quotation here:

Further, the transparency intrinsic to the Bishops Teaching Children method enables many others, including both friends and enemies of the local church or the whole Catholic Church, to readily determine the extent of students' knowledge of the faith. This can be a great source of benefit to the local church and even a means of evangelization, but it should be noted that with this knowledge those others also will possess additional power, which, like all human power, can be used both for good and for ill. Such risks can be assumed with a glad heart only if it is clear that their assumption is part of the expression of the sacramental character of the local church and the sacramental and apostolic character of the local ordinary as chief teacher.

'Transparency' is intrinsic to the Bishops Teaching Children method. Asking someone to make the Bishops Teaching Children method 'non-transparent' is - literally - asking for the impossible. It would be like asking someone to design a ladder that you could use without actually leaving the ground. You can't use the Bishops Teaching Children method, and therefore reach higher, without leaving the 'ground' where 'privacy' rules all.

Can the Yearly Reports Even Exist? ‘Privacy’ vs. Transparency

Within 'privacy,' everything is ultimately divided into the non-intrusive, and the intrusive. Non-intrusive is always good, and intrusive is always bad. It would seem then that, according to 'privacy,' the radical transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method is very, very intrusive, and therefore, very, very bad.

However, it is ironic that someone who wanted to defeat the ideas of the Bishops Teaching Children method by using an argument from 'privacy' would be unable to do so. To the contrary, the Bishops Teaching Children method agonizes about its 'intrusiveness' far more than 'privacy' ever could, because in reality the Bishops Teaching Children method is very easily made non-intrusive, at least by 'privacy's' own standards.

To accomplish this seemingly impossible feat, only one thing would be required: that all the participants in the Bishops Teaching Children method make a 'private' decision to be transparent!

To see how this could work, we need to take a closer look the definition of 'intrusive,' according to 'privacy.' In 'privacy's' strongest use of the term, someone has been 'intrusive' if they have obtained information about you that you haven't traded to them for something of benefit to you, or that you haven't deliberately given to them of your own free will.

Thus, the mere fact that a complete stranger possesses information about you, does not offend 'privacy.' According to 'privacy,' this is only 'intrusive' if you did not (implicitly or explicitly) give your permission for them to have it. It is normally not considered 'intrusive' to ask people to deliberately give away 'private' information about themselves of their own free will, or to ask them to trade that 'private' information for something you have which they value.

However, as we will see, Americans can also make 'private' information available to millions of people, not trade it for anything that those people give back, nor even deliberately give it to them, and that also may not be considered unduly intrusive. Even further, some 'private' information is simply public knowledge, with or without a person's permission, and that also is not considered intrusive.

Americans already make all sorts of information about themselves available to complete strangers all the time. For instance, when I went to the supermarket today, the store gave me fifty cents off the grapes I had purchased. I got this discount after I gave the clerk a special card to scan, which enabled the supermarket to keep a record of all my purchases today and associate them with my name and address. Nearly everyone at my supermarket now gives these cards to the clerk, and thus regularly 'trades' their entire purchasing history to the store, in exchange for a small discount on a few items.

American students regularly give colleges the scores they made on various standardized tests. In effect they trade this information to colleges, not even for a few dollars off tuition, but merely in exchange for the possibility that the colleges will admit them as students.

Of course, nearly all Americans have also traded 'private' information about themselves to insurance companies, credit bureaus, and a whole host of other businesses, in exchange for the goods and services that those businesses offer.

These are examples of 'privacy' being exchanged for a perceived benefit, but exchanged only with the entity providing the benefit. Sometimes, however, 'privacy' is traded for a benefit offered by only one of the millions of entities which eventually end up with the information, and that is not considered intrusive, either. The “Publisher's Clearing House Special” is an example of this.

The “Publisher's Clearing House Special” is a famous free raffle, which millions of Americans enter every year. It may be different in its very latest incarnations, but for years, a condition of winning the raffle was that you make your name, address, and image publicly available, solely at the discretion of the company. I have seen advertisements on national television and in national print media in which a person's name, city, and image appeared, together with the fact that he won ten million dollars.

If a stranger came up to that same winner on the street and demanded, "Tell me your name, the city where you live, and how much you have in your bank account," the winner would probably have refused to do so. However, a winner in this raffle in effect gave permission for millions of complete strangers to possess that very information about him - the same information he might have refused to divulge if asked directly. Moreover, none of these millions of strangers were paying or exchanging anything for this information, and some of them might try to use the information to exploit the person who allowed it to be given out. Nonetheless, this was not considered 'intrusive.'

Finally, many 'private' aspects of our lives are simply public knowledge, with or without our permission. In essence we have 'traded' the information as a condition of living in our society. If we belong to a political party and are registered to vote, that is information available to anyone. In most municipalities, if we own a home, anyone at all can look up exactly how much we paid for it. As a condition of voting, or of buying a home, we make 'private' information available to anyone who wants it.

In sum, 'privacy' ironically would have no choice but to allow the radical transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method, as long as the local church and its local ordinary made it clear that each student's 'privacy' was being freely 'traded' by his family for the 'benefit' of participating in the diocese's religious education. 'Religion' is a strictly 'private' matter in America, to begin with. Making a 'private' decision to be transparent would have to be acceptable, by any of 'privacy's' several standards.

Thus, requiring the signing of a legally sound version of the following would probably be more than sufficient to defeat any argument from 'privacy':

As the parent/legal guardian of the student registering for religious education in this diocese, I hereby acknowledge that regular diocesan examinations are an intrinsic part of this schooling, and agree that any and all scores my child makes on the diocesan examinations, associated with his/her name, age, and parish, are the property of the diocese, and will become a matter of public record, at the sole discretion of the diocese.

Each family would make a 'private' decision to be transparent, and that would be that.

However, the Bishops Teaching Children method, possessing a higher standard than 'privacy' by which to judge the conduct of its own affairs, is only beginning its moral reflection at the point at which 'privacy' must fall silent.

For in fact, any actions a local church takes to teach, which do not clearly express its sacramental character, do indeed put human dignity at risk. It would be right to use 'privacy's' worst epithet against those actions: they are 'intrusive.' Outside of the context of its sacramental character, a local church has no business inquiring into the intellectual knowledge of even one person.

Therefore, the local ordinary should reserve the subject matter taught and monitored within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method solely to the intellectual knowledge of the faith the local church professes in union with the whole Catholic Church. As was argued in the previous chapter, this careful restriction could have a worthy practical expression in the goal of bringing 'all' to adult minimal competence in the Catechism of the Catholic Church.

The foregoing discussion was undertaken to drive home the point that the radical transparency fundamental to the Bishops Teaching Children method need not offend 'privacy.' A Sacred Pastor can, without offending 'privacy,' express his true pastoral mission, by teaching 'all' 'as much as possible' about the faith.

In keeping with the legal structures of our time and place, he simply asks families to 'trade' the 'private' information needed to keep the Bishops Teaching Children method radically transparent, for the 'benefit' of religious education. Once all the participants in the Bishops Teaching Children method make a 'private' decision to be transparent, 'privacy' is fully satisfied!

At the same time, the local ordinary carefully guards the true dignity of 'all,' not only by helping them to learn 'as much as possible,' but also by ensuring that what 'all' learn within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method is limited to intellectual knowledge of the Catechism.

Why We Should Not Fear Transparency

This brief digression, in which the radical transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method is shown to be able to satisfy the requirements of 'privacy,' is now over. However, that in no way ends the matter for Catholics, because the radical transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method guarantees - engineers in - an intrinsic unpredictability. We should not fear that unpredictability, but why should we not?

There will be unexpected dangers and challenges associated with using the Bishops Teaching Children method. There may also be unexpected large benefits; for instance, as suggested here, there may be a massive increase in the ability of scientists to understand and thus improve the religious education of Catholic children, and it is conceivable that the great bulk of this science will be performed with little direct cost to the Church.

However, and to repeat, as blunt and as coarse as it is, the Bishops Teaching Children method still does not stand or fall on the basis of any purely utilitarian assessment. Although there are many cogent technical and practical reasons to think that the Bishops Teaching Children method will work much better than the current system of religious education, it should not be adopted by any local ordinary and local church purely on the basis of a technical or practical assessment.

The ultimate basis of the Bishops Teaching Children method is not a technique. Indeed, the Bishops Teaching Children approach is not founded on confidence in human cleverness or even human decency. Insofar as possible, the Bishops Teaching Children method tries to remain as humble as dirt, and places its confidence in the Lord alone. It is the Lord who has told the Church to teach 'all.' This mandate the Church can not lay down, whatever the cost.

The 'transparency' essential to the Bishops Teaching Children method of its very nature injects a wild unpredictability into the religious education of the children of a local church. No local ordinary who wants to control the process of religious education (rather than its outcome), will find the Bishops Teaching Children method congenial to his purpose.

Similarly, no local ordinary will have much love for the Bishops Teaching Children method, if he would rather not deal with strong and yet unexpected challenges, even attacks, on the basis of the additional power which its 'transparency' will provide everyone - the faithful, bureaucracies, all friends and all enemies of the local church or the whole Catholic Church, and etc.

Thus, it is of the essence of the 'transparency' of the Bishops Teaching Children method that, for example, the sheer amount of profound science it will unleash is - literally - unpredictable, as is the amount of benefit that science would provide to the religious education of Catholic children and even to the general schooling of all children of the world.

However, in the end, the 'transparency' of the Bishops Teaching Children method is not founded on some benefit which, by definition, is unpredictable, but rather, the 'transparency' exists for one purpose alone: it enables the local church, and all its members, in union with the local ordinary as chief teacher, to express its sacramental character as 'teacher' of 'all.'

It can not be said often enough: in the end, the Bishops Teaching Children method is to be judged not merely by a cost-benefit analysis (which it probably would well satisfy), but also and decisively on whether it truly does express the sacramental character of the local church and the apostolic authority of the local ordinary as its chief teacher better than any current rival.

Almost certainly, at least some 'out of house' science (and perhaps many other forces and powers, as well) will take advantage of the 'transparency' of the Bishops Teaching Children method. There will be costs associated with that. Whatever the costs, these should primarily be balanced, not against equally unpredictable benefits, both present and future, but against whether the Bishops Teaching Children method is or remains the best practical method of expressing the local church's sacramental character and responsibility, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, to teach 'all' its children intellectual knowledge of the faith it professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

The Bishops Teaching Children approach, humble as dirt, ceaselessly looks forward to the day that it dies, replaced by some much more faithful system of religious education. Until that day, the basis for its unflagging optimism about the ultimate consequences of its 'transparency' is not any human agency or power, but the Lord alone, who is with the Church "always, to the close of this age." [cf. Mt 28:20]


'In house' Science

Thus far we have discussed three important initial or foundational issues in the Science element of the Bishops Teaching Children method. One, the necessity for great integrity in that Science element, particularly because money, and perhaps other rewards and inducements, will flow directly from the evaluations performed by that Science.

Two, as has just been shown, regarding the intrinsic and essential transparency of the Scientific data and results that are generated by the Bishops Teaching Children method, the demands of 'privacy' can rather easily be satisfied, and on 'privacy's' own terms.

Three, the necessity, in and out of season, for imperturbable optimism regarding that transparency. Down to the smallest detail, down to every Competitor's entire record of success, down to each and every child's subscores on the yearly Questions, all of it should joyfully be made a matter of public record, conveniently and permanently available to anyone who wants to look at it.

To repeat, this radical optimism is not founded on the supposed benevolence of a pluralist society, or even on the supposed individual sanctity or consummate wisdom of each baptized member of the local church, but only on the Lord, who himself has given the local church the mission to teach 'all,' and therefore, the duty to know what 'all' have learned about the faith the local church professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

Now that these preliminary points have been made, what does the 'in house' Science of the Bishops Teaching Children method look like?

Real, Not Ideal, Competition

All discussion of the 'in house' Science done by the Bishops Teaching Children method must begin by observing that, regarding all methods and curriculums for teaching students how to answer bishops' Questions, the Bishops Teaching Children method never heard of the word 'best.'

The Bishops Teaching Children method systematically replaces the word 'best' with the phrase, 'better than current rivals.' Thus, for the Bishops Teaching Children approach, there are no 'tried and true' methods and curriculums. Every single method and curriculum is forever 'experimental,' radically provisional.

Nor is any method or curriculum ever measured against a theoretical ideal. Each method and each curriculum survives or falls, lives or dies, on the basis of head-to-head competition against actual, practical, current rivals, and on that basis alone.

Long-Term Efficacy is the Sole Interest

As was noted in Endnote 2, Chapter 5, this competition must not only be yearly, but also longitudinal. The Bishops Teaching Children method defines the sole goal of religious education to be adult minimal competence in the Catechism. Thus, yearly Competition is only preliminary Competition.

Establishing each Competitor's relative ability to effect adult minimal competence in the Catechism is the sole purpose of the 'in house' Science of the Bishops Teaching Children method. That requires studies over a long term period of time, and such longitudinal studies are not optional, for the following sharply practical reason. It is already known that the benefits of some educational programs fade over time, leading to no long-term advance in student knowledge. A short-term success does not necessarily predict long-term effectiveness.

For example, by 1985, it was already known that the federally-sponsored Head Start program was of no long-term academic benefit to the low-income pre-schoolers for whom the program is intended. Children attending the program display some initial scholastic gains, but "in the long run, cognitive and socioemotional test scores of former Head Start students do not remain superior to those of disadvantaged students who did not attend Head Start." 1*
Despite initial apparent success with students, the Head Start program has no effect on how much low-income children learn in the long run - the only thing we're really interested in.

If a longitudinal study had never been conducted, we might easily have believed that Head Start was a 'success.' After all, the short-term gains achieved by students in Head Start programs are demonstrable. The problem is, these gains don't last. Longitudinal studies are important.

(Vigorous competition based on outcomes is also very important. No evidence refuting the government's own findings about the academic significance of Head Start has emerged since 1985. Nonetheless, the Head Start program continues to be touted and funded, and supported by both political parties. In the meantime, French pre-schools (ecoles materneles), which are run employing an educational philosophy anathema to American educational specialists, do demonstrably raise both the long-term academic achievement and the socioemotional competence of racially and ethnically diverse low-income children.) 2*
In the first place, then, the Science of the Bishops Teaching Children method is concerned about long-term efficacy; specifically, how effective each method or curriculum is at getting children to adult minimal competence in the Catechism. As has just been shown, short term success does not necessarily predict long-term effectiveness.

Safety

On the other hand, there are strong reasons to think that short-term failure usually does accurately predict long-term ineffectiveness.

The commonsense way to say this is that the Science of the Bishops Teaching Children method is concerned not only with efficacy but also about safety. A method or curriculum that is markedly ineffective compared with its Competitors after one year may not be safe.

There could conceivably be methods that look ineffective in the short term, which are actually superior in the long term. For instance, in the United States every year, a substantial number of children leave the first grade not reading at grade level. Moreover, many American children in this situation at the end of first grade never catch up. The American educational system apparently does not typically correct reading deficits. Instead, these deficits remain. For instance, in a longitudinal study of 54 children from first through fourth grades, Dr. Connie Juel 3* found that, with nearly 90 per cent probability, poor readers in first grade were poor readers in fourth grade.

Suppose that a Competitor, knowing this, decided to spend the entire first grade of 'religious education' not on religious education per se, but on ensuring that every single child in the class read at grade level. (Methods of beginning reading instruction far more effective than those commonly used in American schools may be available.) 4* What might the long term and the short term consequences be?

It is even conceivable that no short term knowledge deficit would be evident in those first graders. After all, as noted in the previous chapter, before beginning Competition, all new methods and curriculums must pass a prima facie evaluation to ensure that at least nothing contrary to the faith will be taught, and that at least some amount of all four parts of the Catechism will be taught (how small an amount is up to the Competitor, not the bishop). Perhaps the children would even practice their reading using material based on elements of the Catechism.

However, suppose that those children were behind their peers in knowledge of the Catechism after having completed the first grade. There is no question that, over the long term, a class composed entirely of strong readers is going to learn the Catechism more efficiently than classes that have many poor readers. The Competitor's approach, which might have looked 'ineffective' in the short term, probably would be measurably more effective than many other methods over the long term.

The Competitor would have taken some time away from direct religious education, in order to teach the children a sub-skill not directly related to teaching the Catechism, but exceedingly beneficial to their learning of the Catechism in the long run.

An enormous amount of pedagogical ineffectiveness measured over the short term is almost certainly the result of inept, clumsy, inane, and otherwise bad teaching. Continuing to reward such pedagogies with additional religious education monies would be stupid, and dangerous for the children. On the other hand, we have just imagined the possibility that not all short term 'ineffectiveness' is due to pedagogical ineptitude. To the contrary, we have imagined a situation in which a short term measurement did not clearly reveal the benefits of a Competitive method that was actually more effective in the long run.

We certainly would not want to eliminate such a possibility a priori. We definitely want to reward, not punish, daring and ambitious Competitors who have a more sophisticated understanding than current rivals.

Nonetheless, a year is a very long time, particularly in the schooling of a young child. In the interests of protecting the children, it is not too much to mandate that any programs that are grossly inferior to their current rivals after one year, should receive no more funding, and that programs which are substantially but more modestly inferior after two years should also be given the ax.

It is simply too dangerous to continue to teach children using methods and curriculums demonstrated to be markedly inferior to current Competitors.

Thus single-year Scientific evaluations are performed not to establish efficacy, but to monitor safety. Yearly evaluations exist solely to weed out any grossly inferior programs as quickly as possible.

Ultimately, long-term efficacy is the only thing the Bishops Teaching Children approach cares about. Long-term efficacy is also the Bishops Teaching Children method's ultimate definition of 'safety.' Nonetheless, the Bishops Teaching Children method also cares about short term safety, and monitoring that is the real purpose of the yearly Scientific evaluations.

Why the Science Element is Necessary

The Bishops Teaching Children method is designed to let money flow toward those Competitors whose methods of religious education are more effective at educating children to adult minimal competence in the Catechism, based on the children's answers to bishops' Questions.

Why then is a Science element necessary at all? After all, children are going to receive a definite score on their yearly examinations. Couldn't you just look at their scores, and see which Competitor produced the highest scores? Why would a Science element be needed to 'evaluate' this?

The general answer is found in the expression, 'all else being equal.' All else being equal, you could just look at scores and separate the better methods from the worse. For example, suppose the children schooled using Competitor A's methods produced an average score of 60, while children using Competitor B's methods made an average score of 61.

Suppose we let the two Competitors argue for a moment, to see why a Science element might still be needed.

A. The 'difference' in scores is not real. Suppose you gave a similar examination to the children 100 times. The children might make slightly different scores each time. How do you know that, the next time they took the exam, our children wouldn't have scored 61, and yours 60?

B. Just look at the numbers! 61 is a higher score than 60 - case closed. Diocese, give us the money!

In reality, A is correct. On different days, people do make at least slightly different scores on similar exams. It is indeed possible that, on another day, A's children might have made the higher average score. The 'difference' in the two competitors' scores might not be real. We might unfairly be judging B to be better, when all that may have happened is that more of B's children had a lucky day on the day of the test. It could even be that A was the superior method!

Is the apparent difference between the scores of Competitor A and B a real difference? Science exists that can help resolve this question, but the point is that the question itself is much more complicated than it appears to be at first glance. For instance, the notion that an observed difference in scores might only be an apparent difference, that it might not necessarily represent a real difference, is itself quite an advance over "common sense."

Take another case. This time, A's children make an average score of 91, while the children taught using B's methods still average 61.

A. It is impossible for a thirty-point average difference to be the result of all our children having a good day! This difference is real - our methods are far superior to yours. Diocese, give us the money!

B. You found the ten brightest children in the diocese and trained them using your method. Your 'average' score is the average of only ten children, and the ten brightest you could find, at that. By contrast, 10,000 children were instructed using our method, and took the examination. You are claiming that money should flow toward your company and away from ours, not on the basis of the superiority of your method, but on the basis of the prior abilities of the very small and carefully selected group of children who used your method.

Here it is Competitor B who is making an excellent point. Are the groups of children using the two methods similar enough to say that the difference in scores - even though it was large - was really due to a difference in the methods, rather than to differences in the children? Again, the situation is not as simple as it first appeared.

A score on an examination is a fact. However, that fact by itself does not tell us what it means, nor what we should do about it. Specifically, should we stop the local church's religious education money from flowing to a Competitor because of that fact? Should we reward a Competitor with additional funding because of it? A score on an examination does not tell us this, nor are common sense approaches to such questions necessarily adequate. Indeed, common sense approaches may lead to grossly inaccurate evaluations in some cases.

Considerations like these provide one more reason why the Bishops Teaching Children method has three elements. Competition is locked tight to Scientific evaluation of students' answers to bishops' Questions. All three elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method are essential to its existence.

Sub-Competitions

Another reason that the Science element is an essential component of the Bishops Teaching Children method is that a local church and its ordinary might decide to allow sub-Competitions within the overall Competitive goal of bringing 'all' the Catholic children in the diocese to adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

For instance, 'all' means 'all.' But what if a local church suspects that the baptized children of many inactive Catholics in the diocese are not even attending religious education? What if a local church has, for some parts of the year, responsibility for the religious education of the Catholic children of migrant workers? What if (as given in the example above), many Catholic children in the diocese fail to learn the Catechism not because they don't try but because they are poor readers?

Should a local church simply throw up its hands at these difficulties? Should it rely on the haphazard and (in particular) unevaluated schemes of a small number of idealistic and temporary volunteers? Should it create its own (unevaluated and uncompetitive) paid bureaucracy, give it the appropriate title, and claim that the existence of the bureaucracy is the solution of the problem?

These familiar 'solutions' are not the only ones available when a local church uses the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Rather than resort to despair, a priori and unevaluated techniques and theories, or the formation of a bureaucracy, a diocese could allow rivals to Compete to make such situations better. After all, nowhere in the Catechism does it state that a local ordinary, or a bureaucracy under his control, or even earnest, hardworking volunteers, must necessarily have even good solutions to problems such as these, let alone the best solutions among all that could be devised.

Competition will certainly not solve all problems. Also, Competition, as the unflinchingly crass and coarse Bishops Teaching Children method envisions it, is always at root a Competition for money, and therefore, a local church has to have some money available before it can have such sub-Competitions.

However, suppose a local church and its ordinary were willing and able to try sub-Competitions in particular instances. As long as all of them also remained resolutely part of the Bishops Teaching Children method; that is, as long as they all remained locked exclusively on achieving adult minimal competence in the Catechism for 'all,' as demonstrated by answers to bishops' Questions, and as long as the short term safety measures outlined above were observed, a local church could certainly encourage such sub-Competitions if it wished.

In reality it might be very difficult to satisfy the two simple requirements mentioned in the preceding paragraph, since in the United States at least, programs to 'help' someone or to alleviate some condition hardly ever stay locked on one goal and are hardly ever evaluated only by their success at achieving that goal.

Can Americans really even conceive of brisk and pointed sub-Competitions within the sole goal of the Bishops Teaching Children method, to enable 'all' to reach adult minimal competence in the Catechism? Will they instead inevitably think up 'promising' new goals that are proclaimed to be 'extensions' to that sole goal, goals evaluated by who knows what criteria? Will romantic Americans inevitably find the unyielding humility of the Bishops Teaching Children method, which only tries to do one limited thing well, just too boring, and a little too unremittingly practical?

Even to ask such questions is in part to answer them. It remains to be seen whether true sub-Competitions within the overall Competition of the Bishops Teaching Children method are even possible, at least within American Catholic dioceses. Of course, if they are, evaluating their success without the Science element of the Bishops Teaching Children method would be practically impossible.

Methods of Organization and Administration Must Also Compete

One further word about Competitors is needed here. Religious education, like all education, will have methods of organization and administration. These methods may be a pre-packaged part of a particular Competitor's method, or they may be separate. (For instance, a parish may have purchased religious education textbooks, and also have hired someone to administer its religious education program.)

If separable from other religious education costs, the Scientific Report must view these methods of organization and administration as separate 'Competitors', and determine how relevant they are to increasing the children's knowledge of their faith.

So, in the case given just above, it may be possible to compare the scores of children in a parish which had hired a religious education administrator, to the scores of children in a parish which had not, to the scores of children in a parish which had used a Competitor that included administration and organization of the program as a pre-packaged part of its method.

If it is Scientifically not possible to 'unbundle' the different specific Competitors that are used, then the Scientist lists them as a single, bundled Competitor, for example, "Sister Jane plus Textbook X."

The Bishops Teaching Children method does not want the organizational and administrative costs of religious education to be hidden, or simply assumed. As far as possible, organizational and administrative methods also must be subject to inexorable Competition, based not only on cost, but also on whether the children learn more as a result of using those methods.

The Yearly Report

The four parts of the yearly Report, the first three of which are written by the local church's Scientist and his staff, can now be briefly outlined. As mentioned above, the first part of each year's Report is for lay readers, and summarizes all evaluations using an attractive and accessible format, similar to the consumer magazine, Consumer Reports.

First Part: 'Safe' and 'Unsafe'

In the first part, the Scientist will describe the results of informal competitions (for example, between both parishes and dioceses, as described above). In addition, he will identify any Competitors that are grossly inferior to the others after one year, and any that are substantially if more modestly inferior to rivals after two years of evaluation. These Competitors are the ones to receive no funding in future years.

After that, unless he can compare Competitors on the basis of their long term efficiency at bringing students to adult minimal competence in the Catechism, he should sit tight and do no further evaluation of Competitors, except regarding any sub-Competitions authorized by the local ordinary.

Specifically, the Scientist should not rate Competitors on their short term results, if these Competitors have met the standards for safety described above. All safe Competitors should receive no further short term evaluation by the Scientist.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is solely interested in long term efficacy. People need to have that message burned into their brains, and the yearly Report is a good place to start.

Moreover, any truly superior Competitors are going to make their rivals look 'unsafe' after a certain amount of time. Truly superior Competitors are going to 'raise the curve.' Competitors rated 'safe' over one or two years may look 'grossly inferior' to truly superior rivals over three, four, or five years, and will be culled then.

Within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, Competition is inexorable. It never ends. No Competitor ever gets a free pass into next year's Competition. Once short term safety has been established, there is absolutely no need for yearly Reports to make snap judgments about the possible long term efficacy of any Competitive methods and curriculums. The Bishops Teaching Children method will sort things out soon enough.

At some point, of course, some Competitors will have established their relative long term efficacy. It should be noted that even the worst of these 'survivor' Competitors will have established its short term safety, every single year of its existence - an impressive standard in itself.

Eventually, even such 'survivors' could be culled, if some of them were so superior that other 'survivors' looked ‘substantially inferior' by comparison. Even if such overwhelming superiority by a particular 'survivor' was never observed, a local church would still know of one or more Competitors who safely and effectively brought students to adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

‘Survivors’ Can Only Be Measured Against Other ‘Survivors’

An important point needs mentioning here. Once a Competitor has established long term efficacy, it can no longer be measured against any Competitor who had not done the same.

Remember, short term evaluations are performed only in the interests of safety, and long term efficacy is the Bishops Teaching Children method's ultimate definition of safety. A Competitor who had established long term efficacy is 'safe' by a standard higher than any standard available over the short term.

Therefore, a 'survivor' can only be deemed 'unsafe' if it is substantially inferior to other 'survivors.'

On the other hand, 'survivors' should form part of the pool of Competitors by which short term safety is measured. New Competitors that are grossly inferior to any rivals, including 'survivors,' should be culled after one year. (Also, of course, new Competitors should be culled after two years if they are not grossly but still substantially inferior.)

One important aspect of the first part of the yearly Report will be the listing of the per-pupil cost of each 'safe' Competitor. (If a parish uses 'mixed' methods that can not readily be separated, the total per-pupil cost is listed.) The radical fiscal transparency shown in Chapter 7 to be a valid aspect of the general radical transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method will give the Scientist ready access to this information.

Second Part: Technical Methods and Results

In a second and technical part of the yearly Report, the Scientist will explain his methods and give the specific quantitative results of each evaluation. For instance, he will define how he establishes who might be a 'grossly inferior' Competitor compared to current rivals.

Whatever evaluative methods he chooses, the Scientist should make a very large distinction between substantial differences between Competitors, and merely statistically significant differences between them. 'Substantial' differences are statistically significant differences that matter.

Competitors within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method should not gain or lose business on the basis of measurable but trivial differences. To begin with, a local church and its ordinary have absolutely no interest in Competition. A local church could care less if all Competitors survive, or if only one does, as long as 'all' are efficiently brought to adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

What possible difference to the local church could it make if a Competitor achieved this goal (for example) an average of one day sooner than rivals? Competitors might wish to receive monetary rewards on the basis of such measurable but trivial differences, but that kind of Competition is inconsistent with the overall point of the Bishops Teaching Children method, which is to reward Competitors not because they are 'significantly' better than rivals, but solely because they helped the children of the diocese come to adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

Moreover, no one is going to die as a result of having religious education that is a little sub-par. The Scientist's evaluations are not life or death kinds of decisions for the children, but they might be for the Competitors.

Furthermore, as will be discussed a little later, although the Scientist is making evaluations that will affect the fate of businesses, and the religious education of children, he is not infallible. He can make serious mistakes.

For all these reasons it is essential that the Scientist keep his evaluative focus on 'substantial' rather than merely statistically significant differences between Competitors.

Third Part: Enough Facts

In the third part of the yearly Report, the Scientist will include raw data regarding each Competitor at least sufficient to provide knowledgeable readers, and Competitors, with enough information to be able to check the Scientist's work.

Fourth Part: Competitors' Forum

The fourth part of the yearly Report is called 'Competitors' Forum.' This is the section in which Competitors get to complain that they were not evaluated fairly, or otherwise suggest objective improvements to the methods of evaluation. Naturally, Competitors also get to challenge the objectivity and scientific validity of any other Competitor's complaints.

This fourth part of each Report is essential. The Bishops Teaching Children method will probably be vastly more effective at bringing 'all' to adult minimal competence in the Catechism than the current system of religious education, but it is still entirely a human project. It is not a 'technique,' a wind-up machine 'out there' that inevitably leads to improvements if we just hop on it. The Bishops Teaching Children method is just one more human project, and that is all it will ever be.

In the best of circumstances, human beings make mistakes. They change their minds about what is 'best.' Their understanding is always only partial.

In particular this means that the Science element of any implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method will never be a wind-up 'evaluation machine' that we can simply crank to give us an infallible 'right answer.'

The Scientist of the local church in fact will have to be involved in what is not only a crucial task for the Bishops Teaching Children method, Competitors, and all the members of the local church, but is unfortunately also a very messy and uncertain task. That is simply the nature of science.

The Scientist is the Umpire, and the Umpire is Always Right

The Scientist functions like the umpire in a baseball competition. The umpire exists so that competition is 'fair;' which is to say, that evaluations of Competitors are made as far as possible so that 'all else is equal.'

Each year, the Scientist has to choose which existing scientific techniques to use in order to do the evaluations in the yearly Report. He is the umpire. He calls a Competitor Out, or Safe, and, just as in baseball, his decision must be irreversible. If the Scientist calls you Out, you're Out. Everyone knows that arguing with the ump can result in ejection from competition.

The Scientist will consistently apply the evaluative methods he chooses, so that all Competitors will be judged by the same standards. However, even after standards are defined explicitly and applied consistently, the questions remains: are those standards really the best ones?

Because true science is not a 'technique,' a machine you can simply crank to get the 'right answer,' at some point a live human being has to make a decision, in order for science to be applied. Somebody, not some thing, not some 'technique,' a moral agent, a responsible human being, has to be the 'umpire' of the Competition within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, and his decision has to stand. That is the Scientist's role, and it is a weighty one.

This is an additional important reason why the yearly evaluations are inherently conservative, normally identifying only clearly 'unsafe' Competitors, while remaining mute about all the others.

Competitors' Forum Provides Long-Term Review

This is also why the 'Competitors' Forum' is essential to the proper working of any implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method.

In this fourth part, the 'Competitors' Forum,' the Scientist in effect serves as the editor of a scientific journal written by Competitors, in which the pros and cons of various evaluative methods are laid out and debated by those Competitors.

Since the entire emphasis of each yearly Report is on substantial rather than possibly statistically significant but otherwise marginal differences, the Scientist rejects submissions to the 'Competitor's Forum' which do not show substantial differences in evaluation occurring as the result of the ideas in the submission. Of course, if a Competitor can make any kind of reasonable argument that differences might be 'substantial,' the Scientist should bend over backwards to accept the article. He accepts all submissions that do satisfy this requirement, edits these to achieve a standard format of presentation among all submissions, but does not otherwise interfere.

Why Peer-Review of the Competitors’ Forum Won’t Work

The gold standard for scientific journals today is peer review. Unfortunately, like everything else in science, 'peer review' is not a 'technique,' some sort of machine that operates independently of limited, fallible human beings.

We should recall that Dr. Semmelweiss's proposals were rejected, both before and after being subjected to 'peer review.' We should also recall that both theory and practice within current American education is so seriously disordered that current American educational 'experts' are, for example, wont to ignore "most of the major scientific results of more than 100 years of linguistics and psycholinguistics." Finding 'peers' within seriously disordered fields is, to put it mildly, problematic.

At any rate, peer review of articles written for the 'Competitors' Forum' is impossible. By explicit definition, the Scientist is the 'umpire' of the Competition, and therefore is by definition not the peer of any Competitor. The Scientist of the local church in a real sense is 'peerless.'

Also, Competitors are not peers. They are direct business rivals, and, however intense any competition among scientists may become, the difference between a scientific 'peer' and a direct business rival remains immense. It is ridiculous, and therefore dangerous, to pretend that these rivals are not 'really' such, and can therefore be 'objective,' and act as 'peers.'

Each year's 'Competitors' Forum' will therefore be a messy, unpredictable, rough-and-tumble grab-bag of argument, counter-argument, theory, and complaint.

Nonetheless, articles in it from Competitors who seriously ignore or outright reject (for example) "most of the major scientific results of more than 100 years of linguistics and psycholinguistics" will be few, for one simple reason: such Competitors will rapidly go out of business, and will therefore have no right to submit any more articles to the yearly 'Competitors' Forum.'

When a local church uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, it is simply not going to make good business sense for Competitors to ignore long-standing consensus scientific results. Therefore, Competitors (at least, the ones who survive) will not ignore those results. Rather, Competitors who survive are apt to value scientific sophistication and rigor.

We can therefore expect the long-term scientific propriety of the 'Competitors' Forum' to be acceptable.

Why the Scientist's Judgments Must Be Irreversible

The Scientist of the local church is the 'umpire' of the Competition, and as such his evaluations must in general be irreversible. He calls them as he sees them, and if you're Out, you're Out.

In baseball, an umpire's decisions on balls and strikes for example, are irreversible, not because anyone expects him to be infallible, but because otherwise teams would argue endlessly about every pitch, while certainly always being by definition in a less 'objective' position than the umpire.

The parallel to the Bishops Teaching Children method is exact. The Scientist is 'right' every time, not because he is infallible, but because Competition would otherwise quickly devolve into an endless series of claims and counter-claims by Competitors, who by definition stand to gain more from a particular outcome than the Scientist.

It is important to emphasize that the Scientist must function like the umpire in a baseball game if the Bishops Teaching Children method is to work.

The baseball umpire makes important and irreversible decisions, and is neither an infallible arbiter nor a hired 'expert' guaranteed to come to our own preconceived conclusion. He inhabits a middle ground, but it is a ground with which we are still culturally familiar, and therefore we must keep our eyes on the umpire, if we are to understand the Scientist's role within the Bishops Teaching Children method.

We know in advance that the umpire is experienced, but not infallible. We know that he, and no one else, must make the call. We know that he could be wrong, but is often right. We know that his decision, right or wrong, will stand, and must stand, because otherwise competition would quickly devolve into an endless series of claims and counter-claims by competitors about what happened, kids arguing for endless hours about whether in fact "Tommy was safe by a mile!", and then the game itself would grind to a halt - perhaps even be forgotten entirely.

Either a requirement of total infallibility, or a reversion to total relativism, makes baseball impossible. To play baseball, all competitors need the umpire to make the calls, so that, within the context of the umpire's calls, the game can be played, the competition can continue.

Since these days, especially when money and children are involved, we are so very prone to resort either to claims of infallibility, or to relativism and hired 'experts,' it perhaps can not be emphasized enough: neither of these often-employed cultural models will do, if an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method is to survive. The Scientist must be the umpire. He must make his non-infallible evaluations, and they must stand, irreversible and unchallenged. Otherwise the Bishops Teaching Children method itself grinds to a halt and evaporates into the chaos of 'modern' life.

Thus, just as parents, prior to participating in the local church's religious education, must sign a release which has the effect of guaranteeing the Bishops Teaching Children method's transparency, all Competitors, prior to Competing, must agree in writing that the evaluations in each year's Report are final, unchallengeable, and irreversible. As a pre-condition of Competing, all Competitors must agree that the Scientist of the local church is the umpire of the Competition.

Not Direct Challenge, But Long-Term Review

However, the methods by which the Scientist arrives at his evaluations, while therefore never subject to direct challenge or to reversal, must always be subject to long term review.

Providing this long term review is the fundamental purpose of the 'Competitors' Forum.' By means of it Competitors force the Scientist, and any other interested reader, to at least read both their objections to his methods, and their proposals for improvements to them.

In spite of their natural tendency to present biased complaints and analyses, Competitors may become aware that arguments which appear 'reasonable' or 'objective' or 'unbiased' have a greater tendency to be adopted in future Reports. They may also become aware that Competitive rivals may well challenge, in the same 'Competitors' Forum,' any arguments submitted which those rivals see as arguing for unfair advantages or as special pleading.

The 'Competitors' Forum' is a rough-and-ready, unpredictable, messy, and uncertain part of the yearly Report, and of the Bishops Teaching Children method. Nonetheless, it is an essential part. It alone provides an explicit forum for ongoing, long-term review of the evaluative methods employed by the Scientist of the local church.

Supervising the Entry of 'Untried' Competitors

Beyond the production of the yearly Report, and advising the bishop regarding the yearly set of Questions, what remains for the Scientist to do every year is to supervise the allocation of all untried 'experimental' Competitors.

These are the untried Competitive methods and curriculums, tested only for prima facie adherence to the faith, which no more than five percent of parishes try each year. The Scientist must decide how to assign these new Competitors to parishes in the diocese, how many parishes or classes need to be involved to provide results of sufficient technical precision and validity, and so forth.

As always, the Scientist should be interested in substantial improvements over rival Competitors, rather than marginal if statistically significant ones. Thus, in his research designs, he need not risk large numbers of children to establish a marginal effect. On the other hand, he should give experimental Competitors enough margin to demonstrate real potential.

This aspect of the Bishops Teaching Children method is designed explicitly for the Dr. Semmelweisses of the religious education world. We simply don't know when an obscure Competitor with an unfamiliar or 'ridiculous' idea will greatly improve religious education in one fell swoop. We also need to recall that nearly all the best medical minds of Dr. Semmelweiss's day either outright denied the existence of his vastly better results, or just 'knew' that these were not due to the superiority of his ideas, but to some entirely irrelevant and unimportant happenstance.

Further, we need to recall that, at any time, we too might make exactly the same mistake. What we 'know' is not necessarily the truth. What we 'know' can be dangerous to the children. The 'experimental' Competitors are welcomed by the Bishops Teaching Children method, precisely in order to leave the raw possibility of our abject ignorance always open, and to increase the chance that some future Dr. Semmelweiss will help the children, literally better than we 'know.'

On the other hand, it can be predicted with virtual certainty that nearly all experimental Competitors will be no better than current ones, and we can be sure that some will be drastically worse, 'unsafe.'

Nonetheless, all aspects of the Bishops Teaching Children method, including this one, must remain resolutely incurious about methods. Methods are simply not the business of the local church and the local ordinary, and opinions about methods are never expressions either of the sacramental character of the local church, or of the apostolic authority of the local ordinary as chief teacher.

The Bishop Must Determine the Balance Between Risk and Reward

However, by definition, no one can know how effective an untried Competitor will be. Therefore, the local church should of course build in a proper element of risk to the yearly experimental Competition. First of all, untried Competitors should provide all experimental materials and services free of charge. At the very least, the local church should not pay to have itself experimented on. Moreover, this adds an additional level of financial risk to the Competitor.

If too many unsafe experimental Competitors regularly emerge, a local church may decide that experimental Competitors must be culled for safety after only half a year or even sooner, rather than a year. A Scientist could certainly also drastically limit the number of children involved in any one 'experimental' Competitive method or curriculum, such that only large improvements might reliably be detected, but fewer children were exposed to potentially 'unsafe' Competitors.

If a local church wanted to further discourage crackpots, it could, for example, require all 'experimental' Competitors to post a bond, with the funds to be returned to them if their methods proved to be not grossly inferior to rivals.

In other words, a local church can legitimately decide how to strike a balance between rewarding ambition and punishing foolhardiness.

Nonetheless, a local church, the local ordinary, and the Scientist of the local church may not reject any Competitor a priori, once that Competitor has established a prima facie case to teach nothing contrary to the faith. To repeat, such a priori rejections require the local church to 'canonize' some theory about teaching methods, and this never expresses the local church's sacramental character as 'teacher.'

The explicitly 'experimental' part of the Bishops Teaching Children method is the essential Wild Card in its inexorable Competition. It reduces the opportunity for any Competitor, or any group of them, to rest on previous laurels, and allows any (by definition, unexpected) Dr. Semmelweisses a chance to emerge, to Compete, and therefore, to help the children learn.

The Bishops Teaching Children method never heard of the word 'best,' and what we 'know' can harm children, as well as help them.

The Scientist of the local church, while endeavoring to protect the children, should also remember that, and create research designs for untried Competitors accordingly.
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Chapter 7: Questions, Science, Competition:

Competition

Let the market rule.

Ideally, there should be bishops' Questions, a good Scientific umpire, and money. Everything else (within ordinary morality) should be disciplined solely by a Competitive free market.

The Bishops Teaching Children method does focus that Competitive market. Markets are only ways to bring buyers together with sellers. Markets do not care what is 'wanted.' They do not care if various vague or even contradictory 'wants' are given symbolic expression in purchases. They do not care if buyers employ vague, contradictory, or even downright foolish methods of evaluating the worth of what sellers are selling.

Thus the Bishops Teaching Children method, not the market, specifies what is 'wanted': increased ability of 'all' to answer bishops' Questions. It, not the market, specifies the test and the Science by which Competitors are judged. However, within that context, the principle always applies: Let the market rule.

Thus, a chapter focused on Competition within the Bishops Teaching Children method can not describe any Competition in detail. A free market will rule. By definition, the activity of a free market is not predictable.

What can be done here is to outline some of the distinctive features of the Bishops Teaching Children method from a business perspective. In particular, the principles by which the Bishops Teaching Children method operates dictate a specific relationship between buyers and sellers.

Undoubtedly a local church and a local ordinary will appeal to and rely on business-savvy Catholics to help set up and run the business and fiscal components of an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method. After all, in a way, the Bishops Teaching Children method is all about money. Businessmen may be among those who most appreciate the peculiar combination of crudity and subtlety, selfishness and generosity, that is the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Those businessmen will automatically understand that the Bishops Teaching Children method is not only naturally but also robustly built to do business. That is, its success does not hinge on the invention of some amazing new accounting system or business practice. Once running, an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method will probably chug along quite happily using any of a number of 'off the shelf' business and fiscal systems familiar to business owners, financial officers, corporate attorneys, etc.

Nonetheless, the local ordinary, with the local church, and the business people he asks to help, need to thoroughly understand the business of the Bishops Teaching Children method itself. That is, they need to have, burned into their brains, what the Bishops Teaching Children method defines as the business of buyers, and the business of sellers. For an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method to work, both the buyer, and sellers, must each know their own 'business,' and also absolutely must stay out of each other's 'business.'

The bulk of this chapter is devoted to giving examples of how this works itself out in practice. A local church, its local ordinary, and any business and fiscal helpers it needs, should have far fewer problems building and maintaining an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, if the following examples and ideas are deeply understood.

Markets are composed of buyers and sellers. One of the most distinctive features of the Bishops Teaching Children method from a business perspective is its utter lack of focus on sellers. Constitutionally, the Bishops Teaching Children method never has any opinions about what sellers should look like, or what they should do. Literally, what sellers should look like and do is their business.

To the contrary, the current system of religious education is heavily focused on what sellers should look like and what they should do.

The 'professionalization' of religious education, defined as making sure that sellers possess certain kinds of training and certain kinds of credentials, proceeds apace. The Sacred Pastors may at times even congratulate themselves that this focus on what sellers look like and what they do (and a similar willingness to use a diocese's funds to preferentially fund institutions which develop that kind of seller) is a sign of great progress, an indication that bishops are conscious of how important and serious religious education is.

Nonetheless, while the Bishops Teaching Children method absolutely agrees that spending money is indeed an important and serious thing, it does not agree that spending important and serious money automatically makes what the money purchases important and serious. Any focus on sellers is entirely misguided, from the Bishops Teaching Children method's point of view.

First of all, as the Bishops Teaching Children method emphasizes, by his sacramental ordination the local ordinary takes "the place of Christ himself, teacher, shepherd, and priest," [Lumen Gentium 21] and the local church as a whole, and all its members, explicitly under the local ordinary as chief teacher, is also teacher, a mission that flows directly from the local church's sacramental character as a direct embodiment of "the holy society by which we belong to God."

As was shown, especially in Endnote 1, Chapter 2, the current system of religious education at least in practice simply ignores this. The authentic grandeur and glory of religious education, in which 'all' are taught 'as much as possible' in and through the very body of the entire local church, and all its members, with its local ordinary, successor of the apostles, explicitly and directly its chief teacher, is just words to the present system.

Instead, the current system seeks grandeur and glory in unrealistic places, first and foremost by romanticizing its task. Unlike the Bishops Teaching Children method, the present system of religious education is not as humble as dirt. To the contrary, one might say that the present system systematically confuses the missions of catechesis and moral development with religious education.

However, this confusion severely misrepresents, if it does not actively deny, the actual situation. The Church's union with her Lord is in and through the sacraments. The Eucharist makes the Church. Further, moral development is largely a mediative task of all adults and all institutions, since by and large, morality is caught, not taught. The body, the intellect, and the will are engaged and formed morally largely in normal social interactions, not especially above all in a 'religion' class.

Thus the current system of religious education inaccurately and romantically glorifies both the task, and those who perform the task. The reality that the goal of religious education is merely intellectual knowledge of the faith (which the devil himself possesses in abundance) is a scandal to it. The present system prefers not to hear the painful truth, that religious education is humble as dirt, that its task is merely to teach 'all' what even the devil already knows, and that it can not bring to anyone either the spiritual sustenance and formation that is the direct action of the Lord himself in and through the sacraments, or the moral formation that is largely unavailable except mediatively, and is the common project of all of mankind and man's institutions.

Further, the Bishops Teaching Children method points out that bishops alone are sacramentally competent and have the apostolic authority to 'hand on' the faith of the universal Catholic Church, and devises a method by which the Sacred Pastors can do just that, directly and accountably.

The Bishops Teaching Children method also points out that bishops have no sacramental competence whatever regarding how religious education ought to be conducted. Any focus on sellers by bishops automatically relies on a priori theories, about the technical details of schooling and a whole host of other practical matters, which have no sacramental basis, and thus manufactures out of thin air competencies a bishop simply does not have. One bishop's theories, one hundred bishops' theories, an entire national conference of bishops' theories, about how religious education ought to be conducted, are combined not worth even one tested, practical minute of religious education.

The current system of religious education focuses its attention on encouraging the formation and the employment of a particular kind of seller. However, as has been shown in these chapters, any focus on what sellers look like or should do appears to be misguided from a theological standpoint, and in the practical realm has made it extremely difficult to hold adults accountable by making them directly responsible for the outcomes of religious education.

Within any implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, no seller is 'pre-approved.' Credentials are meaningless. Money flows or ceases to flow toward a seller based solely on measured outcomes.

Simply reversing everything that the Bishops Teaching Children method thinks about sellers rather well describes the current system of religious education. Sellers are pre-approved. Credentials are everything. Money flows or ceases to flow toward a seller with little regard for measurable outcomes.

Also of course, the Bishops Teaching Children method creates a market for 'religious education,' but that is actually not very noteworthy or significant. What is noteworthy and significant is the kind of market it creates, through its unrelenting focus on turning the local church and the local ordinary into a different kind of buyer of religious education.

The creation of a new kind of buyer of religious education is the essence of the Bishops Teaching Children method’s Competitive innovation. When a local ordinary with his diocese uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, together they become an extremely focused, well-informed, and self-disciplined buyer. By using the Bishops Teaching Children method, the local ordinary with his diocese becomes a buyer that knows exactly what it wants, exactly how close it is to getting it, and that insists on allowing money to flow only to those Competitors who do a better and better job of helping it get exactly what it wants.

The Bishops Teaching Children method does create an entirely different kind of buyer of religious education. However, it is not correct to say that it 'creates' a market in religious education. After all, in the United States today, there already is a substantial market in religious education.

Today, professors of religious education exist at most if not all American Catholic colleges and universities. They are getting paid. Salaries range from perhaps $40,000 to $60,000 yearly. (According to the Census Bureau, the median income in the United States in 1999 was $38,900. That is, fifty percent of Americans made more than that, fifty percent, less.)

Today, nearly all dioceses and many parishes have Directors of Religious Education or other "professional catechetical personnel." For example, the archdiocese of Boston (with 372 parishes) recently reported that 416 "professional catechetical personnel" are in the archdiocese's parishes, up from 193 in 1984. 1* They are getting paid. Nationwide, salaries for "professional catechetical personnel" range from perhaps $20,000 to $40,000 yearly.

Today, religious education publishers distribute books and other materials to parishes and homes across the country. Rest assured, they are getting paid to do that.

Substantial sums of money are already flowing based on decisions about religious education. Professorships of religious education are funded or not, "professional catechetical personnel" are hired or not, particular religious education texts are purchased or not. A market in religious education already has been created, and in fact, it is substantial.

So, what the Bishops Teaching Children method actually 'creates' is not a market for religious education, but a new kind of extremely focused, well-informed, and self-disciplined buyer of religious education.

That new buyer is interested in only one thing: making the money flow solely to Competitors who are better than other current Competitors at giving 'all' the children of the diocese the knowledge they need to be able to answer bishops' Questions.

That new buyer, then, is not interested in preserving the employment either of professors of religious education or of "professional catechetical personnel," nor is it interested in preserving the businesses of existing religious education publishers. Indeed, beyond the requirements of ordinary morality, which must apply to relations with every person or business entity, the Bishops Teaching Children method is inherently, constitutionally, not interested in - not even curious about - sellers. Beyond ordinary morality, sellers are whatever they are, they do whatever they do, and they live, or they die, and the new buyer created by the Bishops Teaching Children method remains at all times completely uninterested in their make-ups, their theories, their methods, and their fates.

That new buyer is not even interested in the evident fact that the Sacred Pastors themselves approved, supported, encouraged, and even designed the current system of religious education, in which large sums of money are spent on both persons and materials, based never on what children actually learn about their faith, but solely on 'credentials,' 'experience,' and on other even more vague and even less relevant criteria.

The new buyer created by the Bishops Teaching Children method is interested in only one thing: what have the children actually learned about their faith, and which Competitors are responsible?

Let the market rule.

The following three scenarios are in the vein of 'case studies,' all three of which underscore the importance of the principle that the Bishops Teaching Children method works by forming the local ordinary with his diocese into a highly focused, well-informed, and self-disciplined buyer. If the local church with its ordinary understands its own 'business' well, and if it sticks to that 'business' - if it stays focused and self-disciplined - it will have the means to decide complex and difficult questions, while ensuring that 'all' the children of the diocese learn 'as much as possible' about their faith.

1.

Within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, there is in the end only one buyer - the local ordinary as chief teacher of the local church as a whole - and only subsidiarily can there be other buyers, such as parishes or families. As will be shown in the third scenario below, by the Catholic principle of subsidiarity, the bishop of the local church is the ultimate but not the primary buyer. Nonetheless, the local ordinary, acting by apostolic authority for and in the name of the whole local church, is the ultimate buyer.

The 'business' of that buyer is to care about bringing 'all' the children of the diocese to adult minimal competence in the Catechism, by allowing money to flow only to the better Competitors. That is his business, he must stick to it and to it alone, and he should stay entirely out of Competitors' business, or the children automatically suffer. To see why, examine the following poignant (and certainly, realistic) scenario.

It is obvious that $20,000 to $40,000 spent yearly on a parish "catechetical professional" is money that can not be spent on anything else, including religious education materials, curriculums, and methods.

More fundamentally, it is money that can not be spent on Competitive rivals, with other, and possibly better, ideas about how the same amount of money should be allocated to teach children about their faith.

No doubt, Sister Jane, Brother John, Mrs. Doe, or Mr. Smith, who spent several years and much money getting a degree, a certificate, or both, in order to become a "catechetical professional," did so in good faith and in order to help children. No doubt their salaries are not immense compared to other professions. No doubt the Sacred Pastors in the United States themselves have allowed and encouraged this kind of burgeoning 'professionalization,' which is not tied to actual outcomes, to what Catholic children actually learn about their faith.

No doubt the Sacred Pastors erred in imagining that their episcopal authority gave them some sort of special competence in judging how the faith should be taught to 'all' the children, to the extent that they have even 'canonized' certain kinds of religious education structures, theories, methods, and standards, as established and enforced by certain kinds of 'experts' with certain kinds of credentials.

No doubt they also erred in imagining that making themselves directly accountable and responsible for 'handing on' the faith of the universal Catholic Church to 'all' the children of the diocese was either practically impossible or (even more ironic) 'pastorally inappropriate.'

No doubt, none of this was the fault of the "catechetical professionals" Sister Jane, Brother John, Mrs. Doe, or Mr. Smith.

A considerable number of good, hard-working, earnest Catholic people are even now employed as "professional catechetical personnel" in dioceses throughout the country. And yet it should never be forgotten: the Bishops Teaching Children method is consummately crude, and the entire purpose of that crudity is to protect the children, not adults.

Within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, every adult who makes money to provide religious education is, pure and simple, an entrepreneur, a Competitor, with all the rights any Competitor enjoys, but no more than those. There are no 'privileged' Competitors who are evaluated by special standards not applicable to rivals.

If a local church and its local ordinary use the Bishops Teaching Children method, then all the local church's monies devoted to the religious education of children should flow solely to those Competitors who are demonstrably better at bringing children to adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

None of that money should flow to certain pre-existing 'privileged' Competitors, with 'credentials' or not, with 'experience' or not, simply so that they can continue to keep their jobs.

If monies continue to flow to Competitors who, for whatever reason, are substantially inferior to rivals, then the children of the diocese automatically suffer. Allowing this to happen inevitably amounts to protecting the livelihoods of adults, at the expense of children.

All adults within any implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children approach deserve the protections of justice and ordinary morality: the protections of contracts and agreements.

However, according to the Bishops Teaching Children approach, all the children of the local church deserve the fierce, overwhelming protection that mothers give their own children. The Bishops Teaching Children method exists to protect, with a mother's overwhelming ferocity, all the children of the local church from ignorance, by subjecting all responsible adults to the fierce discipline of the market.

Because the Bishops Teaching Children method so carefully establishes a 'buyer' who is focused resolutely on protecting 'all' the children of the diocese from ignorance of their faith, then, when a diocese with its local ordinary uses it, nothing can protect those children better, with more of a mother's ferocious care, than this simple statement: Let the market rule.

Sister Jane, Brother John, Mrs. Doe, and Mr. Smith are adults. They deserve the protections of justice and ordinary morality: the protections of contracts and agreements.

Yet 'all' the children of the diocese deserve a mother's ferocious protection from ignorance.

Accordingly, in each yearly Report, Sister Jane, Brother John, Mrs. Doe, and Mr. Smith will all be listed as Competitors, alongside textbooks and methods published by religious education publishers. A parish employing a "catechetical professional" will thus be seen to be employing an additional 'method' to improve children's knowledge of their faith (the professional catechist), alongside whatever books, materials, and methods from religious education publishers (or any other source) that it also has purchased and used.

Although sufficient precision is not always possible when a Competitor is used in only one parish, there are conceivable circumstances in which Science can reasonably compare how well children answered bishops' Questions in the parish employing Sister Jane (for example), to the answers children gave in the parish that employed Brother John - or to the examination scores of children in a parish which employed no "catechetical professional" at all. Even if fine discriminations prove Scientifically impractical, it will certainly be possible to tell how much a parish might expect children's scores to change (up or down) on average, if a parish hires a typical "catechetical professional," or if it spends the same amount of money on something else.

The organizational or administrative skills of these "professional catechetical personnel" also have no a priori value to the bishop and the local church. Obviously, religious education has to be organized and administered, but how this can be done in a way that maximizes the amount children learn, and minimizes the amount it costs, is a question that the Bishops Teaching Children method states is a matter for Competitors and the market to decide.

Let the market rule.

When a local church under its ordinary uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, he and it commit themselves to the 'creative destruction' engendered by a competitive free market. Within such a market, businesses will fail. People - very possibly, nice people - will lose their jobs. Other businesses will succeed, and other people will gain jobs. All these, however, are risks and rewards borne by adults.

From the perspective of the chief teacher of the local church, what is the purpose of this ferocious competition? To protect the children ferociously.

It is of course conceivable that an ordinary with his diocese will decide that part of his mission regarding religious education is to protect the children of the diocese from ignorance, and that the other part is to protect the livelihoods of certain adults; for instance, the livelihoods of certain, very probably dedicated and well-liked, "catechetical professionals."

Put one foot on a ladder.

Keep the other foot solidly planted on the floor.

See how much higher you can reach.

Think about how, if monies continue to flow to Competitors who, for whatever reason, are substantially inferior to rivals, then the children of the diocese automatically suffer.

Think about how allowing this to happen inevitably amounts to protecting the livelihoods of adults, at the expense of children.

Let the market rule.

2.

Here is an example of the importance of the chief teacher of the local church sticking to his own 'business,' and not trying to do what is beyond both his sacramental and his practical competence.

When a local church uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, as teacher of 'all,' with its ordinary as chief teacher, he and it are concerned both with excellence (bringing children to adult minimum competence in the Catechism) and with equity ('all' children of the diocese deserve that knowledge, wherever in the diocese they receive the sacraments).

When a diocese uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, the local church wants all its children protected from ignorance. It can not abide the idea that even one child in the diocese would fail to learn about his faith, because of where he happens to receive the sacraments.

In any given diocese, there may be great disparities in how much money individual parishes have available for religious education. Also, as noted in Chapter 6, while French pre-schools sizably narrow, even entirely eliminate, the general academic gap between racially and ethnically diverse low-income children and others, American schooling for the most part does not.

In the United States, then, racially and ethnically diverse low-income Catholic children may have massive disadvantages in their quest to attain adult minimal competence in the Catechism. Their parishes may have less money to spend on their religious education, and their general academic preparation may - not by their fault - be inferior to Catholic children from more privileged backgrounds.

It can not be said often enough: the Bishops Teaching Children method is completely and perennially incurious about how to solve such a problem. To repeat what needs to be repeated forever, until it is truly understood, determining how to solve such a problem is - literally - none of the bishop's business, and - literally - is the business of Competitors.

Thus, even though he is the chief teacher of his diocese, the local ordinary has absolutely no theories about how to allocate resources to solve this problem. It is forever beyond both a bishop's practical competence, and especially, it is forever beyond his sacramental competence, to 'know' how such a problem can be ameliorated or solved.

Thus, for example, a bishop must not (for example) take some of one parish's religious education money and give it to another, unless a Competitor has proved that that works best.

A bishop using the Bishops Teaching Children method can allocate funds for religious education in whatever way best allows him to teach 'all' the children 'as much as possible' about the faith. The local ordinary as chief teacher, and the local church as a whole under him, alone possesses the sacramental competence to teach 'all.' Individual parishes and families have no such competence. The ultimate 'buyer' of religious education in a diocese is the local ordinary as chief teacher, and the local church and all its members under him.

That scarcely means that all money for religious education should be raised and allocated at the highest possible level. To the contrary, the principles founding the Bishops Teaching Children method are wholly in accord with the Catholic principle of subsidiarity. Funds for religious education should be both collected and allocated at the lowest possible level. Nonetheless, the bishop as chief teacher and the local church as a whole under him are the teacher of 'all,' and are thus ultimately responsible. A local ordinary as teacher of 'all' has the right to re-allocate monies raised for religious education in order to better teach 'all.'

On the other hand, that same ordinary has absolutely no business allocating or re-allocating even a nickel of religious education monies based on the diocese's, the local ordinary's, some church bureaucracy's, or anyone's, theories about what works best.

It is not the business of the local ordinary or the local church even to have theories about what works, let alone implement them. The ordinary's competence, both sacramental and practical, is expressed in knowing what he wants, and in rigorously allowing the diocese's money to flow only toward Competitors who better give him what he wants.

It could be that disadvantaged children require less funds than privileged ones, or substantially more funds, or no more funds, but simply a different kind of schooling. It is not the business of the local church or the local ordinary even to be curious about questions like these, let alone to be the creator of the 'right answer.'
A problem like this one is a model prospect for the kind of sub-Competition briefly discussed in Chapter 6. If a diocese had sufficient funds and wished to, it could try a sub-Competition to help it determine how best to solve or at least ameliorate the problem.

The one thing the local ordinary must not do is to try to 'solve' the problem himself. That is none of his business. His business is not to solve problems, but to define them crisply, evaluate Competitive responses sharply, and resolutely let the money flow to Competitors demonstrably better at solving them.

In a way, the 'business' of the local ordinary, and the whole local church under him, within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, is to be very, very smart about what he wants, very, very smart about knowing whether he has what he wants, and very, very dumb - to the point of being completely uninterested - about how to get what he wants.

Let the market rule.

3.

This case is an example in which sellers are required to mind their own 'business,' and not intrude on the 'business' of the 'buyer,' the local ordinary, and the whole local church under him.

Suppose the following situation. Some years after a diocese first uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, two Competitors are 'survivors.' They have established long term efficacy, but let us further suppose that both 'survivors' are of substantially similar quality. In addition, four other Competitors have established that, short term, they are 'safe;' that is, they are at least as good as the 'survivors,' and not substantially worse than the other short term rivals.

As the disciplined and ultimate 'buyer,' the local ordinary and the local church under him wants money to flow to Competitors solely on the basis of long term efficacy; that is, on ability to help children attain adult minimal competence in the Catechism, as measured by the yearly Reports.

However, what the yearly Report currently shows is complicated. First, it shows that two Competitors have both established long term efficacy, at about the same level of quality.

However, as was discussed in Chapter 6, the long term efficacy of the four other 'safe' Competitors can not be known with any certainty. Although they look fine in the short term - indeed, one or more of them may eventually prove to be much superior to the two current 'survivors' - their actual long term efficacy is unknown. Obviously, long term efficacy can only be established over the long term, and none of these Competitors has been around long enough to establish it.

All the Competitors, of course, want as much money as possible. If possible, they want all of it, and they want it right away. This is the nature of Competitors, who have to be focused on profit, and short term profit, at that.

It is in the interests of Competitors to seek a competitive advantage other than and in addition to the one defined by the goal set by the local church.

This sometimes, but not always, means that Competitors are seeking to 'help' the local ordinary define what he wants, and how he should evaluate whether he has gotten what he wants. Competitors naturally are tempted to intrude into what is none of their business, 'business' that, within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, is the 'business' of the local ordinary alone, and the whole local church under him. It would of course be convenient to a seller, if the seller were able to define what the buyer wanted.

To some business people, a 'free' market must be that kind of market - one in which sellers are 'free' to try to shape buyers into the kind that are most convenient for sellers.

However, just as the children of the diocese inevitably suffer if the local ordinary or a member of the local church tries to meddle in what is the proper 'business' of Competitors, the children also suffer if Competitors try to meddle in what is the proper 'business' of the local ordinary. The Bishops Teaching Children method works (and helps the children of a diocese learn) because it forms the local ordinary and the whole local church under him into a new kind of buyer for religious education, one that is highly focused, well-informed, and tough as nails.

Being that kind of buyer is the 'business' proper to the local ordinary and the local church under him, and that 'business' is - again literally - none of any Competitor's business. The market still rules - but in response to a tough and disciplined buyer.

On the other hand, the local ordinary and the local church under him does not necessarily care if Competitors seek competitive advantages other than or in addition to the one defined by the goal set by the local church.

Here is how all this works out in the scenario being discussed.

The local ordinary and the local church under him is focused solely on long term efficacy, while cognizant of short term safety. In Competitor's eyes, this is merely expressing a 'preference.' To Competitors, any buyer preference will do, so long as they can satisfy it. On the other hand, if the local church resolutely sticks to its 'preference,' Competitors have no choice but to satisfy it.

Within any reasonably free market, there is no fancy or idealistic definition of rationality. Markets do not, and should not, operate according to some set of 'logical' rules imposed from the outside. That inevitably impedes rather than enhances the rationality of a market. The 'rationality' of any competitive free market is, simply, the summation of the individual preferences of the buyers in the market, as expressed by what they buy. The Bishops Teaching Children method does not deny this.

However, the Bishops Teaching Children method does assert that the sole ultimate 'buyer' of religious education in a diocese is the local ordinary as chief teacher, and the whole local church under him, with 'buying' by parishes and families done only when that is consistent with the Catholic principle of subsidiarity. The local ordinary, and the local church under him, alone is sacramentally competent to teach 'all.' Taking that seriously, and thus creating a new buyer of religious education, is one of the principal tasks of the Bishops Teaching Children method.

As a result, the rationality of parishes and families can and should have expression as 'buyers' of religious education, but only so far as the rationality of parishes and families is not allowed to trump the rationality of the local ordinary and the local church under him. In other words, the 'market rationality' of the local ordinary and the local church under him is not merely the summation of the individual rational preferences of parishes and families.

The scenario being discussed here outlines a situation typical in an actual market. A buyer has some information, but not all the information he would like. In this case, the local ordinary knows that any Competitors that are substantially inferior to current rivals (the definition of 'unsafe') have already been excluded from further Competition by the Scientist's yearly Report, leaving some 'safe' Competitors. How should he proceed?

First of all - and this needs to be stressed - the local ordinary needs to thoroughly understand what he actually knows, and he needs to operate within the limits of what he actually knows. His determination to do this will make him a much better buyer, and that will always serve the children's interests.

In this case, the ordinary knows about two 'survivors' (Competitors with proven long term efficacy) of essentially similar quality. Let's suppose that both Survivor A and Survivor B bring about 30% of eighth-graders, and about 50% of twelfth-graders, to adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

(Before we start throwing stones at these Survivors for having such low 'graduation rates,' we ought to remember that, in the current climate, the actual figures might well be 3% for eighth-graders, and 5% for twelfth-graders.)

These are the only two Competitors who have established long-term efficacy. Since this is the one thing the local church really cares about, it definitely wants to spend at least some of its money on the two 'survivors.'

However, as long as at least one of the 'survivors' was left standing, the local church could care less if the other went out of business. Why should it? With either Survivor, it gets about the same outcome.

Does the savvy consumer detect here the possibility of a tiny bit of competition on price arising as a result?

At the same time, the ordinary knows of four Competitors that certainly seem to be fine, compared both to the 'survivors' and to each other, but none of them have established long term efficacy. One or more of these Competitors may eventually emerge as vastly superior to either of the two 'survivors' in terms of long term efficacy, but it's just too early to tell if that will happen.

The following three things can happen to these Competitors.

· Over the next few years, their cumulative (but still short term) results mark them as substantially inferior to rivals. The result: they are declared 'unsafe' in a future yearly Report, stop being funded, and 'die.'

· They 'live' long enough to demonstrate long term efficacy, at a level of quality far superior to the current 'survivors.' The result: the children of the diocese learn more, the previous 'survivors' 'die,' and the new and better 'survivors' make money.

· They 'live' long enough to demonstrate long term efficacy, at a level of quality about the same as current 'survivors.' The result: the children of the diocese don't learn any less than now, and price competition among 'survivors' becomes even more fierce.

Actually, one other thing can happen to one, or all, of these Competitors.

· Even though, as far as anyone currently knows, they are safe and effective, no one 'buys' them. The result: they go out of business - they 'die' young, but not for a reason important to the local ordinary and the local church under him.

If this possibility occurs, the local ordinary never learns if one or more of these Competitors could have become a 'survivor' equal or superior to the current ones. These Competitor 'deaths,' which were 'premature' in terms that matter to the local church, reduce the odds that the schooling of 'all' the children of the diocese will improve, or that competition on price will become more vigorous.

Why in the world should the local ordinary and the local church under him want to reduce the odds that the schooling of 'all' the children of the diocese will improve, or the odds that competition on price will become more vigorous?

The hand dealt the local ordinary in this scenario is therefore complicated. The general outline of the solution is straightforward, so long as the local ordinary, with the whole local church under him, understands himself as the ultimate 'buyer' of religious education, within the principle of subsidiarity as expressed in the buying preferences of parishes and families.

It is not the business of sellers, after all, to accuse a buyer of trying to 'manipulate' a 'free' market, when all a buyer is doing is expressing his 'preferences' by means of his purchases.

Therefore, if the local ordinary, with the whole local church under him, as the ultimate 'buyer' within the principle of subsidiarity, buys in a manner which increases, rather than reduces, the odds that the schooling of 'all' the children of the diocese will improve and that competition on price will become more vigorous, that is the local ordinary's 'business.' Indeed, buying in that fashion is doing no more than being good at the 'business' proper to the apostolic office of the ordinary. When the local ordinary makes his purchases of religious education for those reasons, he is simply being an intelligent, well-informed, self-disciplined consumer.

Of course, if the local ordinary does not understand himself as the ultimate buyer of religious education within the Catholic principle of subsidiarity, but rather understands 'market rationality' merely as the summation of the individual rational preferences of individual parishes and families, then of course he will also see the expression of any 'preference' beyond the individual preferences of parishes and families as an 'intrusion' into a 'free' market.

The actual present situation, obviously, depicts the opposite pole of the same danger. The diocese as a whole, and the local ordinary as chief teacher, 'intrudes' in the market by (in effect) restraining trade, by dictating, or at least strongly advocating for, what a 'proper' seller should a priori look like. Even more perverse, after eliminating even the possibility of a competitive free market in religious education by restraining trade, by controlling sellers, local ordinaries apparently actually consider that to be an effective discharge of their responsibilities as chief teachers of their dioceses, and take no direct note of, nor any direct responsibility for, the actual outcomes of religious education.

All this being said, what is the hand the ordinary has been dealt in this scenario?

First, he has a known baseline competence that he wants to purchase some amount of. This is the competence the diocese gets (equally well) from the two current 'survivors.'

However, he also has intriguing but incomplete information about four other Competitors. Thus, he also wants to 'bet' some of his money (purchase some chance) a) that the schooling of 'all' the children of the diocese will improve even further, and b) that competition on price will become even more vigorous.

Finally, according to the Catholic principle of subsidiarity, buying preferences like these must be expressed at the most local level competent to do the job. It is not unCatholic for the local ordinary to know himself, with the local church under him, as the one authentic teacher of 'all,' and therefore with due courtesy to insist that the 'market rationality' proper to religious education is not completely expressed by the mere summation of the buying preferences of individual parishes and families.

However, it would quite literally be unCatholic for an ordinary to take all the monies individual parishes and families had for religious education, buy a bunch of religious education textbooks, distribute them, and make the parishes and families teach whatever they were handed, simply because an ordinary could do that.

As the Holy Father has said more than once regarding married couples (in these or similar words), "They are asked to become one, not to become each other." This same covenantal principle is also expressed in the Catholic principle of subsidiarity, and naked impositions of episcopal power in the interest of making parishes or families become, not one, but 'each other,' offend that principle.

In practical terms, the ordinary wants to buy at least some known baseline competence. He wants to keep the known baseline competence 'alive.' After all, as far as he knows, all of the short term 'safe' Competitors may eventually falter, and 'die' a natural death. An ordinary definitely wants to bet some of his diocese's money on the sure thing.

However, the ordinary does not care about the 'survivors' per se. He only cares if at least one of the 'survivors' remains in business, until definitely defeated in a fair fight by some other 'survivor.'

On the other hand, the ordinary does care about preserving the 'lives' of all of the currently 'safe' short term Competitors. That increases the chances that the schooling of 'all' the children of the diocese will improve even further, and that competition on price will become even more vigorous.

So, the ordinary also wants to bet at least enough of his diocese's money to keep all of the short term 'safe' Competitors at least minimally 'alive,' so that he can continue to collect more information about them.

One practical way to work this out is to poll all the parishes about their preferences.

The buying rationality of individual parishes, expressed as they state their preferences for one or the other of the 'safe' Competitors, thus is given primary, but not necessarily ultimate, voice.

This is the right way to honor the Catholic principle of subsidiarity. The buying preferences of individual parishes are rational. There is no reason to suppose that parishes are not rational on their own terms. Within any implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, the buying rationality of parishes should always be given primary, but not necessarily ultimate, voice.

Parishes have reasons to prefer one 'safe' Competitor to another. For instance, they may want to stick with the particular 'safe' Competitor they are already using, whose methods are already familiar (and whose books are already bought). As can be seen, a parochial reason to prefer a particular Competitor is far from necessarily arbitrary or irrational; and expressing a parochial preference can even be helpful to the religious instruction of the children in the parish.

Then, after polling the parishes, only
· if both of the two 'survivors' will have no diocesan business (highly unlikely, because as 'survivors' they will already be in most parishes)

OR

· if one or more of the short-term Competitors does not get enough business to allow the diocese to continue to collect Scientifically valid information about it

then the ordinary could ask the parishes to make the adjustments needed to 'keep all the balls in play.'

Given that, in the United States, both parishes and dioceses nowadays possess telephones (even computers in many cases), if all parties knew what was expected, the whole process would take a week at most.

By definition, if any adjustments are needed, they do not fully meet the rational preferences of the individual parishes. Each parish already made its judgment about what best meets its own rational preferences. Instead, the adjustments are required to fully meet the rational preferences of the local ordinary and the local church as a whole under him.

These adjustments are therefore similar to any other uncomfortable public burden, like jury duty. Everyone understands their necessity, but most wish that someone else would do them.

Like jury duty, the burden might best be borne under a lottery. Two other components of the jury duty system are probably also applicable. 1. Explicit and onerous punishment for non-compliance; for example, a two year 'excommunication' from the diocesan system. For two years, the entire parish would be totally on its own, back in the 'bad old days' - no bishops' Questions for any of the parish children, no information about the parish's own performance. 2. A time-limited 'get out of jail free' card given to any parish which had recently had to make such an adjustment, if its number came up again.

Of course, taking a 'jury duty' approach is only a suggestion. The local ordinary is free to concoct any solution he wants. Nonetheless, in this scenario and in all others the local ordinary as chief teacher and the whole local church under him must ensure that his apostolic authority and sacramental competence expresses itself in buying preferences, but always - and first - within a heartfelt and enthusiastic application of the Catholic principle of subsidiarity, in which the buying preferences of individual parishes and families are given the fullest possible play.


The preceding three scenarios were discussed in order to underscore four main points.

· The Bishops Teaching Children method forms the local ordinary, and the local church and all its members under him, into a new, highly focused, well-informed, self-disciplined, and ultimate buyer of religious education.

· Buyers, and all of them, should stay out of the 'business' of sellers, or the religious education of children will very likely suffer.

· 'Market rationality' regarding religious education is not merely the summation of the individual buying preferences of parishes and families. Another and ultimate buyer exists: the local ordinary, and the local church and all its members under him. Any conflicts are resolved by means of the Catholic principle of subsidiarity, which is honored when the buying preferences of individual parishes are given primary, but not necessarily ultimate, voice. A competitive free market is not in the least undermined when the local ordinary as the ultimate buyer (within the principle of subsidiarity) buys as an expression of his apostolic authority and sacramental competence.

· All that being said: Let the market rule.


A number of other issues should be discussed briefly.

'Untried' Competitors

The first year or two that the Bishops Teaching Children method begins to be implemented in a diocese, the 'Competitors' are whoever happens to be there already, and all Competitors are 'untried,' since none have yet been evaluated in terms of how well, relative to their rivals, they prepare children to answer bishops' Questions.

After that, however, the Bishops Teaching Children method becomes a controlled-entry market. The obvious need to encourage competition and innovation by 'buying' some number of untried methods has to be balanced against the equally obvious need to protect the children from untried methods that are inferior to existing Competitors.

The end of Chapter 6 contains some thoughts about how this might be accomplished, but the local ordinary and the local church really need to understand that there will never be any procedure that perfectly rewards progress, at the same time as it perfectly protects children. Only rough balances between the two can be struck.

The bishop and the diocese also need to remember that, according to the Bishops Teaching Children method, neither a bishop, nor the diocese, is ever competent to evaluate any Competitor a priori, beyond the bishop providing assurance that the Competitor teaches nothing contrary to the faith.

Other than that, there is no way a local ordinary can 'screen' any untried Competitor. According to the Bishops Teaching Children method, such a priori screening is forever beyond the competence of either the bishop or the local church.

So, here is the dilemma. 'Untried' Competitors are essential to the successful operation of the Bishops Teaching Children method. Chapter 6 is worth quoting explicitly:

The explicitly 'experimental' part of the Bishops Teaching Children method is the essential Wild Card in its inexorable Competition. It reduces the opportunity for any Competitor, or any group of them, to rest on previous laurels, and allows any (by definition, unexpected) Dr. Semmelweisses a chance to emerge, to Compete, and therefore, to help the children learn.

(Ignaz Semmelweiss, it will be recalled, was the mid-nineteenth century Hungarian physician whose methods of antisepsis reduced maternal mortality rates ten-fold. Semmelweiss's attempts to get other physicians to follow his lead were rebuffed, his methods being dismissed as "nonsense" by the leading medical authorities of his day.)

On the other hand, by definition, no one knows either the safety or the efficacy of untried Competitors, and neither the bishop nor the diocese is competent to judge their safety or efficacy in advance.

So, some number of untried Competitors must be tried, but the only way they can be tried, is if they are tried - that is, if some of the children of the diocese are taught using untried Competitors.

The parishes and families of those children are not going to like that, especially once the Bishops Teaching Children method really begins to work, and religious education is already going on at a high level.

Those parishes and families - even while admitting that someone has to try untried Competitors - are always being rational, in their own terms, when they also say that these untried Competitors should be tried on somebody else.

To repeat, there is no magic formula a bishop can use to make this problem go away. The horns of this dilemma are built in to the Bishops Teaching Children method. A bishop using the Bishops Teaching Children method is going to have to wrestle with the dilemma forever, undoubtedly in intense consultation with his diocese.

As noted at the end of Chapter 6, to protect children, the diocese could try all sorts of things: decide to test untried Competitors every few months instead of yearly, make untried Competitors post a bond which is lost if the Competitor proves to be unsafe, have the Scientist make sure that only the minimum number of children necessary to get accurate information were involved, etc.

A diocese could also make untried Competitors reward parishes, families, and children for assuming the risk of an untried Competitor: a free ice cream cone, a new computer, a new playground?

Nonetheless, some number of untried Competitors have to be allowed in to the market every year, and that does mean that some number of children are at greater risk of being taught (at least temporarily) by a method that will prove to be ineffective compared to current Competitors.

The 'Jury Duty' syndrome again rears its ugly head. A rational overall public good is, again rationally, no one's particular individual good.

So, however a local ordinary and his diocese work this out year to year, 'Pay to Play' may well be part of their implementing procedures.

'Pay to Play'

'Pay to Play' has in fact already been invoked twice in these chapters as solutions for certain difficulties. Only the term was missing, but the idea was there. The first time the idea was broached occurred when the cost paid was in 'privacy.'

The Bishops Teaching Children method's radical transparency means that everyone will know how each child did on the yearly set of Questions. Particularly given the current dominance of 'privacy,' not everyone will like this. However, as noted in Chapter 6, there is a solution, which amounts to 'Pay to Play.'

That is, in order to 'play,' (participate in the diocese's implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method), each family has to 'pay,' by signing an agreement that makes all test scores the property of the diocese, and a matter of public record.

'Pay to Play' was also the idea behind the 'Jury Duty' model discussed in Scenario 3, above. A parish 'pays' at least the chance, and sometimes the actuality, of accepting a 'safe' Competitor that was not its own choice, again in order to continue to participate in the diocese's implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method.

'Pay to Play' may also be part or all of the solution to the practical difficulty of requiring a certain number of parishes and families per year to accept untried Competitors.

Thus, if a family decides that it does not want its child using an untried Competitor, that is always fine with the Bishops Teaching Children approach. The family does not have to 'play.' Any family always has the option of leaving the diocesan system and instructing its children on its own.

However, there is a cost to that decision. A family that does not 'pay,' can not 'play.' So, that family also realizes (the other shoe now falls) that it is really now on its own, and that every child in its family is now 'contaminated' and can not participate in the diocese's religious education (including the yearly set of Questions) for three years, because the family decided not to shoulder its share of the load that must be shouldered for the common good.

To say out loud what has been implied several times, the Bishops Teaching Children method is about bishops, teaching children, not about bishops, throwing their weight around. Nonetheless, the local ordinary, and the whole local church under him as chief teacher, is alone sacramentally competent to 'hand on' the faith of the whole Catholic Church. He, and the local church under him, is charged to teach that faith to 'all.'

However, in the case of untried Competitors, there are competing rational interests, between the interests of the local church as a whole, and the interests of individual families and parishes (which, by the way, even those families and parishes will admit). Whichever way that inherent conflict of interest gets resolved year to year, the agreement needs to be enforced. Human nature being what it is, a mix of both rewards and punishments is often needed in situations like these, and 'Pay to Play' is a time-honored practical method that could help.

'Key Buyers' and 'Pay to Play'

Of course, 'Pay to Play' automatically applies to all Competitors when a diocese uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, because, as mentioned in Chapter 6, all Competitors must agree in advance that the conclusions of the yearly Report are definitive and inarguable. In order to 'play,' all Competitors must 'pay,' by agreeing to play by the rules, and the rules say: the 'umpire' is always right. If you argue with the diocese’s Scientific umpire, you could be ejected from the game.

'Pay to Play' could at some point also be applied to Competitors in another way. At some point, a diocese or dioceses using the Bishops Teaching Children method will probably have what amounts to a competitive advantage over dioceses that do not. That is, the yearly Reports of all the dioceses that use the Bishops Teaching Children method will be readily available to anyone who wants to know which Competitors actually do a better job of preparing children to answer bishops' Questions.

It does not take a business genius to imagine that those Reports are going to influence how non-participating dioceses spend their religious education dollars. Thus, the impact of the yearly Report on Competitors will probably not be limited to the business those Competitors get from the participating dioceses. Dioceses using the Bishops Teaching Children method will be 'key buyers' who will influence purchasing choices far beyond themselves.

That will give dioceses using the Bishops Teaching Children method additional clout with Competitors. The dioceses might use this clout to make Competitors 'Pay to Play.'

There are costs to the local church when it implements the Bishops Teaching Children method. For example:

· While no expert (indeed, no one except a bishop) can write even a single Question, an expert has to assist a bishop in preparing the yearly Questions and assembling them into each yearly set. How many Questions are required? How exactly may bishops assign each Question a difficulty level, and thus determine what constitutes adult minimal competence? Questions like these have technical answers and require technical assistance.

· Once the Questions are written and the yearly test is prepared, methods must be devised to

· transmit the test securely to each parish and each child

· give the test securely

· read and transmit the answers securely

· A Scientist and his staff have to be hired to analyze the answers, write the yearly Report, and create research designs for untried Competitors.

· The Yearly Report has to be published.

· Reports to parishes and families have to be compiled and sent.

· Etc.

Much or all of this will cost money, and all of it will take time, effort, and attention.

It is true that, relative to the total costs of religious education in many dioceses, the sums required for these tasks are minuscule. For instance, assuming that the roughly 400 "professional catechetical personnel" now employed in the Archdiocese of Boston devote on average only half their time to the religious education of children, and that all 400 earn only a minimal salary of $20,000 per year, the total religious education cost to parishes, just for these personnel, just for their time spent in religious education, is at least four million dollars per year, every year.

Further, if several dioceses decided to use the Bishops Teaching Children method, they could conceivably share some of these costs, and probably reduce them even further.

Nonetheless, they are costs, they are not negligible, and they have to be met.

One solution that matches the Bishops Teaching Children method's inherent crudity is 'Pay to Play.'

So (for example) the diocese, as a 'key buyer,' negotiates below-market prices for all Competitors' methods, and the savings helps recoup the diocese's costs in running the Bishops Teaching Children method.

However a business-savvy diocese uses this competitive advantage to reduce its costs, the general point persists. At some point, a diocese using the Bishops Teaching Children method will become a 'key buyer' in the eyes of Competitors, and they may indeed at that point be willing to 'Pay to Play' in that diocese's market.

Desire

Both price and cost are essential elements of markets, and yet neither has yet received much treatment in these chapters. The Bishops Teaching Children method's principal focus is of course not directly on price and cost, but on creating a new kind of buyer of religious education, one who knows the quality of each Competitor's wares and will buy only from better Competitors. An informed and self-disciplined consumer within a competitive free market has an effect on prices, but more needs to be said about both price and cost.

Although funds are of course not unlimited, what the market will bear is dependent not only on money but also on how valuable religious education is to a diocese, and to its parishes and families. For instance, more money can sometimes be found for things greatly valued. Making a diocesan, parish, or family budget involves more than fiscal criteria alone.

A school or a religious education program is just the visible part, the tip, of a complex socio-cultural system of signals and feedbacks. Indeed, the Bishops Teaching Children method knows this explicitly. This more sophisticated understanding explains the Bishops Teaching Children method's ability to make bishops directly and personally responsible for the religious education of the children of their dioceses.

When religious education is seen as the visible tip of a complex socio-cultural system, it becomes obvious that the monetary price of religious education is only part of what religious education actually costs. Students, as well as families, parishes, and dioceses, also have to invest time and effort, if children are going to learn about their faith.

Thus, desire and motivation are essential features of markets. Within certain limits (to put this negatively) desire and motivation can be manipulated. To put it positively, within certain limits, desire and motivation can be enhanced.

If a Competitor can increase a student's desire and motivation, the student will study more. More study often (perhaps not always) leads to more knowledge. If that happens, the Competitor looks good. More money flows his way.

Similarly, if a Competitor can increase a family's, a parish's, or a diocese's desire and motivation, they a) may be more willing to pay more money for the Competitor's product, and b) may encourage students to study harder. Either way, the effect is that the Competitor makes more money.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is, absolutely, focused on what is called 'high stakes' testing. However, in dramatic contrast to that phrase's customary meaning, the Bishops Teaching Children method makes the stakes 'high' exclusively for responsible adults, and only secondarily for children, who are merely co-responsible for their religious education.

What happens if a student never attains 'adult minimal competence in the Catechism’? Beyond the fact that everyone in the world knows that he has not, to the student, nothing happens. However, every time that happens, some adult Competitor may lose money, or even his entire business.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is not magic. Given current socio-cultural levels of desire for religious education at a high level, it is entirely possible that many students, particularly at first, will not be highly motivated, either personally or culturally. Given current levels of competence in religious education, it is entirely possible that even many motivated students will not attain adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

These are both problems. Yet, if Competitors solve them, they get more money. Thus, solving both of those problems - not only the problem of teaching competence but also the problem of student and socio-cultural motivation - is, literally, the business of Competitors.

Within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, Competitors may well be motivated to use advertising and other techniques both to increase demand and to increase student effort. A higher-quality program may 'cost' more in both money and effort. It is up to the Competitor to convince people to pay his price.

There is a place for advertising and other marketing tools within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method. That place is motivating consumers to pay the costs, both monetary and otherwise, of high-quality religious education. The Bishops Teaching Children method can tell the buyer of religious education the quality of Competitors' wares. It can not tell the buyer how valuable that quality is to the buyer.

Let the market rule.

Fiscal Transparency

It almost goes without saying that complete fiscal transparency is an inevitable component of the transparency that is inherent in the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Since the Bishops Teaching Children method intends the religious education of the local church to be an 'open book,' down to the last sub-score of each individual child on each yearly set of Questions (and which Competitor was associated with that child and score), it stands to reason that part of being an 'open book' involves 'opening the books' - the local church's accounting books - regarding every aspect of that schooling.

As is usual for transparency within the Bishops Teaching Children method, this detailed fiscal transparency has practical benefits, and also, a sacramental foundation.

In Chapter 2 it was established that the authentic teacher of 'all' the children of the diocese is the local ordinary as chief teacher, and the whole local church, and all its members, under him. The local church exists. It is by no means a 'private' agglomeration of individuals, families, or even parishes, but rather, the local church, under its ordinary and in union with the whole Catholic Church, constitutes a genuine 'public.' That 'public' alone expresses in its fullness a sacramental character, is "the holy society by which we belong to God," and (under its ordinary as chief teacher) is the teacher of 'all.'

Put simply, that one authentic teacher of 'all' needs to monitor not only the performance of its students, but also its own performance, and this is the sacramental basis for the radical fiscal transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method. A teacher who wastes either time or money is not a good teacher. The money spent on religious education throughout the local church ought to be just as much a matter of detailed public record as the sub-scores of its youngest first-grader.

On the practical level, of course, perennially detailed - and explicitly public - information about where the money flows is the mother's milk of improvements in economic efficiency, and an important defense against fraud, theft, and scandal. Radical fiscal transparency, for instance, makes it very easy to identify and list the per-pupil cost of each 'safe' Competitor appearing in the yearly Report.

Also, complete fiscal transparency will help everyone feel that religious education is in fact a mission of the whole local church working together, and it also will help individuals take individual, 'on-the-spot' initiatives to increase economic efficiencies.

Radical fiscal transparency is such an obvious and essential part of the Bishops Teaching Children method, that nothing further needs to be said.

Endnote for Chapter 7

1. Source: the Pilot (Newspaper of the Archdiocese of Boston). March 17, 2000, p. 17, "Convocation 2000 - Facts and figures."

Chapter 8

Implementation

By the working of grace the Holy Spirit educates us in spiritual freedom in order to make us free collaborators in his work in the Church and in the world.... [CCC 1742]

In Chapter 3 the Bishops Teaching Children method was compared to the steam engine. Whether it becomes a practical reality depends not only on its practicality in theory, but also on the general readiness for such an idea. The seed may have the potential to germinate, but the ground on which it falls may be rocky, or otherwise unsuitable, in unbelievably complicated ways. As the steam engine proves, there are times when a very practical idea waits a very long time to become a practical reality.

In Chapter 6 it was stated explicitly that the Bishops Teaching Children method, humble as dirt, places its confidence in the Lord alone. Thus, it is perennially - and constitutionally - quite happy to yield to better methods of expressing the sacramental reality that the local ordinary, and the entire local church under him, is ‘teacher’ of ‘all.’

Yet, even beyond being ever ready to yield to any method of religious education that is seen by bishops and dioceses to be more faithful to their sacramental reality as ‘teacher’ of ‘all,’ the Bishops Teaching Children approach is to remain confident, not in itself, but in the Lord. Truly, his Spirit “educates us in spiritual freedom.” Truly, we do, despite our failings, become “free collaborators in his work in the Church and in the world....”

The work of the Holy Spirit, and our free collaboration in his work, may eventually include the Bishops Teaching Children method, or it may not. Through it all the Bishops Teaching Children method remains resolutely, even complacently, incurious about its fate. It knows that, at best, it is only a tool, that man may pick up if he will. It will never be in any position to define, rail against, or otherwise attempt to control the creativity of human freedom, and God forbid that it ever identify itself with the movement of the Holy Spirit, who “educates us in spiritual freedom.”

The Bishops Teaching Children method needs to be offered, not commanded. After all, as was developed at length in Chapter 2, its real foundation is the free sacramental reality of grace. What an irony it would be if the Bishops Teaching Children method, born in freedom, humble as dirt, yearning every day for the appearance of a system of religious education far more faithful to the Lord than itself, were to be crammed down some poor diocese's throat.

Besides that, you can not force people to be in love, or argue them into it. It just has to happen.

For a bishop and his diocese to take a serious look at the Bishops Teaching Children method, they will have to be seriously, head-over-heels in love - not with the Bishops Teaching Children method, but with their children.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is a very, very big change for both a bishop and a diocese. Until both a bishop and his diocese agree that they are, mutually, so crazy in love with the children of the diocese that they can't help themselves any longer, then the Bishops Teaching Children method has no chance of being implemented, anywhere.

Only the total impracticality of crazy love will lead a bishop and his diocese to the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Just examine some of the difficulties a bishop and a diocese will face.

To begin with, the Bishops Teaching Children method circumvents the entire current structure of religious education, by simply ignoring it. The Bishops Teaching Children method's three elements: bishops' Questions, evaluation by Science, and free-market Competition, which are bound into a new structure by the catalyst of radical transparency, are at every point virtually the antithesis of the elements of the current religious education system.

The Bishops Teaching Children method asserts that the current system does not have a strong sacramental foundation, and in practice does not work very well or very accountably, and it lays out the reasons why it, by contrast, does have a strong sacramental foundation, and will work efficiently, equitably, and accountably.

Others will disagree.

For starters, the entire panoply of religious educators may well line up against the Bishops Teaching Children method. Distinguished professors at prominent Catholic universities may well excoriate it, and at length.

If the theoreticians of current religious education say things consistent with their present ideas, they will say that the Bishops Teaching Children method is a return to the Stone Age, a regression to a Baltimore Catechism type approach.

They will say that it is inconsistent with the Council.

They will say that it flies in the face of "what research is telling us about how children learn."

They will say that it is a blatant right-wing attempt to return to the worst of top-down episcopal management.

They will say that it turns children into robots, forcing them to memorize and then spew back purely verbal information about the faith.

They will say that it serves the interests of giant corporations interested only in profit.

They will say that the children of the diocese will be required to take yearly standardized multiple-choice tests, the very kind that are the worst at measuring in-depth knowledge.

They will contrast the valuable, worthwhile, gospel-oriented social service projects done by religious education students now to the lifeless information due to be crammed into their heads.

They will wonder aloud if Jesus really came to teach children how to memorize the Catechism.

Et cetera.

Although a bishop and his diocese might console themselves that the kinds of people saying all those kinds of things will not have jobs for very long if the Bishops Teaching Children method ever catches on, the fact remains that the onslaught from the current religious education bureaucracy is apt to be ferocious, and only if both a bishop and his diocese are ferociously in love with the children, and determined beyond all reason to protect them from ignorance, will a bishop and his diocese be able to endure it.

Then there are the Sister Janes, Brother Johns, Mrs. Does, and Mr. Smiths of the diocese, the parish "professional catechetical personnel," whose jobs (unlike the jobs of the religious education experts safely ensconced in Catholic universities) are immediately and perennially at risk, as soon as the Bishops Teaching Children method begins.

As noted in Chapter 7, these personnel will simply be considered one more Competitor by the Bishops Teaching Children method. Their degrees and other qualifications will not give them any a priori advantage over rivals. Like any other Competitor, they will always have to show that they help children answer the bishop's yearly set of Questions better than any rival Competitor.

Also, as mentioned in Chapter 6, the organizational or administrative skills of these professionals also have no a priori value to the bishop and the local church. Obviously, religious education has to be organized and administered, but how this can be done in a way that maximizes the amount children learn, and minimizes the amount it costs, is a question that the Bishops Teaching Children approach states is a matter for Competitors and the market to decide.

Thus, it could easily be the case that some of the professional catechists in a diocese could find themselves simply out-Competed.

If that happens, will a parish, a diocese, and a bishop be able to say, "We love you, Sister Jane - but we love the children more"?

The Bishops Teaching Children method exists to protect children from ignorance, with a mother's ferocious care, by ferociously holding adults accountable.

A bishop and his diocese have to decide if they can do that, even when adults are harmed, and even when the harmed adults fight back - for some of them surely will.

In the face of the almost inevitable economic, social, and psychological dislocation that the Bishops Teaching Children method will cause some hard-working, well-intentioned adults - who can and may fight back - will a bishop and his diocese be able to remember most of all, that the children can not fight back?

Only if they are truly head-over-heels in love with the children, will they be able, in this difficult situation, to resolutely make all adults accountable, to protect the children's interests above all, and to treat Sister Jane, and any other accountable adult, with the justice and fairness that is absolutely her due.

Further, a bishop considering the Bishops Teaching Children method will have special problems of his own.

To put it bluntly, every other bishop, and especially, every bureaucrat who works for the United States Catholic Conference (the bureaucratic arm of the National Council of Catholic Bishops) will immediately understand that the Bishops Teaching Children method simply ignores the model for religious education developed and approved by the National Council of Catholic Bishops and its bureaucracy over the last thirty years.

A bishop considering the Bishops Teaching Children method is not going to be considered a team player, by his brother bishops. He can expect very little, if any, support from them, and none from the national bureaucracy. To the contrary, he can anticipate both private, and even some public, opposition on both fronts.

He had better be crazy in love with the children of his diocese to endure that.

There will also be parents, some of the opinion that the Bishops Teaching Children method sets the church back one hundred years, others outraged that the bishop would force their child to take a test - any test - others, up in arms that their children's privacy would be invaded, and their self-esteem put at risk, to the point that whole world would know how well they did on each yearly set of Questions.

Many parents will stick with their views, whatever the argument or evidence presented. That is how people are. The Bishops Teaching Children method is actually glad about this. After all, if that were not true, then the present system of religious education (which has been strenuously and repeatedly argued for) would already be loved by everyone, absolutely no one would be dissatisfied with it, and the Bishops Teaching Children method would have no chance at all of implementation!

Some parents can be talked to. They might discover that most children will indeed be violently opposed to the Bishops Teaching Children method - but only because it means more work for them.

Children are not stupid. Even if they themselves do not take first prize, they can understand the value of religious education such as that proposed by the Bishops Teaching Children method, in which adult expectations are very clear, and adults, not children, are promptly - even spectacularly - punished for ineptitude.

Children also can tell the difference between religious education in which their 'privacy' is protected, but hardly anyone really knows, or even seems to care, how much they have actually learned, and religious education in which the current extent of their knowledge of the faith is indeed not 'private,' but yet, with a mother's ferocious care, the whole local church under its ordinary sees to it that each very real child in the diocese is protected from ignorance.

Some parents may even appreciate the fact that only the transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method allows a bishop, and the whole local church under him, to really be what a bishop, and the whole local church under him, really is, by the bishop's apostolic authority and the local church's sacramental character: the teacher of 'all,' the teacher of each and every child in the diocese. Only transparency allows the bishop, and the local church under him, to care specifically about each child - about their child - and what he specifically has so far learned about his faith.

Nonetheless, not every parent is going to see all the virtues of the Bishops Teaching Children method. Some parents may never see any virtue in it.

This, too, a bishop and his diocese are going to have to face.

Then, after confronting what will almost certainly be emotional, probably at times vitriolic, opposition from all sorts of people, a bishop and his diocese will still have all the actual work of making the Bishops Teaching Children method a reality.

To find a way to make the Bishops Teaching Children method work in the face of all that, the whole lot of them will probably need to be a little crazy.

That craziness, that love beyond reason, is just not the sort of thing one can demand from people, or that one can legislate. The Bishops Teaching Children method can only be offered.

There is no reason for a bishop and his diocese to use the Bishops Teaching Children method unless they are, both bishop and diocese, mutually convinced that it is the right thing to do for the children, and they are mutually so in love with the children that they are willing to do the right thing for them, even if it is an excruciating amount of work.

In practical terms, it all starts with the bishop.

If he is not satisfied that the Bishops Teaching Children method is the right thing to do for the children of his diocese, and if he is not so crazy in love with those children that he will personally do whatever it takes to teach them about their faith, then a diocese can just stop right there. The Bishops Teaching Children method will never, ever get off the ground in that diocese. "Bishops Teaching Children" refers, after all, to a method in which bishops personally teach children!

Especially for the bishops who first pioneer it, the Bishops Teaching Children method is going to be a crazy adventure undertaken by very competent Sacred Pastors too in love with the children of their dioceses, too driven to the edge by the current system of religious education, and too hopelessly tempted by the prospect of a giant improvement, that they just can't stop themselves from offering the Bishops Teaching Children method to their dioceses and doing whatever it takes to see it through to success.

In short, there may come a time when the Bishops Teaching Children method will be seen by bishops as the easy, expedient, and expected course, but that time is not now.

So, first of all, the Bishops Teaching Children method has to be offered to bishops - crazy bishops.

Then, bishops have to offer it to their dioceses.

Their dioceses, as was just shown, have to be crazy, too.

However, it is highly unlikely that everyone in the diocese will be crazy, particularly about the Bishops Teaching Children method, all at once.

Therefore, a bishop who wanted to offer the Bishops Teaching Children method to his diocese might make a deal with his people. He might propose the 'Rule of Three': he will start writing Questions, if one-third of the parishes in the diocese agree to try the Bishops Teaching Children method for a three year trial period - no backing out, carping, or sabotaging allowed. After all, they could have said no. Any parish community that participates has to participate on a strictly 'one for all, all for one' basis for the whole three years.

The bishop can be as enthusiastic as he can be, but he also has to explain all the known potentially unattractive points, too.

Are the people of his diocese crazy enough - about the children, about the idea, about him - to actually let him personally direct and be responsible for the religious education of the children?

All a bishop can do, is ask.

If they say yes, at least sufficiently to satisfy the 'Rule of Three,' then almost nothing happens for a whole year - except from the bishop's point of view.

In the first year, all the parishes and families using the Bishops Teaching Children method prepare for the first set of yearly Questions by simply continuing to do whatever it is they are doing now. Of course, they do report all their direct and indirect costs of religious education to the bishop.

Suddenly, the bishop realizes that, in order for parishes to do that, he somehow has to have a fiscal database already constructed just for that purpose.

He has to have, already established, a computer, fax, and telephone link to that fiscal database (so that parishes can securely report their fiscal data, and also so that anyone can see the Bishops Teaching Children method's fiscal transparency already at work by looking at the received data).

He already has to have found someone to input the data from parishes and answer the phone.

And so forth.

Of course, while he is doing all of that in less than a year, the bishop is also frantically writing Questions.

He is also calling his brother bishops to ask them to help him write Questions.

He is also having their Questions translated, if necessary.

He is also seeking the services of a psychometrician (a testing expert) with no connection to any known Competitors to help him handle the technical aspects of assembling and evaluating the first yearly set of Questions.

He is also trying to find, hire, and finance a Scientist and his staff.

He is also consulting both with his testing advisor and with his priests and their parishes about how to organize and run the testing day.

With the help of his psychometrician, he is also trying out Questions on children, to find out which are suitable for actual use, and writing even more Questions, because from their answers the children showed him that many from his initial set were not suitable.

And so forth.

Obviously, the Bishops Teaching Children method will never, ever work if a bishop has to do all of that in less than a year!

The pioneer dioceses in particular are going to have lots of time to decide about the value of the Bishops Teaching Children method, because their pioneer bishops will have an enormous amount of work to do, before they can even ask their people if they want to try it!

Someday, bishops interested in using the Bishops Teaching Children method may be able to rely on the experience of the pioneer bishops and dioceses who first took the idea and made it a practical reality.

That is Some Day. This is now. The Bishops Teaching Children method is a distinctly practical idea, and it will work, but it will take an enormous amount of cooperative effort, technical skill, and time, along with unflagging episcopal leadership, to turn the Bishops Teaching Children method from a practical idea into a practical reality.

A pioneer bishop had better allow himself his own 'Rule of Three': three solid years of spade work, before his first set of yearly Questions appears and the parishes who said that they'd try the Bishops Teaching Children method begin their own three-year trial period.

One last suggestion. Testing Day might fittingly occur on the feast of Pentecost (or another Sunday near the end of the traditional school year), and it might be made a Parish Day, a holiday for the whole parish. The day on which all the children come to their parish and answer the bishop's yearly set of Questions, should be a very big deal, indeed.

It should be a day when the whole parish attends Mass. At all Masses, the children should be prayed for, and the Holy Spirit invoked. It should be a day when the whole parish comes together for festivities, fun, and food. The adults - pastors, parents, widowed, and single - could gather in one place, and socialize, while the children are sequestered in a quiet, serious place to answer their bishop's Questions.

When the children (of all ages) return, there should be an abundance of treats and fun for them. For all children, the association of hard work, blanket and enthusiastic acknowledgement of their efforts by adults, and treats and fun for them, should be indelible on that day, every year. Children should strongly associate each Testing Day with their faith, with doing 'grown-up' tasks as well as they can, and with treats and fun. They worked hard, they did their best, and they earned it.

Shortly after that day, the day during which all the children of the diocese earn the treats and fun that is richly due every single one, will come the day when the yearly Report comes out, revealing (as everyone knows) which of the adults involved in religious education have earned their treats, and their fun.

Appendix: Content Digest

Chapter 1

Eight Practical, Realizable Goals

· A Roman Catholic bishop can make himself personally responsible and directly accountable for the religious education of the Roman Catholic children in his diocese

· He can completely circumvent all religious education bureaucracies, whether in a national conference, a Catholic college or university, or his diocesan office, and take direct charge of the religious instruction of Roman Catholic children in his diocese

· He can personally and decisively defend the orthodoxy of what is taught to every child in his diocese

· He can personally shift the focus of all religious education in his diocese away from debates about educational methods and toward what children actually know and have learned about their faith

· He can directly create a climate that rewards and encourages the development of sophisticated and orthodox understandings of the faith in every Catholic

· He can personally ensure that all religious education is directly based on the Catechism of the Catholic Church
· Some number of bishops could voluntarily combine their individual efforts for greater effectiveness and efficiency, while each would remain personally and directly responsible and accountable for religious education in his diocese, and while the cooperating bishops would automatically retain complete and direct control of any coordinating agency

· Roman Catholic bishops from all over the world could directly assist the religious education of Catholic children in many nations

Chapter 2

Sacramental and Moral Foundations
1. The local church, and all its adult members in union with it, under its Sacred Pastor as the chief teacher, has a moral obligation to teach all Catholic children in the diocese as much as possible about the faith it professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

2. Since the local ordinary is the chief teacher of his diocese, he has the inherent right and duty to seek out and to use practical methods by which, consistent with his other obligations, he can take as much direct personal responsibility for the religious education of the children of his diocese as possible.

3. The local church, and all its adult members in union with it, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, has the inherent right and duty not only to monitor what all Catholic children in the diocese have learned about their faith, but also to seek out and to use the most accurate available practical and moral means of doing so, since such monitoring is critical to the exercise of the local church's responsibility to teach and the local ordinary's responsibility as chief teacher.

4. The local church, under its local ordinary as chief teacher of the diocese, has the inherent right and duty not only to monitor the specific performance of any and all adults and programs meant to be of service to the religious education of the children in the diocese, but also to seek out and to use the most accurate available practical and moral means of doing so, since such monitoring is critical to the exercise of the local church's responsibility to teach and the local ordinary's responsibility as chief teacher.

5. To the extent that the local ordinary, as chief teacher, can determine how well such adults and programs have performed, the local ordinary has the inherent right and duty to seek out and to use practical and moral means, consistent with justice, to hold all such adults and programs specifically and practically accountable for their performance. Thus he has the inherent right, consistent with justice, to use practical human inducements to reward, or to withhold rewards from, such adults and programs, or to delegate others to do the same.

6. Notwithstanding that such adults and programs are the ones to be held principally and specifically accountable for the religious education of the children in the diocese, the local church, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, has the inherent right and duty to make each Catholic child, consistent with his age, ability, and moral responsibility, co-responsible for growing in the knowledge of his faith. Thus, in addition to the irreproachable right and duty of parents in this regard, the local church, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, also has the right, consistent with the age, ability, emotional development, and moral responsibility of each child, to use practical human inducements to encourage the co-responsibility of that child to learn as much as possible about his faith, or to delegate others to do the same.

7. It is morally objectionable to prefer ineffective or inequitable teaching methods, or to support an ineffective and inequitable system of religious education.

8. It is a moral obligation to seek the most effective and equitable methods, and overall system, of religious education.

9. It is a moral obligation to encourage a social and economic system in which both the methods and the overall system of religious education can over time become progressively more effective and equitable.

In order to fulfill the obligation to see to it that 'all' the children are indeed learning 'as much as possible,' periodic monitoring of the extent ('as much as possible') of the religious knowledge of each and every child in the diocese ('all') is needed.

Thus, even the right and duty of Catholic parents to teach their children about the faith takes on its full meaning only within the principle of subsidiarity. It is beyond an individual family's inherent moral competence to monitor the religious education of other people's children.

Nor can parents monitor even their own teaching without comparing what their children have learned to the knowledge other children possess.

Thus, if the fundamental basis of the religious education of Catholic children in a diocese were the inherent moral competence of individual families, the moral obligation to see to it that 'all' children in a diocese were effectively schooled in the faith would be morally impossible to fulfill. It would be no one's business - indeed, it would actually be immoral - to see to it that 'all' were learning as much as possible.

To make a small pun - no one would have the right to 'see,' so no one could have the ability to 'see to it.'

Only the local church as a whole, under the local ordinary as its chief teacher, possesses the sacramental character, and by that character, the moral competence, to be the teacher of 'all,' and therefore, to monitor the religious education of 'all.'

That teacher should teach 'all' 'as much as possible' about the faith. Particularly in advanced technological societies, unremitting practical efforts to increase intellectual knowledge of the faith among 'all' Catholic children is a moral obligation.

Further, the entire local church, and all its members, possesses at least an initial sacramental competence to teach, under the local ordinary as chief teacher.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is fundamentally antagonistic to the current system of religious education. The Bishops Teaching Children method takes seriously the sacramental character of the local church, under the apostolic authority of its local ordinary as chief teacher. The Bishops Teaching Children method asserts that the local ordinary, and the whole local church under him, really is the teacher of 'all,' and that this sacramental character and apostolic authority must be directly reflected in the diocese's system of religious education.

By contrast, the current system of religious education at least in practice, if not theologically, denies this, because the current system has its foundation in 'privacy.'

Can you teach a student while being forbidden to ask him any questions about what he knows? Can you monitor a student's progress while being forbidden to know his actual progress?

Teachers have an inherent right and duty to learn what each student knows, and to monitor each student's progress. Otherwise, they would be unable to teach.

The student protests: "It is a violation of my 'privacy' to force me to tell you what it is I know. Further, 'monitoring my progress' simply means continual violations of that same 'privacy,' and multiplies the wrong done to me. You have no right to learn the extent of my knowledge, because that violates my right to 'privacy.' If I, or someone I know, is satisfied with what I have learned, that ought to be enough for you."

Please note: whoever you are, if a student says this to you (and is able to make it stick), you have no ability to serve as his teacher. His assertion of 'privacy' has eliminated your ability to teach him.

Anyone who has no moral competence to ascertain what a student has already learned, can not be that student's teacher. A teacher requires direct, specific knowledge of what a student has learned, in order to be able to assume the title of 'teacher.' A student who, by invoking a right to 'privacy,' makes it impossible for someone to have direct, specific knowledge of what the student has learned, has rendered that person unable to be called his 'teacher.'

Here we get to the crux of the extraordinary antagonism between the moral and sacramental preconceptions implicit in the Bishops Teaching Children method, and those of the current system of religious education.

The Bishops Teaching Children method begins with the assertion that the local church, and all its adult members in union with it, under its Sacred Pastor, are really, actually, the teachers of the Catholic children of the diocese. Which is to say, the local church, and all its adult members in union with it, under its Sacred Pastor, has the inherent right and duty to learn what each and every Catholic child in the diocese has learned about his faith, and to monitor his progress in that knowledge.

When a local church implements the Bishops Teaching Children method, then, consistent with justice and ordinary morality, and to the maximum extent possible, the religious knowledge of every single Catholic child in the diocese becomes a matter of public record.

A teacher can not be the teacher of a particular student, if - for whatever reason - he can not know what that student has already learned.

Yet, under the current system, neither the local ordinary nor the local church, either as a whole or in each of its members, can know what each child has learned about his faith, because having that knowledge would violate the student's 'right' to 'privacy.'

Thus, the current system of religious education denies, in practice if not theologically, the sacramental character of the whole local church, and all its members, under the apostolic authority of the bishop as the chief teacher, to be 'teacher' of 'all.'

At present, no local ordinary in the United States, let alone the local church in each of its members and as a whole, is even theoretically able to take responsibility for the outcomes of religious education in the diocese. It seems strange even to say it, but the purpose of religious education is not to conduct classes, purchase textbooks, and pay Directors of Religious Education. Its purpose is to teach each child in the diocese knowledge of his faith. Yet what each child in the diocese actually has learned about his faith - the crucial thing, the entire reason religious education is conducted in the first place - is not known, except by a few, regarding a few.

Absolutely no one in the diocese is, or even theoretically can be, responsible for the schooling of 'all' - lest 'privacy' be violated. Lest 'privacy' be violated, no one can be teacher of 'all.'

In vivid contrast to the present system, in which virtually no one has any 'business' inquiring into the religious knowledge of any particular child, lest the child's 'privacy' be violated, the Bishops Teaching Children method makes both the local ordinary as chief teacher, and all baptized adults of the diocese, moral agents in the religious education of the children of the diocese.

From a technical point of view, the Bishops Teaching Children method will work much better than the current system of religious education, because, as is well known by economists, increasing the 'transparency' of a complex social or economic system greatly improves outcomes, and the Bishops Teaching Children method massively increases transparency within a diocese's religious education.

Yet the fundamental reason for this radical transparency is that it directly expresses the local ordinary's apostolic authority to be chief teacher, and the whole local church's sacramental character under him, as 'teacher' of 'all.'

Children need to be protected from many things, but one of the things they need to be protected from is ignorance. Another thing they need to be protected from is the possibility that an adult may try to hide behind the need for children to be protected, to avoid being held accountable for his own performance.

'Privacy' is only a weak, secular substitute for the deeper underlying revealed reality, the inherent dignity of the human person. 'Privacy' is laudable when it protects that dignity. However, the Sacred Pastors should remember that abortion, the most extreme dismissal of the inherent dignity of the human person, is legal in the United States by a claim to 'privacy.'

'Privacy' makes it impossible for the local ordinary, and the whole local church under him, to be personally accountable as teacher of 'all.' 'Privacy' is a poor practical way to run a complex socio-cultural system, such as a system of religious education. Finally, 'privacy' appears to be only a weak secular substitute for a deeper underlying revealed reality.

Thus, 'privacy' appears to be a fundamentally misguided basis for the religious education of a local church's children.

To say it again, beyond the devastating practical consequences, beyond even the moral consequences, of the present 'private' conception of religious education, there is a sacramental consequence, even more serious. Under the current conception, in direct practical, if not theological, contradiction to sacramental reality, no one can be 'teacher' to 'all' - for, in order to teach, such a 'teacher' must know what 'all' have learned, and that would be against everyone's 'fundamental' right to 'privacy.'

At present, it simply doesn't occur to people, even bishops, that there really is a 'teacher,' the local church, under its chief teacher, the local ordinary, and that who is taught by that teacher is 'all.' For nearly everyone, that thought, if it even exists in consciousness, is just words, with no practical content.

In reality what everyone thinks is that religious education in a diocese is a fundamentally 'private' activity, with everything that notion implies.

Thus, whatever the ultimate practical merits of the Bishops Teaching Children method, it makes, for the present era, an extraordinary sacramental assertion, that must now forever be taken into account. The local church, and all its members, under its Sacred Pastor as chief teacher, exists. A diocese is not an agglomeration of people, children, families, or even parishes who 'privately' teach and are 'privately' accountable. Further, the truths of the faith are not even theoretically available for 'private' appropriation, but are 'handed on' in and through the very body of the local church in union with the whole Catholic Church. There is an 'all' to teach, that 'all' has a teacher, and the local church, and all its members, under the local ordinary as chief teacher, is that one authentic teacher.

One important corollary to this is that an educational institution, organization, or association, however venerable or respected, is only a tool to deliver a service. Thus, the 'creative destruction' encouraged by a competitive free market is morally acceptable within religious education, to the extent consistent with justice due human persons.

The Bishops Teaching Children method makes the assertion that, to the extent possible, religious education in a diocese must found not only its theories but also its practical operation in the sacramental mystery of the local church - and not in 'privacy,' good order, educational doctrine, or any other thing, except as subsidiary to it.

The sacramental unity and inherent teaching competence in Christ of all the faithful in the local church in union with the local ordinary and the whole Catholic Church must have the fullest possible practical expression in the religious education of all the children of the local church.

The Bishops Teaching Children method asserts that, whatever system of religious education a local ordinary employs, that system must express his apostolic authority as chief teacher of 'all,' as well as the sacramental character of the whole local church, and all its members, under him, as also teacher of 'all.'

Although children are co-responsible for their religious education, the Bishops Teaching Children method exists to hold adult, not childish, feet to the fire.

Regarding competitive markets, it is important to be specific about what one 'wants' - otherwise, one gets nothing in particular. Equally, when you unleash a free market, be careful what you want - you might get it.

By showing a Sacred Pastors how he can precisely define what he 'wants,' the Bishops Teaching Children method allows a bishop to use free-market competition to achieve his goals. The practical result of that market will then be a better and better teaching of exactly what he wishes to teach.

However, the Bishops Teaching Children method achieves this result by completely removing the term 'religious education' from any romantic or sanctified context.

According to the Bishops Teaching Children approach, religious education has no connection whatever either to 'catechesis' or to 'moral development,' except by the sacramental activity of the Lord himself through the Holy Spirit.

The phrase that the Bishops Teaching Children method uses to describe itself is 'humble as dirt.' 'Humble as dirt' is also the phrase the Bishops Teaching Children method uses to describe religious education.

No amount of religious education, however perfect, can make the Church. The Eucharist makes the Church [CCC 1396].

Moreover, by and large, morality is not the name of a 'subject' that can be taught in 'religion' class. As the classical moral theorists knew, moral development is largely caught, not taught, mostly shaped mediatively in and through daily social interactions of all kinds, and very little (though a little) by direct instruction.

So, 'religious education' is not education in spirituality (a task that only the Lord can assume, in and through the sacraments), and it is not education in 'morality.' Neither spiritual development nor moral development is the name of a 'subject' that can be taught in a 'religion' class.

The only job religious education can really do is give children intellectual knowledge of their faith.

On the other hand, once a bishop accepts the essential humility of religious education, then religious education can have a definite job, which the bishop can then ensure is done well.

Chapter 3

Is It the Steam Engine of Our Day?
A bishop and his diocese can not use the Bishops Teaching Children method, until they value its elements, and value being able to use them.

Although Hero of Alexandria made and described a working steam turbine in the first century A.D., seventeen centuries before James Watt and the Industrial Revolution, it was regarded as a curiosity and not used for any practical purpose.

We have to notice that we need the Bishops Teaching Children method, before we can implement and use its elements.

We think that we don't 'need' the Bishops Teaching Children method, because what it could accomplish (the local ordinary personally directing and being responsible for religious education in his diocese) is considered impossible to begin with.

We don't think we need it, because an apparatus for religious education, one directly supported by American Catholic bishops, already exists.

Also, American bishops are by now very used to arguments that they would be fools to challenge the expertise of experts, and very probably, many bishops make the same arguments to themselves. Yet the Bishops Teaching Children method ignores, circumvents, and also perennially evaluates the entire present system, including the expertise of the current religious education experts.

In each diocese that implemented the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, the religious knowledge of each and every Catholic child in the diocese would be a matter of public record - forever. That fact alone would make it anathema to many Americans, including many local ordinaries.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is very much 'unneeded' by any who would prefer that a bishop not have much direct say in what American Catholic children are taught about their faith.

Probably even more important, anyone more or less happy with the religious education that exists, even if he is not particularly 'committed' to it in some ideological or theological sense, will presumably be unhappy with anything that would massively alter that schooling, such as the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Most likely, millions of American Catholic families do not 'need,' and do not even want, the Bishops Teaching Children method. They are relatively happy with the haphazard and undemanding religious education their children obtain now, they would be relatively likely to call strenuous academic learnings irrelevant to 'true' religious education, and they would be relatively likely to complain about any effort to increase either the time spent in 'religion class' or the academic content of that class.

The Bishops Teaching Children method, the how of it, will work, and would make Catholic religious education in the United States so much more effective and fair than it is now, that it would amount to a revolutionary increase in the effectiveness and fairness of that schooling.

Is the Bishops Teaching Children method the steam engine of our day? Yes, of course.

But is it the steam engine of James Watt's day, or of Hero of Alexandria's day?

Chapter 4

Questions, Science, Competition

Our Problem, and A General Overview of the Three Elements

The story of a pedestrian crosswalk button and the tragedy of Dr. Ignaz Semmelweiss illustrate the two parts of Our Problem.

Part one: we prefer to think of ourselves as sailing through daily life thoughtfully, acting out of the loftiest motives - but in fact, virtually the exact opposite is true, and good religious education must take advantage of how we really are, rather than build on our pretensions.

Part two: Just as American educational ‘progressivists’ have in general, Catholic religious education 'experts' have failed us in the worst way, and have designed a kind of Thoughtworld in which any serious challenge to their ideas is, perhaps quite literally, inconceivable.

However, the key difficulty is not a particular educational ideology or a particular religious education bureaucracy, but our severely limited, and also fallen, human nature.

As noted in Chapter 3, many ordinary American Catholics seem to be relatively satisfied with current religious education. Also, if we believe what we read in local diocesan papers, Catholic schools are better than ever. Religious education bureaucrats are top-notch and hard-working, and bishops exercise their responsibility as chief teacher through their 'wonderful' support of those bureaucrats and that bureaucracy.

Most of the people in charge of American Catholic religious education (including bishops) seem to think that they are doing a good job, and they might be deeply offended by suggestions that the actual outcomes of religious education are not being well-monitored and, in any case, that religious education can even theoretically have only a minor actual connection to 'values education' and 'building the church.' Indeed, to those directly involved in Catholic religious education, such a suggestion might be so flabbergasting and offensive as to be literally unthinkable, simply beyond the pale of civilized discourse.

Even less thinkable might be the suggestion that the working principles of current religious education are at least practically, and perhaps even theologically, antagonistic to the sacramental reality of the local church and the apostolic authority of the local ordinary.

This is how people are. This is how life actually works. It is difficult to do even a little more than the customary thing. It is not automatic that we choose or even recognize a better idea, even when we have it handed to us on a silver platter.

'Experts' do not fail us because they are experts, but because they are men.

The Bishops Teaching Children method - Questions, Science, Competition - will work, for no exalted, lofty, or even very good reason, but it will work, for those few bishops and dioceses able to do a little more than the customary thing.

Bishops' Questions, answered by all students yearly, determine the extent of the children's current knowledge of the faith, Science evaluates what methods best helped students answer the Questions, and who used those methods, and Competition monetarily rewards the better methods, and monetarily punishes the inferior ones.

Then you re-set the bar to get an upward spiral. Now, whatever standard the established-'better' methods can reliably achieve becomes the minimum standard. Fall below that, and you start losing your shirt. Do even better than 'better,' and big goodies flow your way - until a competitor finds a way to improve even further.

One of the ways the Bishops Teaching Children method is very different from current American efforts at school 'reform' is its thoroughgoing emphasis on rewarding and punishing adults, rather than children.

The Bishops Teaching Children method says that if children a) show up, and b) do what you tell them, then they have completely fulfilled their responsibilities as students.

Defining 'standards' that can not reliably be achieved, given proper student effort, is a recipe for disaster. The Bishops Teaching Children method defines the minimum standard as what can reliably be achieved by the best current methods, and encourages higher standards to emerge as business competitors figure out how to achieve them. Thus the Bishops Teaching Children method creates a climate in which standards can indeed be raised over time, and yet remain continuously achievable with proper student effort.

The only way that circular or otherwise ineffective educational theories will lose, will be if they really lose - if people lose money or their jobs when they carry them out. Even a religious education professor or publisher knows how to count the money in his pocket.

In the Bishops Teaching Children method, bishops' Questions in effect define a judiciously chosen sequence of specific content. Abstract or generalized 'competition' will not improve schooling, but requiring methods to compete to teach the same good curriculum will.

Indeed, it is morally objectionable to have schools rather than methods compete, because a competition of schools creates a very inefficient and uncompetitive market. The practical result can only be weak, diffuse improvement, unevenly allocated.

Let families go to the school that is most convenient, and let the methods compete in a real market. That way, all families in all neighborhoods can reap the benefit of methods that a) have proved themselves against all comers and b) are continually pressured by a true competitive market to improve even further.

In the Bishops Teaching Children method, Competition between methods is locked tight to Scientific evaluation of those methods, which is locked tight to the methods' universal and sole focus on bishops' Questions. The radical interdependence of Questions, Science, and Competition is another very important concept that current reform efforts miss.

To the Bishops Teaching Children method, a 'good teacher' has only one definition: someone who delivers the curriculum set by the local ordinary using the objectively established best methods. When a diocese implements the Bishops Teaching Children method, a 'good teacher' abandons old practices in favor of new ones, as soon as (but not before) objective evidence warrants it.

The Bishops Teaching Children method has absolutely no opinion about educational methods. It does not know which method will turn out to be superior to rivals, joins no debate regarding 'progressive' or 'traditional' or any other pedagogy, and is totally incurious about why a particular method happens to work better than its competitors. All it cares about is funneling more money to the methods which - for whatever reason - help the children best learn exactly what the local ordinary wishes them to learn.

The Bishops Teaching Children method's complete lack of curiosity about educational methods of course also means that, when a local ordinary uses its methods and structure, he does not need to know a single thing about educational methods, either. He does not even have to be the least bit curious about them. He can be just as blankly incurious about educational theories and methods as the Bishops Teaching Children method itself.

The local ordinary never once need have an opinion on, or even wonder about, pedagogies, instructional materials, theories of cognition and learning, etc. All he needs to know is what he is sacramentally competent to know and to 'hand on' - the faith of the whole Catholic Church. All he needs to do is present the children with bishops' Questions and make sure the money reliably flows toward methods that do the best job of preparing the children to answer them.

The Bishops Teaching Children method really, actually allows the local ordinary to directly and personally exercise his sacramental and moral responsibility as chief teacher of the diocese - and it doesn't at all require that he turn himself into an educational 'expert.'

If he uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, educational 'expertise' is only necessary for people who want to figure out how to deliver to the children of his diocese the ability to answer his Questions.

In order to encourage stiff Competition based entirely on the better and better teaching of what the local ordinary wants taught, carefully selected Scientific samples of up to five percent per year of religious education in the diocese will use experimental methods proposed by business competitors.

This is a way to engineer in a bit of wild entrepreneurship, while maintaining responsibility to all students. In this way the worst abuses of 'expertise' can thereby be ameliorated, at least in part.

The Bishops Teaching Children method locks the entire religious education system in a diocese, especially including all methods, into 'wanting' to answer the bishops' yearly Questions, and locks the local ordinary into 'wanting' something specific enough - improved ability to answer his Questions - to make improvement through vigorous Competition among methods achievable.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is explicitly anti-progressivist regarding bishops' Questions. That is, for the Bishops Teaching Children method to exist, all bishops' Questions must have their basis in specific content, and in particular, in the specific content of the Catechism of the Catholic Church.

Bishops' Questions that are not consciously grounded in specific content will not elicit deeper thinking, but only encourage vagueness. Indeed, one of the fundamental and crucial differences between expert and novice thinking is that experts have command of a broad range of facts relevant to the particular case.

Two examples of Questions are given:

One of the sacraments is

d. Holy Oils

e. Holy Orders

f. Holy Water

By the sacrament of Holy Orders a man ordained a bishop becomes a minister who

d. acts as the delegate of the worshiping community at Holy Mass and other sacraments

e. acts in the person of Christ and makes visible the presence of Christ as head of the Church

f. serves as a special symbol of the love all Catholics have for each other and for the poor

As the sample Questions show, an amazing feature of the Bishops Teaching Children method is that every single incorrect answer a bishop writes will have the characteristic of being accidental or even material heresy. Thus, every single Question bishops write is an opportunity for the local ordinary not only to directly probe the understanding of all the children in the diocese, but also to directly defend, protect, and guide it.

This above all distinguishes the Bishops Teaching Children method from, for example, memorizing the Baltimore Catechism. The focus is entirely on answering bishops' Questions. Therefore, students must not only know what the answer is; they must also know what the answer is not. They must recognize that the distractors (incorrect answers) are distractors - incorrect, perhaps even materially heretical, responses. Questions automatically encourage teaching methods and materials that develop students' ability to see relationships and make distinctions, even when, as in the first sample Question, all a student must do is tell the difference between a sacrament and a sacramental.

Also, when they write Questions, bishops can certainly explicitly use them to defend and protect against heresies or misunderstandings common to the culture or the diocese. If an ordinary is aware that, because of cultural or other circumstances, a particular distractor might appear especially 'plausible,' he can certainly use it in a Question, and watch as Science and Competition help him reduce its intellectual plausibility with the children of his diocese over time.

Moreover, since Competition will be based directly on bishops' Questions, a local ordinary not only can keep careful track of the orthodoxy of student learning, he can virtually be guaranteed that continual efforts to improve the orthodoxy of student learning will be made by business competitors.

Given enough information, careful Science will even be able to let a bishop know if orthodoxy is being subverted in some way, and who is subverting it. It is likely that his willing partners in this ferreting-out will be educational publishers, who stand to lose financially if their programs are successfully subverted.

By using the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, a bishop is in direct control of and has direct responsibility for both the content and the orthodoxy of what Roman Catholic children in his diocese actually learn. In effect, a bishop, by asking Questions, monitoring with Science, and rewarding or punishing the methods of schooling through Competition, eliminates the middleman, and causes the creation of effective curriculums and texts for religious education. The Competitive process itself, and not any one person or expert, in effect creates the curriculums, texts, and methods the bishop thinks are best.

Almost as a mere side effect, the entire American Catholic religious education bureaucracy, both religious educators and theologians, is completely circumvented.

The Bishops Teaching Children method focuses all instruction in the diocese on answering bishops' Questions, based on the specific content of the Catechism of the Catholic Church. 'Technical' arguments that specific content is not fundamental to intellectual understanding, or that elegant and probing multiple-choice tests can not be devised to measure that understanding, are progressivist, not scientific, exercises, and, even if true, do not justify a bureaucracy's continued existence.

'Religious' arguments that intellectual understanding is not the sole purpose of religious education are not 'religious' but progressivist, and therefore also scientifically naive and in practice harmful to learning. Again, even if the claim were true, it would not justify a bureaucracy's continued existence.

A claim that the Catechism of the Catholic Church is not a sound basis for bishops' Questions is refuted by the Catechism itself, as is a claim that a religious education expert or a theologian is better qualified than the local ordinary to 'hand on' the faith of the apostles.

Further, as will be explained further in the next chapter, the writing of 'good' Questions requires very little technical expertise in question-construction.

Thus, the local ordinary alone is sacramentally competent to direct the Bishops Teaching Children method, he possesses the practical competence necessary to direct it, and the Bishops Teaching Children method appears to be a technically and sacramentally sound method of exercising his apostolic authority and moral responsibility as chief teacher. Further, it appears that a bishop does not require either technical or theological assistance from the present religious education bureaucracy in order to use the methods and structure of the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Members of the current religious education bureaucracy would at best simply become individual competitors in a now level playing field. If they succeeded in such a climate, it would be solely because they happened to be the entrepreneurs best at doing exactly what the local ordinary desired.

Further, by using the elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method, a bishop and his diocese would cause the death of all vague, unsubstantiated religious education 'expertise,' and encourage genuine, measurable expertise to emerge regarding religious education in the diocese. Moreover, such expertise would emerge within a Competitive framework in which improvements always serve as the new minimum standard for further Competition.

The Bishops Teaching Children method gives everyone solidly coarse, trivial, unromantic, daily reasons to teach all the children of the diocese as much as possible about exactly what their bishop wishes them to learn.

Chapter 5

Questions, Science, Competition

Questions
In keeping with the proper humility of religious education, Questions written by bishops are exclusively concerned with intellectual knowledge of the faith. Religious education must not pretend that it has competence either to judge or to directly develop any spiritual and moral qualities, but only intellectual ones.

Religious education's job is a humble one, but it is a humble job that it can do. Religious education can develop in students an intellectual understanding of the faith.

Furthermore, bishops' Questions can probe the nature and extent of that intellectual knowledge, especially if the Questions are put to students within a standardized multiple-choice format.

The term 'standardized' refers to a test in which the score is not dependent on who is doing the grading.

Multiple-choice tests, which can be machine-scored, are considerably cheaper to grade. In addition, for probing intellectual knowledge, good, standardized multiple-choice tests are considerably more reliable and more fair than most testing alternatives, and are at least as reliable and as fair as the most expensive testing methods.

The form of multiple-choice tests has nothing to do with whether they are relevant, probing, and deep.

All substantive objections to standardized multiple-choice tests have been answered by repeated and numerous scientific investigations.

Anti-testing advocates charge that multiple-choice tests

· Don't tap higher-order or real-world skills

· Encourage passivity and rote learning

· Have caused the decline in higher-order skills

· Are unfairly biased against certain groups, and indeed have contributed to the inequities they reflect

None of these charges holds up to scientific scrutiny.

The Broad Picture

1. On or about the feast of Pentecost each year, all Catholic children in the diocese - each and every one, in Catholic school or not - must take a multiple-choice standardized test, consisting of Questions written by a bishop of the Catholic Church, probing the extent of the student's intellectual knowledge of the Catechism of the Catholic Church.

2. The test should be in four parts, corresponding to the four parts of the Catechism of the Catholic Church.

3. On the test, all students, including the very youngest, must answer a series of progressively harder questions until they either 'test to failure' or establish that they have a defined adult minimum mastery of the matter of each of the four parts of the Catechism.

4. The test should be extensive enough that the amount of knowledge each child possesses of each part of the Catechism can be determined with good precision.

5. Every single Question must be written either by the local ordinary himself, or by another bishop of the Catholic Church, and it must be known by all that only bishops wrote the Questions. It must be absolutely clear to all that each and every Question resulted from the direct exercise of the episcopal office.

6. At least at present the Catechism of the Catholic Church must serve as the direct basis of all Questions, and no impulse to frame Questions to teach 'beyond' the Catechism should be indulged.

The rudiments of writing Questions

Criterion-Referenced

Criterion-referenced exams pre-define a minimum standard. This is the appropriate choice for the Bishops Teaching Children method.

That is, the writing of Questions must focus on ascertaining whether 'all' have demonstrably reached a reasonable minimum adult knowledge of the Catechism in all four of its parts.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is incurious about methods and curriculums, and only cares about the goal, adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

This is the proper sacramental foundation. No local ordinary need be an expert in curriculums or methods to use the Bishops Teaching Children method. He need not decide what is the 'appropriate' age to introduce certain subject matter. He need not even be curious about such things. However, by sacramental ordination and apostolic authority he is competent to 'hand on' what should be known and to monitor whether it is known, and that is exactly what he does in his yearly Questions.

A Bishop Must Determine Adult Minimal Competence, But Never a Curriculum

In the yearly Questions, therefore, all students, including the very youngest, must answer a series of progressively harder questions until they either 'test to failure' or establish that they have a defined minimum mastery of the matter of each of the four parts of the Catechism. This also presents Competitors with the most incisive climate for thorough Competition.

At best, a bishop who presumes to set a grade-by-grade curriculum is deferring to his own educational theory, or to that of his advisors, as if he or his advisors were some kind of privileged Competitor with special knowledge others lack. None of this has anything to do with 'handing on' the faith of the whole Catholic Church.

On the other hand, a bishop is qualified to 'hand on' that faith, and as chief teacher is authorized to monitor 'all' the children's intellectual knowledge of it. The whole purpose of their religious education to establish that they have attained minimally-competent adult knowledge in all four parts of the Catechism, and thus bishops' Questions should monitor that directly.

However, before becoming part of ongoing Competition, curriculums and methods should be checked for prima facie consistency with the Catechism.

A bishop must remain within his sacramental competence, even if the short term practicalities seem to argue against that.

Where to Begin

A bishop's focus should be on Questions that establish 'minimally competent' adult intellectual knowledge of the Catechism.

His Questions should focus on each of the Catechism's four parts: the profession of faith, the sacraments of faith, the life of faith, and prayer in the life of faith.

A bishop can begin to organize his Question writing, if he wishes, with reference to the 'In Brief' summaries at the end of each thematic unit of the Catechism.

Only the Bishop Can Determine the Definition of Minimal Competence

 The Bishops Teaching Children method is at pains to emphasize this again and again: bishops alone are sacramentally competent to decide what 'adult minimal competence' in the Catechism is. When a bishop uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, he defines what 'adult minimal competence' in the Catechism is not only by what Questions he writes, but also by what percentage of persons that he would consider to be ‘minimally competent’ would answer each Question correctly.

Both steps are thus a direct exercise of the local ordinary’s apostolic authority and sacramental competence, and are not within the competence of any other human being except another bishop. Furthermore, the local ordinary, as the ordinary of the local church, typically exercises his apostolic authority and sacramental competence in this regard without encumbrance even from other bishops, though of course he may consult with them as he deems appropriate..

When Using the Bishops Teaching Children method, a Bishop Should Not Teach ‘Beyond’ the Catechism

Bishops' Questions can not engage in speculative exercises, however 'logical,' since these are not what bishops are charged to 'hand on.' The Bishops Teaching Children method should not be used for any other purpose than to 'hand on' the faith of the whole Catholic Church, not even to teach theology. The intrusion into the freedom of the faithful is otherwise too great.

In Brief

Bishops' Questions should deal with all four parts of the Catechism to the exclusion of none, they should, taken as a whole and within each part, characterize a standard of knowledge which represents an adult level of minimal competence, the 'In Brief' summaries are obvious starting and reference points to this end, but notwithstanding the above, bishops should take due care to avoid Questions that depend on intellectual knowledge that is not part of the profession of the whole Catholic Church.

Bishops Do Not Need Advanced Technical Training Before They Can Write Questions

Faithfully 'handing on' what the Catechism teaches in all four of its parts, and opposing heresies with all their might, provide bishops with a more than adequately sophisticated task.

Trial and error will produce 'good' Questions.

Sampling, Rather Than Encompassing, Student Knowledge

Examinations such as bishops' Questions do not actually measure the overall knowledge that a particular student has. Instead, they sample that knowledge.

Thus, yearly Questions do not ask students to tell the local ordinary everything they know about the faith. The point is to ask a relatively small number of Questions that provide a reasonably accurate estimate of each student's overall knowledge. Ask too many Questions, and you will tire the students unduly. Ask too few, and the precision of your estimate of their knowledge degrades.

A ‘Bad’ Question is Simply One That Does Not Distinguish One Student From Another

That being so, every single Question has to mean something. They all have to count. Each and every Question has to help you estimate whether a student has mastery, or does not. Thus, a 'bad' Question is simply one that nearly all students answer in the same way.

It doesn't matter if everyone gets the Question wrong or right. The point is, if everyone is answering it the same way, the Question does not help you distinguish students who know the material from those who don't. The Question does not improve your ability to estimate whether a student has mastery. Therefore, it is a 'bad' Question.

The Recommended Form for Bishops’ Questions

God thinks that you are worthy of     <------- STEM
a. all the ice cream you can eat       
     <------ Response

b. good grades without even studying     <----- Response
c. happiness with him in heaven      
     <------ Response
· The stem of a multiple-choice question in the recommended form should present a single, central problem without extraneous information. That is, it should have a single point, make it, and then stop.

· While omitting all irrelevant information, a stem should also have enough relevant information. A good rule of thumb is that a good stem could plausibly be used as the stem for a question that expects a short written answer.

· While providing enough context, a good stem also does not give away the correct answer.

· As to the responses, although responses such as "all of the above," "none of the above," "A and B, but not C," are still found on some multiple-choice tests, the recommended form stresses that each question should have a correct answer, and that only one of the responses should be correct.

· It has been found that one correct answer plus two distractors, for a total of three responses, are a sufficient number for multiple-choice questions. Also, it can be very difficult to create a really plausible third distractor. When three distractors are used, one of them almost invariably turns out to be not very 'distracting,' and its utility is thereby greatly decreased. The most 'bang for the buck' comes from two good distractors.

· Responses should be mixed up in a way that does not give away the answer. Ranking the responses in alphabetical order is a recommended way to do this. Note that Responses in the Question above are listed in alphabetical order.

· There should be nothing in responses that makes one stick out from the others. For instance, all the responses in a question should be approximately the same length.

· Both for clarity and to avoid calling attention to any particular response, each response should be grammatically correct. Also, each response should be a grammatically correct completion of the stem.

· All responses should be clearly distinct. Again, there should be only one right answer, and the other two responses should be distinct from each other and from the answer, and clearly wrong.

· Avoid the use of words like "never," "always," "usually," and "often."

· Absolutely avoid the use of the negative in either stems or responses.

Each Question is typed separately on a single sheet of paper, with the correct Response appearing in boldface, or underlined, or otherwise clearly marked. Below the Question, the section or sections in the Catechism that the Question references should be indicated. Any other specifically relevant comments (for example: "Response a. is the Arian heresy.") should also be briefly noted. Finally, the name of the bishop who wrote the Question should be given.

Each written Question (obviously, the Question alone, without any indication of the correct answer and without the supporting documentation) is then given to a Scientifically-relevant small sample of children, whose responses to it tell the bishop whether it is a 'good' or 'bad' Question (as was outlined above). All the pages with 'good' Questions are then assembled into a master set, from which each yearly set of Questions is prepared.

Little Children and Testing to Adult Minimal Competence

How can we expect little children to answer Questions that are referenced to the intellectual knowledge displayed by a minimally-competent adult?

In brief, the answer is trial and error. A bishop just has to keep writing Questions until he writes enough that clearly distinguish the knowledge of one first-grader - and one twelfth-grader- from another.

Bishops, Writing Questions

Any bishop has the sacramental competence to write a Question. One bishop, desirous of using the Bishops Teaching Children method, could - probably must - enlist the support of many of his brother bishops around the world in order to develop enough Questions to implement and use it.

Indeed, there is no reason that the Holy Father himself could not write a Question or two.

One could well ask if any current system of Catholic religious education anywhere, would so clearly represent the sacramental character and apostolic authority of the local ordinary in union with the universal episcopate, or the sacramental character of the local church in union with the whole Catholic Church, as this yearly Pentecostal giving of Questions to 'all' the children of the local church.

Chapter 6

Questions, Science, Competition

Science
It is imperative that the Scientist and his staff have absolutely no other connection with any person or organization who might profit from the evaluations.

Therefore it is suggested that any Scientist or Science staff member hired by the local church and the local ordinary be able to establish that he has had no business connection with persons or organizations Competing for religious education funds for the previous five years.

It is further suggested that diocesan Science employees who leave are 'contaminated' for five years after their employment ends and can not be hired by Competitors, or otherwise the Competitors are banned from Competition for five years.

The chief Scientist functions first of all as a psychometrician, a specialist in test design and evaluation, then as a specialist in research design, so that Competitors can be evaluated fully and fairly, and then as the scientific editor and principal writer of a yearly publication that is part scientific journal and part Consumer Reports (the independent magazine that evaluates consumer products, published by a non-profit organization which accepts no advertising or other gratuities from manufacturers).

(Although the term 'the' Scientist - one person - will be used here for convenience, in practice a small number of different people may do different parts of the job of 'the' Scientist. For instance, a psychometrician is probably needed only during times when Questions are being written and tests prepared and evaluated.)

Although only a bishop may write Questions, a psychometrician's help is needed to assemble a Scientifically valid set of Questions for each year.

Beyond assisting in assembling the yearly set of Questions, the principal business of the 'in house' Science of the Bishops Teaching Children method is the production of a yearly Report. The Report will consist of four major parts.

1. A summary for lay readers. This section should be similar to the reports on products in the independent consumer magazine, Consumer Reports. It should summarize in an accessible format the success of the various competitions.

First, it should identify all 'unsafe' Competitors. 'Unsafe' Competitors are those who, compared to other Competitors, did a grossly inferior job after one year, or a substantially inferior job after two years, of preparing the children of the local church to answer bishops' Questions. All 'unsafe' Competitors should be identified. None of the local church's money should flow toward them in succeeding years.

Second, where possible, it should answer the question, which Competitors bring children to adult minimal competence in the Catechism?

Third, it should identify any parishes (or dioceses) that subtracted value from religious education by having results substantially inferior to others that were otherwise similar in make-up and in the methods used.

Fourth, it should state the results of any sub-Competitions, in which the local ordinary has rivals Compete to better achieve some important sub-goal of the overall goal of the Bishops Teaching Children method (bringing 'all' to adult minimal competence in the Catechism).

2. A technical summary of the methods used to evaluate the results of Competitions, sub-Competitions, and any informal competitions involving adults, such as those mentioned just above, and the specific quantitative results of each evaluation.

3. Raw data regarding each Competitor at least sufficient to provide knowledgeable readers, and Competitors, with enough information to be able to check the Scientist's work.

4. The 'Competitors' Forum' section. This is the section in which Competitors get to complain that they were not evaluated fairly, or otherwise suggest objective improvements to the methods of evaluation. Naturally, Competitors also get to challenge the objectivity and scientific validity of any other Competitor's complaints.

Each pastor in every parish should also be supplied with a list of the performance of each child and each religious education class in his parish. Similarly, each family should be given information about the religious knowledge of its own children.

Transparency, A Sign of Catholic Optimism

In any event, even apart from the yearly Report and the separate localized reports sent to pastors and families, all raw data must be made permanently and conveniently available to all. All should have convenient and permanent access to all information collected by the Bishops Teaching Children method, and at no or modest cost. This 'transparency' is an essential component of the Bishops Teaching Children method, and is fundamental to its expression of the sacramental character of the local church as 'teacher' of 'all.'

In the Bishops Teaching Children method, Competitors use identifiable methods to advance the intellectual knowledge of large numbers of children regarding exactly the same subject matter, with all the information gathered a matter of public record and readily available to anyone who wants it. This combination of circumstances creates an impressively congenial climate for sound scientific investigation of many important matters related to schooling.

However, the steady, unflagging optimism which the Bishops Teaching Children method shows in its humble 'transparency' toward any and all 'out of house' scientific investigation is not founded on optimism about science, or even on optimism about human nature, but solely on the Lord.

Can the Yearly Reports Even Exist? ‘Privacy’ vs. Transparency

Within 'privacy,' everything is ultimately divided into the non-intrusive, and the intrusive. Non-intrusive is always good, and intrusive is always bad. It would seem then that, according to 'privacy,' the radical transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method is very, very intrusive, and therefore, very, very bad.

However, it is ironic that someone who wanted to defeat the ideas of the Bishops Teaching Children approach by using an argument from 'privacy' would be unable to do so.

Only one thing would be required: that all the participants in the Bishops Teaching Children method make a 'private' decision to be transparent!

Thus, requiring the signing of a legally sound version of the following would probably be more than sufficient to defeat any argument from 'privacy':

As the parent/legal guardian of the student registering for religious education in this diocese, I hereby acknowledge that regular diocesan examinations are an intrinsic part of this schooling, and agree that any and all scores my child makes on the diocesan examinations, associated with his/her name, age, and parish, are the property of the diocese, and will become a matter of public record, at the sole discretion of the diocese.

Each family would make a 'private' decision to be transparent, and that would be that.

The radical transparency fundamental to the Bishops Teaching Children method need not offend 'privacy.' A Sacred Pastor can, without offending 'privacy,' express his true pastoral mission, by teaching 'all' 'as much as possible' about the faith.

In keeping with the legal structures of our time and place, he simply asks families to 'trade' the 'private' information needed to keep the Bishops Teaching Children method radically transparent, for the 'benefit' of religious education. Once all the participants in the Bishops Teaching Children method make a 'private' decision to be transparent, 'privacy' is fully satisfied!

At the same time, the local ordinary carefully guards the true dignity of 'all,' not only by helping them to learn 'as much as possible,' but also by ensuring that what 'all' learn within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method is limited to intellectual knowledge of the Catechism.

For in fact, any actions a local church takes to teach, which do not clearly express its sacramental character, do indeed put human dignity at risk. It would be right to use 'privacy's' worst epithet against those actions: they are 'intrusive.' Outside of the context of its sacramental character, a local church has no business inquiring into the intellectual knowledge of even one person.

Therefore, the local ordinary should reserve the subject matter taught and monitored within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method solely to the intellectual knowledge of the faith the local church professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

Why We Should Not Fear Transparency

The radical transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method guarantees - engineers in - an intrinsic unpredictability. There will be unexpected dangers and challenges associated with using the Bishops Teaching Children method. There may also be unexpected large benefits.

No local ordinary who wants to control the process of religious education (rather than its outcome), will find the Bishops Teaching Children method congenial to his purpose.

Similarly, no local ordinary will have much love for the Bishops Teaching Children method, if he would rather not deal with strong and yet unexpected challenges, even attacks, on the basis of the additional power which its 'transparency' will provide everyone - the faithful, bureaucracies, all friends and all enemies of the local church or the whole Catholic Church, and etc.

Whatever the costs, these should primarily be balanced, not against equally unpredictable benefits, both present and future, but against whether the Bishops Teaching Children method is or remains the best practical method of expressing the local church's sacramental character and responsibility, under its local ordinary as chief teacher, to teach 'all' its children intellectual knowledge of the faith it professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

The basis for the Bishops Teaching Children method's unflagging optimism about the ultimate consequences of its 'transparency' is not founded on the supposed benevolence of a pluralist society, or even on the supposed individual sanctity or consummate wisdom of each baptized member of the local church, but only on the Lord, who himself has given the local church the mission to teach 'all,' and therefore, the duty to know what 'all' have learned about the faith the local church professes in union with the whole Catholic Church.

'In house' Science

Real, Not Ideal, Competition

The Bishops Teaching Children method systematically replaces the word 'best' with the phrase, 'better than current rivals.' Thus, for the Bishops Teaching Children method, there are no 'tried and true' methods and curriculums. Every single method and curriculum is forever 'experimental,' radically provisional.

Nor is any method or curriculum ever measured against a theoretical ideal. Each method and each curriculum survives or falls, lives or dies, on the basis of head-to-head competition against actual, practical, current rivals, and on that basis alone.

Long-Term Efficacy is the Sole Interest

The Bishops Teaching Children method defines the sole goal of religious education to be adult minimal competence in the Catechism. Thus, yearly Competition is only preliminary Competition.

Establishing each Competitor's relative ability to effect adult minimal competence in the Catechism is the sole purpose of the 'in house' Science of the Bishops Teaching Children method, especially since short-term success does not necessarily predict long-term effectiveness.

Safety

On the other hand, there are strong reasons to think that short-term failure usually does accurately predict long-term ineffectiveness.

The Science of the Bishops Teaching Children method is concerned not only with efficacy but also about safety. A method or curriculum that is markedly ineffective compared with its Competitors after one year may not be safe.

However, there could conceivably be methods that look ineffective in the short term, which are actually superior in the long term.

In the interests of protecting the children, it is not too much to mandate that any programs that are grossly inferior to their current rivals after one year, should receive no more funding, and that programs which are substantially but more modestly inferior after two years should also be given the ax.

Thus single-year Scientific evaluations are performed not to establish efficacy, but to monitor safety. Yearly evaluations exist solely to weed out any grossly inferior programs as quickly as possible.

Ultimately, long-term efficacy is the only thing the Bishops Teaching Children method cares about. Long-term efficacy is also the Bishops Teaching Children method's ultimate definition of 'safety.' Nonetheless, the Bishops Teaching Children method also cares about short term safety, and monitoring that is the real purpose of the yearly Scientific evaluations.

Why the Science Element is Necessary

A score on an examination is a fact. However, that fact by itself does not tell us what it means, nor what we should do about it. Specifically, should we stop the local church's religious education money from flowing to a Competitor because of that fact? Should we reward a Competitor with additional funding because of it? A score on an examination does not tell us this, nor are common sense approaches to such questions necessarily adequate. Indeed, common sense approaches may lead to grossly inaccurate evaluations in some cases.

Considerations like these provide one more reason why the Bishops Teaching Children method has three elements. Competition is locked tight to Scientific evaluation of students' answers to bishops' Questions. All three elements of the Bishops Teaching Children method are essential to its existence.

Sub-Competitions

Religious education in a diocese is subject to many difficulties Rather than resort to despair, a priori and unevaluated techniques and theories, or the formation of a bureaucracy, a diocese could allow rivals to Compete to alleviate them. These are sub-Competitions.

As long as all of them also remained resolutely part of the Bishops Teaching Children method; that is, as long as they all remained locked exclusively on achieving adult minimal competence in the Catechism for 'all,' as demonstrated by answers to bishops' Questions, and as long as the short term safety measures outlined above were observed, a local church could certainly encourage such sub-Competitions if it wished.

Methods of Organization and Administration Must Also Compete

Religious education, like all education, will have methods of organization and administration. If separable from other religious education costs, the Scientific Report must view these methods of organization and administration as separate 'Competitors', and determine how relevant they are to increasing the children's knowledge of their faith.

If it is Scientifically not possible to 'unbundle' the different specific Competitors that are used, then the Scientist lists them as a single, bundled Competitor, for example, "Sister Jane (paid administrator) plus Textbook X."

The Bishops Teaching Children method does not want the organizational and administrative costs of religious education to be hidden, or simply assumed. As far as possible, organizational and administrative methods also must be subject to inexorable Competition, based not only on cost, but also on whether the children learn more as a result of using those methods.

The Yearly Report

First Part: 'Safe' and 'Unsafe'

In the first part, the Scientist will describe the results of informal competitions (for example, between both parishes and dioceses, as described above). In addition, he will identify any Competitors that are grossly inferior to the others after one year, and any that are substantially if more modestly inferior to rivals after two years of evaluation. These Competitors are the ones to receive no funding in future years.

After that, unless he can compare Competitors on the basis of their long term efficiency at bringing students to adult minimal competence in the Catechism, he should sit tight and do no further evaluation of Competitors, except regarding any sub-Competitions authorized by the local ordinary.

Specifically, the Scientist should not rate Competitors on their short term results, if these Competitors have met the standards for safety described above. All safe Competitors should receive no short term evaluation by the Scientist.

‘Survivors’ Can Only Be Measured Against Other ‘Survivors’

Once a Competitor has established long term efficacy (is a 'survivor'), it can no longer be measured against any Competitor who had not done the same. A Competitor who had established long term efficacy is 'safe' by a standard higher than any standard available over the short term.

Therefore, a 'survivor' can only be deemed 'unsafe' if it is grossly inferior to other 'survivors.'

On the other hand, 'survivors' should form part of the pool of Competitors by which short term safety is measured.

One important aspect of the first part of the yearly Report will be the listing of the per-pupil cost of each 'safe' Competitor. (If a parish uses 'mixed' methods that can not readily be separated, the total per-pupil cost is listed.) The radical fiscal transparency shown in Chapter 7 to be an equally valid aspect of the general radical transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method will give the Scientist ready access to this information.

Second Part: Technical Methods and Results

In a second and technical part of the yearly Report, the Scientist will explain his methods and give the specific quantitative results of each evaluation. For instance, he will define how he establishes who might be a 'grossly inferior' Competitor compared to current rivals.

Whatever evaluative methods he chooses, the Scientist should make a very large distinction between substantial differences between Competitors, and merely statistically significant differences between them. 'Substantial' differences are statistically significant differences that matter.

Competitors within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method should not gain or lose business on the basis of measurable but trivial differences.

It is essential that the Scientist keep his evaluative focus on 'substantial' rather than merely statistically significant differences between Competitors.

Third Part: Enough Facts

In the third part of the yearly Report, the Scientist will include raw data regarding each Competitor at least sufficient to provide knowledgeable readers, and Competitors, with enough information to be able to check the Scientist's work.

Fourth Part: Competitors' Forum

The fourth part of the yearly Report is called 'Competitors' Forum,' and it is essential. This is the section in which Competitors get to complain that they were not evaluated fairly, or otherwise suggest objective improvements to the methods of evaluation. Naturally, Competitors also get to challenge the objectivity and scientific validity of any other Competitor's complaints.

The Scientist is the Umpire, and the Umpire is Always Right

The Scientist functions like the umpire in a baseball competition. Each year, he has to choose which existing scientific techniques to use in order to do the evaluations in the yearly Report. He is the umpire. He calls a Competitor Out, or Safe, and, just as in baseball, his decision must be irreversible. If the Scientist calls you Out, you're Out. Everyone knows that arguing with the ump can result in ejection from competition.

The Scientist will consistently apply the evaluative methods he chooses, so that all Competitors will be judged by the same standards. However, even after standards are defined explicitly and applied consistently, the questions remains: are those standards really the best ones?

Competitors' Forum Provides Long-Term Review

In the 'Competitors' Forum,' the Scientist in effect serves as the editor of a scientific journal written by Competitors, in which the pros and cons of various evaluative methods are laid out and debated by those Competitors.

Why Peer-Review of the Competitors’ Forum Won’t Work

Peer review of articles written for the 'Competitors' Forum' is impossible. By explicit definition, the Scientist is the 'umpire' of the Competition, and therefore is by definition not the peer of any Competitor. The Scientist of the local church in a real sense is 'peerless.'

Also, Competitors are not peers. They are direct business rivals, and, however intense any competition among scientists may become, the difference between a scientific 'peer' and a direct business rival remains immense. It is ridiculous, and therefore dangerous, to pretend that these rivals are not 'really' such, and can therefore be 'objective,' and act as 'peers.'

Why the Scientist's Judgments Must Be Irreversible

In baseball, an umpire's decisions on balls and strikes for example, are irreversible, not because anyone expects him to be infallible, but because otherwise teams would argue endlessly about every pitch, while certainly always being by definition in a less 'objective' position than the umpire.

The parallel to the Bishops Teaching Children method is exact. The Scientist is 'right' every time, not because he is infallible, but because Competition would otherwise quickly devolve into an endless series of claims and counter-claims by Competitors, who by definition stand to gain more from a particular outcome than the Scientist.

Since these days, especially when money and children are involved, we are so very prone to resort either to claims of infallibility, or to relativism and hired 'experts,' it perhaps can not be emphasized enough: neither of these often-employed cultural models will do, if an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method is to survive. The Scientist must be the umpire. He must make his non-infallible evaluations, and they must stand, irreversible and unchallenged. Otherwise the Bishops Teaching Children method itself grinds to a halt and evaporates into the chaos of 'modern' life.

Thus, just as parents, prior to participating in the local church's religious education, must sign a release which has the effect of guaranteeing the Bishops Teaching Children method's transparency, all Competitors, prior to Competing, must agree in writing that the evaluations in each year's Report are final, unchallengeable, and irreversible. As a pre-condition of Competing, all Competitors must agree that the Scientist of the local church is the umpire of the Competition.

Not Direct Challenge, But Long-Term Review

However, the methods by which the Scientist arrives at his evaluations, while therefore never subject to direct challenge or to reversal, must always be subject to long term review.

Providing this long term review is the fundamental purpose of the 'Competitors' Forum.' By means of it Competitors force the Scientist, and any other interested reader, to at least read both their objections to his methods, and their proposals for improvements to them.

In spite of their natural tendency to present biased complaints and analyses, Competitors may become aware that arguments which appear 'reasonable' or 'objective' or 'unbiased' have a greater tendency to be adopted in future Reports. They may also become aware that Competitive rivals may well challenge, in the same 'Competitors' Forum,' any arguments submitted which those rivals see as arguing for unfair advantages or as special pleading.

The 'Competitors' Forum' is a rough-and-ready, unpredictable, messy, and uncertain part of the yearly Report, and of the Bishops Teaching Children method. Nonetheless, it is an essential part. It alone provides an explicit forum for ongoing, long-term review of the evaluative methods employed by the Scientist of the local church.

Supervising the Entry of 'Untried' Competitors

Beyond the production of the yearly Report, what remains for the Scientist to do every year is to supervise the allocation of all untried 'experimental' Competitors.

These are the untried Competitive methods and curriculums, tested only for prima facie adherence to the faith, which no more than five percent of parishes try each year. The Scientist must decide how to assign these new Competitors to parishes in the diocese, how many parishes or classes need to be involved to provide results of sufficient technical precision and validity, and so forth.

The Bishop Must Determine the Balance Between Risk and Reward

However, by definition, no one can know how effective an untried Competitor will be. Therefore, the local church should of course build in a proper element of risk to the yearly experimental Competition. First of all, untried Competitors should provide all experimental materials and services free of charge. At the very least, the local church should not pay to have itself experimented on. Moreover, this adds an additional level of financial risk to the Competitor.

If too many unsafe experimental Competitors regularly emerge, a local church may decide that experimental Competitors must be culled for safety after only half a year or even sooner, rather than a year. A Scientist could certainly also drastically limit the number of children involved in any one 'experimental' Competitive method or curriculum, such that only large improvements might reliably be detected, but fewer children were exposed to potentially 'unsafe' Competitors.

If a local church wanted to further discourage crackpots, it could, for example, require all 'experimental' Competitors to post a bond, with the funds to be returned to them if their methods proved to be not grossly inferior to rivals.

In other words, a local church can legitimately decide how to strike a balance between rewarding ambition and punishing foolhardiness.

Nonetheless, a local church, the local ordinary, and the Scientist of the local church may not reject any Competitor a priori, once that Competitor has established a prima facie case to teach nothing contrary to the faith. Such a priori rejections require the local church to 'canonize' some theory about teaching methods, and this never expresses the local church's sacramental character as 'teacher.'

The explicitly 'experimental' part of the Bishops Teaching Children method is the essential Wild Card in its inexorable Competition. It reduces the opportunity for any Competitor, or any group of them, to rest on previous laurels, and allows any (by definition, unexpected) Dr. Semmelweisses a chance to emerge, to Compete, and therefore, to help the children learn.

Chapter 7:

Questions, Science, Competition

Competition

Let the market rule.

The Bishops Teaching Children method does focus that Competitive market. The Bishops Teaching Children method, not the market, specifies what is 'wanted': increased ability of 'all' to answer bishops' Questions. It, not the market, specifies the test and the Science by which Competitors are judged. However, within that context, the principle always applies: Let the market rule.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is not only naturally but also robustly built to do business. That is, its success does not hinge on the invention of some amazing new accounting system or business practice.

Nonetheless, the local ordinary, with the local church, and the business people he asks to help, need to thoroughly understand the business of the Bishops Teaching Children method itself. For an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method to work, both the buyer, and sellers, must each know their own 'business,' and also absolutely must stay out of each other's 'business.'

One of the most distinctive features of the Bishops Teaching Children method from a business perspective is its utter lack of focus on sellers.

To the contrary, the current system of religious education is heavily focused on what sellers should look like and what they should do. The 'professionalization' of religious education, defined as making sure that sellers possess certain kinds of training and certain kinds of credentials, proceeds apace.

One might say that the present system systematically confuses the missions of catechesis and moral development with religious education.

However, this confusion severely misrepresents, if it does not actively deny, the actual situation. The Church's union with her Lord is in and through the sacraments. The Eucharist makes the Church. Further, moral development is largely a mediative task of all adults and all institutions, since by and large, morality is caught, not taught. The body, the intellect, and the will are engaged and formed morally largely in normal social interactions, not especially above all in a 'religion' class.

Thus the current system of religious education inaccurately and romantically glorifies both the task, and those who perform the task.

Further, the Bishops Teaching Children method points out that bishops alone are sacramentally competent and have the apostolic authority to 'hand on' the faith of the universal Catholic Church, and devises a method by which the Sacred Pastors can do just that, directly and accountably.

The Bishops Teaching Children method also points out that bishops have no sacramental competence whatever regarding how religious education ought to be conducted. Any focus on sellers by bishops automatically relies on a priori theories, about the technical details of schooling and a whole host of other practical matters, which have no sacramental basis, and thus manufactures out of thin air competencies a bishop simply does not have.

The creation of a new kind of buyer of religious education is the essence of the Bishops Teaching Children method's Competitive innovation. When a local ordinary with his diocese uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, together they become an extremely focused, well-informed, and self-disciplined buyer. By using the Bishops Teaching Children method, the local ordinary with his diocese becomes a buyer that knows exactly what it wants, exactly how close it is to getting it, and that insists on allowing money to flow only to those Competitors who do a better and better job of helping it get exactly what it wants.

In the United States today, there already is a substantial market in religious education. Substantial sums of money are already flowing based on decisions about religious education. Professorships of religious education are funded or not, "professional catechetical personnel" are hired or not, particular religious education texts are purchased or not. A market in religious education already has been created, and in fact, it is substantial.

So, what the Bishops Teaching Children method actually 'creates' is not a market for religious education, but a new kind of extremely focused, well-informed, and self-disciplined buyer of religious education.

That new buyer is interested in only one thing: making the money flow solely to Competitors who are better than other current Competitors at giving 'all' the children of the diocese the knowledge they need to be able to answer bishops' Questions.

That new buyer, then, is not interested in preserving the employment either of professors of religious education or of "professional catechetical personnel," nor is it interested in preserving the businesses of existing religious education publishers. Indeed, beyond the requirements of ordinary morality, which must apply to relations with every person or business entity, the Bishops Teaching Children method is inherently, constitutionally, not interested in - not even curious about - sellers.

Three Scenarios

1.

Within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, there is in the end only one buyer - the local ordinary as chief teacher of the local church as a whole - and only subsidiarily can there be other buyers, such as parishes or families.

The 'business' of that buyer is to care about bringing 'all' the children of the diocese to adult minimal competence in the Catechism, by allowing money to flow only to the better Competitors. That is his business, he must stick to it and to it alone, and he should stay entirely out of Competitors' business, or the children automatically suffer.

Within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, every adult who makes money to provide religious education is, pure and simple, an entrepreneur, a Competitor, with all the rights any Competitor enjoys, but no more than those. There are no 'privileged' Competitors who are evaluated by special standards not applicable to rivals.

If a local church and its local ordinary use the Bishops Teaching Children method, then all the local church's monies devoted to the religious education of children should flow solely to those Competitors who are demonstrably better at bringing children to adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

None of that money should flow to certain pre-existing 'privileged' Competitors, with 'credentials' or not, with 'experience' or not, simply so that they can continue to keep their jobs.

If monies continue to flow to Competitors who, for whatever reason, are substantially inferior to rivals, then the children of the diocese automatically suffer. Allowing this to happen inevitably amounts to protecting the livelihoods of adults, at the expense of children.

All adults within any implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method deserve the protections of justice and ordinary morality: the protections of contracts and agreements.

However, according to the Bishops Teaching Children method, all the children of the local church deserve the fierce, overwhelming protection that mothers give their own children. The Bishops Teaching Children method exists to protect, with a mother's overwhelming ferocity, all the children of the local church from ignorance, by subjecting all responsible adults to the fierce discipline of the market.

When a local church under its ordinary uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, he and it commit themselves to the 'creative destruction' engendered by a competitive free market. Within such a market, businesses will fail. People - very possibly, nice people - will lose their jobs. Other businesses will succeed, and other people will gain jobs. All these, however, are risks and rewards borne by adults.

From the perspective of the chief teacher of the local church, what is the purpose of this ferocious competition? To protect the children ferociously.

Let the market rule.

2.

In the United States, racially and ethnically diverse low-income Catholic children may have massive disadvantages in their quest to attain adult minimal competence in the Catechism. Their parishes may have less money to spend on their religious education, and their general academic preparation may - not by their fault - be inferior to Catholic children from more privileged backgrounds.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is completely and perennially incurious about how to solve such a problem. To repeat what needs to be repeated forever, until it is truly understood, determining how to solve such a problem is - literally - none of the bishop's business, and - literally - is the business of Competitors.

Thus, even though he is the chief teacher of his diocese, the local ordinary has absolutely no theories about how to allocate resources to solve this problem. It is forever beyond both a bishop's practical competence, and especially, it is forever beyond his sacramental competence, to 'know' how such a problem can be ameliorated or solved.

A problem like this one is a model prospect for the kind of sub-Competition briefly discussed in Chapter 6. If a diocese had sufficient funds and wished to, it could try a sub-Competition to help it determine how best to solve or at least ameliorate the problem.

The one thing the local ordinary must not do is to try to 'solve' the problem himself. That is none of his business. His business is not to solve problems, but to define them crisply, evaluate Competitive responses sharply, and resolutely let the money flow to Competitors demonstrably better at solving them.

In a way, the 'business' of the local ordinary, and the whole local church under him, within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, is to be very, very smart about what he wants, very, very smart about knowing whether he has what he wants, and very, very dumb - to the point of being completely uninterested - about how to get what he wants.

Let the market rule.

3.

Suppose the following situation. Some years after a diocese first uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, two Competitors are 'survivors.' They have established long term efficacy, but let us further suppose that both 'survivors' are of substantially similar quality. In addition, four other Competitors have established that, short term, they are 'safe;' that is, they are at least as good as the 'survivors,' and not substantially worse than the other short term rivals.

In this case, the ordinary knows about two 'survivors' (Competitors with proven long term efficacy) of essentially similar quality. Let's suppose that both Survivor A and Survivor B bring about 30% of eighth-graders, and about 50% of twelfth-graders, to adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

These are the only two Competitors who have established long-term efficacy. Since this is the one thing the local church really cares about, it definitely wants to spend at least some of its money on the two 'survivors.'

However, as long as at least one of the 'survivors' was left standing, the local church could care less if the other went out of business. Why should it? With either Survivor, it gets about the same outcome.

Does the savvy consumer detect here the possibility of a tiny bit of competition on price arising as a result?

At the same time, the ordinary knows of four Competitors that certainly seem to be fine, compared both to the 'survivors' and to each other, but none of them have established long term efficacy. One or more of these Competitors may eventually emerge as vastly superior to either of the two 'survivors' in terms of long term efficacy, but it's just too early to tell if that will happen.

The following three things can happen to these Competitors.

· Over the next few years, their cumulative (but still short term) results mark them as substantially inferior to rivals. The result: they are declared 'unsafe' in a future yearly Report, stop being funded, and 'die.'

· They 'live' long enough to demonstrate long term efficacy, at a level of quality far superior to the current 'survivors.' The result: the children of the diocese learn more, the previous 'survivors' 'die,' and the new and better 'survivors' make money.

· They 'live' long enough to demonstrate long term efficacy, at a level of quality about the same as current 'survivors.' The result: the children of the diocese don't learn any less than now, and price competition among 'survivors' becomes even more fierce.

Actually, one other thing can happen to one, or all, of these Competitors.

· Even though, as far as anyone currently knows, they are safe and effective, no one 'buys' them. The result: they go out of business - they 'die' young, but not for a reason important to the local ordinary and the local church under him.

If this possibility occurs, the local ordinary never learns if one or more of these Competitors could have become a 'survivor' equal or superior to the current ones. These Competitor 'deaths,' which were 'premature' in terms that matter to the local church, reduce the odds that the schooling of 'all' the children of the diocese will improve, or that competition on price will become more vigorous.

Why in the world should the local ordinary and the local church under him want to reduce the odds that the schooling of 'all' the children of the diocese will improve, or the odds that competition on price will become more vigorous?

In practical terms, the ordinary wants to buy at least some known baseline competence. He wants to keep the known baseline competence 'alive.' After all, as far as he knows, all of the short term 'safe' Competitors may eventually falter, and 'die' a natural death. An ordinary definitely wants to bet some of his diocese's money on the sure thing.

However, the ordinary does not care about the 'survivors' per se. He only cares if at least one of the 'survivors' remains in business, until definitely defeated in a fair fight by some other 'survivor.'

On the other hand, the ordinary does care about preserving the 'lives' of all of the currently 'safe' short term Competitors. That increases the chances that the schooling of 'all' the children of the diocese will improve even further, and that competition on price will become even more vigorous.

So, the ordinary also wants to bet at least enough of his diocese's money to keep all of the short term 'safe' Competitors at least minimally 'alive,' so that he can continue to collect more information about them.

One practical way to work this out is to poll all the parishes about their preferences.

The buying rationality of individual parishes, expressed as they state their preferences for one or the other of the 'safe' Competitors, thus is given primary, but not necessarily ultimate, voice.

This is the right way to honor the Catholic principle of subsidiarity. The buying preferences of individual parishes are rational. There is no reason to suppose that parishes are not rational on their own terms. Within any implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method, the buying rationality of parishes should always be given primary, but not necessarily ultimate, voice.

Parishes have reasons to prefer one 'safe' Competitor to another. For instance, they may want to stick with the particular 'safe' Competitor they are already using, whose methods are already familiar (and whose books are already bought). As can be seen, a parochial reason to prefer a particular Competitor is far from necessarily arbitrary or irrational; and expressing a parochial preference can even be helpful to the religious instruction of the children in the parish.

Then, after polling the parishes, only
· if both of the two 'survivors' will have no diocesan business (highly unlikely, because as 'survivors' they will already be in most parishes)

OR

· if one or more of the short-term Competitors does not get enough business to allow the diocese to continue to collect Scientifically valid information about it

then the ordinary could ask the parishes to make the adjustments needed to 'keep all the balls in play.'

By definition, if any adjustments are needed, they do not fully meet the rational preferences of the individual parishes. Each parish already made its judgment about what best meets its own rational preferences. Instead, the adjustments are required to fully meet the rational preferences of the local ordinary and the local church as a whole under him.

These adjustments are therefore similar to any other uncomfortable public burden, like jury duty. Everyone understands their necessity, but most wish that someone else would do them.

Like jury duty, the burden might best be borne under a lottery. Two other components of the jury duty system are probably also applicable. 1. Explicit and onerous punishment for non-compliance; for example, a two year 'excommunication' from the diocesan system. For two years, the entire parish would be totally on its own, back in the 'bad old days' - no bishops' Questions for any of the parish children, no information about the parish's own performance. 2. A time-limited 'get out of jail free' card given to any parish which had recently had to make such an adjustment, if its number came up again.

Of course, taking a 'jury duty' approach is only a suggestion. The local ordinary is free to concoct any solution he wants. Nonetheless, in this scenario and in all others the local ordinary as chief teacher and the whole local church under him must ensure that his apostolic authority and sacramental competence expresses itself in buying preferences, but always - and first - within a heartfelt and enthusiastic application of the Catholic principle of subsidiarity, in which the buying preferences of individual parishes and families are given the fullest possible play.

Summary Points of the Three Scenarios

· The Bishops Teaching Children approach forms the local ordinary, and the local church and all its members under him, into a new, highly focused, well-informed, self-disciplined, and ultimate buyer of religious education.

· Buyers, and all of them, should stay out of the 'business' of sellers, or the religious education of children will very likely suffer.

· 'Market rationality' regarding religious education is not merely the summation of the individual buying preferences of parishes and families. Another and ultimate buyer exists: the local ordinary, and the local church and all its members under him. Any conflicts are resolved by means of the Catholic principle of subsidiarity, which is honored when the buying preferences of individual parishes are given primary, but not necessarily ultimate, voice. A competitive free market is not in the least undermined when the local ordinary as the ultimate buyer (within the principle of subsidiarity) buys as an expression of his apostolic authority and sacramental competence.

· All that being said: Let the market rule.

'Untried' Competitors

After one or two years, the Bishops Teaching Children method becomes a controlled-entry market in which some number of 'untried' Competitors are introduced yearly. The obvious need to encourage competition and innovation by 'buying' some number of untried methods has to be balanced against the equally obvious need to protect the children from untried methods that are inferior to existing Competitors.

The local ordinary and the local church need to understand that there will never be any procedure that perfectly rewards progress, at the same time as it perfectly protects children.

Parishes and families - even while admitting that someone has to try untried Competitors - are always being rational, in their own terms, when they also say that these untried Competitors should be tried on somebody else.

The 'Jury Duty' syndrome again rears its ugly head. A rational overall public good is, again rationally, no one's particular individual good.

So, however a local ordinary and his diocese work this out year to year, 'Pay to Play' may well be part of its implementing procedures.

'Pay to Play'

'Pay to Play' was behind the solution to the 'privacy' dilemma. That is, in order to 'play,' (participate in the diocese's implementation of Bishops Teaching Children), each family has to 'pay,' by signing an agreement that makes all test scores the property of the diocese, and a matter of public record.

'Pay to Play' was also the idea behind the 'Jury Duty' model discussed in Scenario 3, above. A parish 'pays' at least the chance, and sometimes the actuality, of accepting a 'safe' Competitor that was not its own choice, again in order to continue to participate in the diocese's implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method.

'Pay to Play' may also be part or all of the solution to the practical difficulty of requiring a certain number of parishes and families per year to accept untried Competitors.

Thus, if a family decides that it does not want its child using an untried Competitor, that is always fine with the Bishops Teaching Children method. The family does not have to 'play.' Any family always has the option of leaving the diocesan system and instructing its children on its own.

However, there is a cost to that decision. A family that does not 'pay,' can not 'play.' So, that family also realizes (the other shoe now falls) that it is really now on its own, and that every child in its family is now 'contaminated' and can not participate in the diocese's religious education for three years, because the family decided not to shoulder its share of the load that must be shouldered for the common good.

'Key Buyers' and 'Pay to Play'

Of course, 'Pay to Play' automatically applies to all Competitors when a diocese uses the Bishops Teaching Children method, because, as mentioned in Chapter 6, all Competitors must agree in advance that the conclusions of the yearly Report are definitive and inarguable. In order to 'play,' all Competitors must 'pay,' by agreeing to play by the rules, and the rules say: the 'umpire' is always right. If you argue with the diocese’s Scientific umpire, you could be ejected from the game.

'Pay to Play' could at some point also be applied to Competitors in another way. At some point, a diocese or dioceses using the Bishops Teaching Children method will probably have what amounts to a competitive advantage over dioceses that do not. That is, the yearly Reports of all the dioceses that use the Bishops Teaching Children method will be readily available to anyone who wants to know which Competitors actually do a better job of preparing children to answer bishops' Questions.

It does not take a business genius to imagine that those Reports are going to influence how non-participating dioceses spend their religious education dollars. Thus, the impact of the yearly Report on Competitors will probably not be limited to the business those Competitors get from the participating dioceses. Dioceses using the Bishops Teaching Children method will be 'key buyers' who will influence purchasing choices far beyond themselves.

That will give dioceses using the Bishops Teaching Children method additional clout with Competitors. The dioceses might use this clout to make Competitors 'Pay to Play.'

So (for example) the diocese, as a 'key buyer,' negotiates below-market prices for all Competitors' methods, and the savings helps recoup the diocese's costs in running the Bishops Teaching Children method.

However a business-savvy diocese uses this competitive advantage to reduce its costs, the general point persists. At some point, a diocese using the Bishops Teaching Children method will become a 'key buyer' in the eyes of Competitors, and they may indeed at that point be willing to 'Pay to Play' in that diocese's market.

Desire

Although funds are of course not unlimited, what the market will bear is dependent not only on money but also on how valuable religious education is to a diocese, and to its parishes and families. For instance, more money can sometimes be found for things greatly valued. Making a diocesan, parish, or family budget involves more than fiscal criteria alone.

When religious education is seen as the visible tip of a complex socio-cultural system, it becomes obvious that the monetary price of religious education is only part of what religious education actually costs. Students, as well as families, parishes, and dioceses, also have to invest time and effort, if children are going to learn about their faith.

Thus, desire and motivation are essential features of markets. Within certain limits (to put this negatively) desire and motivation can be manipulated. To put it positively, within certain limits, desire and motivation can be enhanced.

If a Competitor can increase a student's desire and motivation, the student will study more. More study often (perhaps not always) leads to more knowledge. If that happens, the Competitor looks good. More money flows his way.

Similarly, if a Competitor can increase a family's, a parish's, or a diocese's desire and motivation, they a) may be more willing to pay more money for the Competitor's product, and b) may encourage students to study harder. Either way, the effect is that the Competitor makes more money.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is not magic. Given current socio-cultural levels of desire for religious education at a high level, it is entirely possible that many students, particularly at first, will not be highly motivated, either personally or culturally. Given current levels of competence in religious education, it is entirely possible that even many motivated students will not attain adult minimal competence in the Catechism.

These are both problems. Yet, if Competitors solve them, they get more money. Thus, solving both of those problems - not only the problem of teaching competence but also the problem of student and socio-cultural motivation - is, literally, the business of Competitors.

There is a place for advertising and other marketing tools within an implementation of the Bishops Teaching Children method. That place is motivating consumers to pay the costs, both monetary and otherwise, of high-quality religious education.

Fiscal Transparency

Complete fiscal transparency is an inevitable component of the transparency that is inherent in the Bishops Teaching Children method.

As is usual for transparency within the Bishops Teaching Children method, this detailed fiscal transparency has practical benefits, and also, a sacramental foundation.

The local church under its ordinary, as the one authentic teacher of 'all' needs to monitor not only the performance of its students, but also its own performance, and this is the sacramental basis for the radical fiscal transparency of the Bishops Teaching Children method. A teacher who wastes either time or money is not a good teacher. The money spent on religious education throughout the local church ought to be just as much a matter of detailed public record as the sub-scores of its youngest first-grader.

On the practical level, of course, perennially detailed - and explicitly public - information about where the money flows is the mother's milk of improvements in economic efficiency, and an important defense against fraud, theft, and scandal. Radical fiscal transparency, for instance, makes it very easy to identify and list the per-pupil cost of each 'safe' Competitor appearing in the yearly Report.

Also, complete fiscal transparency will help everyone feel that religious education is in fact a mission of the whole local church working together, and it also will help individuals take individual, 'on-the-spot' initiatives to increase economic efficiencies.

Chapter 8

Implementation

The work of the Holy Spirit may include the Bishops Teaching Children method, or it may not. The Bishops Teaching Children method will never be in any position to define, rail against, or otherwise attempt to control the creativity of human freedom, and God forbid that it ever identify itself with the movement of the Holy Spirit, who “educates us in spiritual freedom.”

The Bishops Teaching Children method needs to be offered, not commanded.

The Bishops Teaching Children method is a very, very big change for both a bishop and a diocese. Until both a bishop and his diocese agree that they are, mutually, so crazy in love with the children of the diocese that they can't help themselves any longer, then the Bishops Teaching Children method has no chance of being implemented, anywhere.

Only the total impracticality of crazy love will lead a bishop and his diocese to the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Just examine some of the difficulties a bishop and a diocese will face.

To begin with, the Bishops Teaching Children method circumvents the entire current structure of religious education, by simply ignoring it. The Bishops Teaching Children method's three elements: bishops' Questions, evaluation by Science, and free-market Competition, which are bound into a new structure by the catalyst of radical transparency, are at every point virtually the antithesis of the elements of the current religious education system.

The Bishops Teaching Children method asserts that the current system does not have a strong sacramental foundation, and in practice does not work very well or very accountably, and it lays out the reasons why it, by contrast, does have a strong sacramental foundation, and will work efficiently, equitably, and accountably.

Others may disagree.

For starters, the entire panoply of religious educators may well line up against the Bishops Teaching Children method.

Second, the jobs of the parish "professional catechetical personnel" are immediately and perennially at risk, as soon as the Bishops Teaching Children method begins.

It could easily be the case that some of these could find themselves simply out-Competed, causing their economic, social, and psychological dislocation.

Third, a bishop considering the Bishops Teaching Children method will have special problems of his own.

Every other bishop, and especially, every bureaucrat who works for the United States Catholic Conference (the bureaucratic arm of the National Council of Catholic Bishops) will immediately understand that the Bishops Teaching Children method simply ignores the model for religious education developed and approved by the National Council of Catholic Bishops and its bureaucracy over the last thirty years.

A bishop considering the Bishops Teaching Children method is not going to be considered a team player, by his brother bishops. He can expect very little, if any, support from them, and none from the national bureaucracy. To the contrary, he can anticipate both private, and even some public, opposition on both fronts.

There will also be parents, some of the opinion that the Bishops Teaching Children method sets the church back one hundred years, others outraged that the bishop would force their child to take a test - any test - others, up in arms that their children's privacy would be invaded, and their self-esteem put at risk, to the point that whole world would know how well they did on each yearly set of Questions.

Some parents will understand that the Bishops Teaching Children method allows the bishop to personally protect their child from ignorance - but not all parents will see it that way.

Then, after confronting what will almost certainly be emotional, probably at times vitriolic, opposition from all sorts of people, a bishop and his diocese will still have all the actual work of making the Bishops Teaching Children method a reality.

To find a way to make the Bishops Teaching Children method work in the face of all that, the whole lot of them will probably need to be a little crazy.

That craziness, that love beyond reason, is just not the sort of thing one can demand from people, or that one can legislate. The Bishops Teaching Children method can only be offered.

There is no reason for a bishop and his diocese to use the Bishops Teaching Children method unless they are, both bishop and diocese, mutually convinced that it is the right thing to do for the children, and they are mutually so in love with the children that they are willing to do the right thing for them, even if it is an excruciating amount of work.

In practical terms, it all starts with the bishop.

Especially for the bishops who first pioneer it, the Bishops Teaching Children method is going to be a crazy adventure undertaken by very competent Sacred Pastors too in love with the children of their dioceses, too driven to the edge by the current system of religious education, and too hopelessly tempted by the prospect of a giant improvement, that they just can't stop themselves from offering the Bishops Teaching Children method to their dioceses and doing whatever it takes to see it through to success.

A bishop who wanted to offer the Bishops Teaching Children method to his diocese might make a deal with his people. He might propose the 'Rule of Three': he will start writing Questions, if one-third of the parishes in the diocese agree to try the Bishops Teaching Children method for a three year trial period - no backing out, carping, or sabotaging allowed. After all, they could have said no. Any parish community that participates has to participate on a strictly 'one for all, all for one' basis for the whole three years.

The bishop can be as enthusiastic as he can be, but he also has to explain all the known potentially unattractive points, too.

Are the people of his diocese crazy enough - about the children, about the idea, about him - to actually let him personally direct and be responsible for the religious education of the children?

All a bishop can do, is ask.

A pioneer bishop had better allow himself his own 'Rule of Three': three solid years of spade work, before his first set of yearly Questions appears and the parishes who said that they'd try the Bishops Teaching Children method begin their own three-year trial period.

One last suggestion. Testing Day might fittingly occur on the feast of Pentecost (or another Sunday near the end of the traditional school year), and it might be made a Parish Day, a holiday for the whole parish. The day on which all the children come to their parish and answer the bishop's yearly set of Questions, should be a very big deal, indeed.

It should be a day when the whole parish attends Mass. At all Masses, the children should be prayed for, and the Holy Spirit invoked. It should be a day when the whole parish comes together for festivities, fun, and food. The adults - pastors, parents, widowed, and single - could gather in one place, and socialize, while the children are sequestered in a quiet, serious place to answer their bishop's Questions.

When the children (of all ages) return, there should be an abundance of treats and fun for them. For every child, the association of hard work, blanket and enthusiastic acknowledgement of his efforts by adults, and treats and fun for him, should be indelible on that day, every year. Children should strongly associate each Testing Day with their faith, with doing 'grown-up' tasks as well as they can, and with treats and fun. They worked hard, they did their best, and they earned it.

Shortly after that day, the day during which all the children of the diocese earn the treats and fun that is richly due every single one, will come the day when the yearly Report comes out, revealing (as everyone knows) which of the adults involved in religious education have earned their treats, and their fun.

End of Content Digest
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