Leadership University Reprint

Reprinted f rom First Things: A Monthly Journal of Religion and Public Lif e¯ December 1992¯ Number 19

Can Notre Dame Be Saved?

David W. Lutz

I am a member of the United Methodist Church and a graduate student of philosophyat the Universityof Notre

Dame. One might ask whya United Methodist would go to a Roman Catholic universityto studyphilosophy. The answer is, I am at Notre Dame because I cannot study philosophyat a Methodist university. There no longer are any. All that remains is a collection of secular universities that were originallyfounded byMethodists asChristian universities. The list includes some whose Methodist history is indicated bytheir names, such asWesleyan and Southern

Methodist. But it also includes a number of schools whose

Methodist heritage isunknown even to most Methodists:

Emory, Duke, Bost on University, Northwestern, Syracuse,

Vanderbilt, and the Universityof Southern California. Some of these universities still have organizational ties to the

United Methodist Church, but theyare Christian in name only.

I am not the onlyProtestant in Notre Dame’s Philosophy

Department. Approximatelyone˘third of the graduate students nowstudying philosophyat Notre Dame are

Protestantswho decided to studyhere rather than elsewhere because of the Christian reputation of Notre Dame’s

Philosoph yDepartment. The Department’sfacultyincludes not onlyseveral of the best Catholic philosophersin the country, but also several of the best Protestant philosophers as well. No other philosophyfacult yapproaches Notre

Dame’s in combining high standardsof academic excellence with commitment both to Christianityand to a belief in the philosophic importance of Christian faith˘whether Catholic or Protestant.

I am concerned, however, that the process of secularization that removed the Methodist universities and, before them, most of the IvyLeague schools from the ranks of Christian academic institutionsisnowsetting in at Notre Dame. After all, the Methodist schools did not become post˘Christian overnight. Theyabandoned their Christianitygradually, as a result of manydecisions made bymanypeople over a period of decades. There areindications that Notre Dame is nowheading down that same trail. At the inaugural Mass of

Notre Dame’s 1954˘55 academic year, Fr. Theodore

Hesburgh said, "Here is an apostolate that no secular universitytoda ycan undertake˘for theyare largelycut off from the tradition of adequate knowledge which comes only

through faith in the mind and faith in God, the highest wisdom of Christian philosoph yand Catholic theology." In the 1990s, however, thechallenge isto prevent Notre Dame from becomingmerelyone more secular university.

Part of the problem facing Notre Dame is that there are people there who are embarrassed bythe fact that it is a

Catholic universityand areworking to hasten the daywhen it no longer is. But it isnot actuallythese who pose the greatest threat to theCatholic identityof the University. The real danger comes from a much larger group of persons who believe that Notre Dame can strive for ever˘higher standards of academic excellence˘and use the same criteria of excellence bywhich the best secular universities in the land arejudged to be excellent˘without forfeiting the

Catholic character of the University.

Some of those who believe that Notre Dame could never cease to be Catholic are not at all surprised that the

Protestant schools have lost their Christian identity. But what are the relevant differences? One difference is simply that manyof the Protestant universities are older than Notre

Dame and have thushad more timeto undergo erosion.

Another important difference is that, at least until recently,

Catholic universities have done a better job of resisting the pressure to adopt liberalism astheir governing philosophy.

The influence of liberalism on America’sChristian universities hasbeen twofold: first, it has led to the rejection of thebelief that there isone correct conception of the human good and one correct wayto pursue human happiness; and second, it has led to acceptance of the belief that government should be concerned with ensuring a context within which individuals can pursuetheir various freel ychosen goods and adjudicating the dispute when one person’spursuit of happiness conflicts with another’s, but not with telling people howbest to pursue their happiness.

At a point in historywhen the bankruptcyof Communism is no longer deniable, we need to be more alert than ever to the vices of liberal democracy. In a fallen, sinful world, liberal democracymaybe the best alternative for structuring political institutions, but it isnot our best option for structuring Christian churches and universities.

From myperspective as an outsider on theinside, it appears that manyof the problems within the Catholic Church in the

United States todayare related to the attempt byAmerican

Catholics to applythe political system of their government to their Church. I invite all Roman Catholics who would like to belong to a more democratic church to become

United Methodists.

The Protestant emphasis on the need for a personal relationship with God, if not balanced byan emphasison the need to belong to a communityof otherswho are also rightlyrelated to God, can lead to an excessivel y individualistic understanding of human societ y. There are clear historical relationships between the Protestant

Reformation, the rejection of the Thomistic understanding of thecommon good, and the growth of liberal democracy.

And nowhere isthat more true than in this country. The birth of Methodism as a Protestant denomination, distinct from the Church of England, was closel yrelated to the

American Revolution. We severed our ties not onlywith the

King of England but also with the Archbishop of

Canterbury. And the organization of the newchurch was influenced bythat of the newgovernment.

Todaymost Methodists neither knownor care what their bishops believe about moralityand all are free to attempt by democraticmethods to change anyof the church’s moral positions theydo not like. Ever ypresidential election year we have our own political convention to determine democraticallywhat will be right and wrong for the next four years. At the 1988 General Conference of the United

Methodist Church in St. Louis, legislation affirming that

"we do not condone the practice of homosexualityand consider thispractice incompatible with Christian teaching" was adopted bya 765˘181 vote of the delegates. Thegay rightslobby was unsuccessful˘for now. What was most significant about this vote, however, is not that a moral position inconsistent with Christian Scripture and nearly two millennia of Christian tradition was defeated overwhelmingly, but rather that thequestion was even brought up for a vote in thefirst place.

The reason liberal democracymaybe appropriate for our civil societ yis that as a pluralistic societ y, we have little hope of reaching complete agreement concerning the human good and the proper wayto pursue happiness. But among

Christians, thereought to be good reason to hope we can agree on the main points, if not in everydetail, about what constitutes the good and howwe should pursue happiness.

All Christiansarecalled to holiness. Having that much in common isinfinitelymore significant than anydifferences in our understanding of that call.

There is an historical, although not a necessarylogical, relationship between liberal democracyand the moral anarchyof contemporaryAmerica. The step from "we should all be free to decide what is good for us" to "what we decide is good for us is good for us" is an all˘too˘easyone

to take. So is the step from "there is no good common to ever yone" to "there is no good." We have transferred the beliefs and practices of liberalism not onlyfrom thepolitical realm to theecclesiastical, but also to themoral. Theresult is the combination of ethical subjectivism, relativism, emotivism, and nihilism so much in fashion in Western democracies today. (Of course, one cannot consistentlybe a subjectivist, a relativist, an emotivist, and a nihilist; but it is also fashionable todayto be unconcerned about logical consistencyin matters of religion and morality.)

As American Catholics bring liberalism into their Church and academic institutions, theybring with it the moral confusion that usuallyaccompanies it. Perhapssimply noting that the absence of moral authoritywas once considered deplorable can help us understand howfar we have regressed. At least one description of ancient Israel sounds verymuch likemodern America: "In those days there was no king in Israel; everyone did what was right in his own eyes" (Judges 17:6, 21:25).

A battlefor the soul of the Universityof Notre Dame is being waged, then, between traditional Christiansand people whose Weltanschauung is rooted primarilyin the

Enlightenment. I will use "secular humanism" as a label for the post˘Enlightenment, nontheistic faith of the large and growing number of Westerners who have abandoned

Judaism or Christianitywithout adopting another species of organized religion. Although "secular humanism" isa term used most frequentlybyProtestant Fundamentalists, it was

Justice Hugo Black˘in delivering theopinion of the United

States SupremeCourt in a 1961 case, Torcaso v. Watkins˘ who distinguished between "religionsbased on a belief in the existence of God" and "religions founded on different beliefs," such as "Buddhism, Taoism, Ethical Culture,

Secular Humanism, and others." In 1980 Paul Kurtz, a

SUNY˘Buffalo philosopher, published a "Secular Humanist

Declaration," which was signed bya number of prominent scholars. In the Introduction to his Declaration, Kurtz shows an understanding of the relationships among secular humanism and the Enlightenment, (liberal) democracy, and the Catholic Church:

Secularism and humanism were eclipsed in

Europe during the Dark Ages, when religious pietyeroded humankind’s confidence in its own powers to solve human problems. They reappeared in force during theRenaissance . . .

and their influence can be found in theeighteenth centuryin theAge of Reason and the

Enlightenment. Democratic secular humanism has creativel yfl owered in modern times with the growth of freedom and democracy. . . .

Regrettably, we aretodayfaced with a varietyof anti˘secularist trends: the reappearance of dogmaticauthoritarian religions; fundamentalist, literalist, and doctrinaire Christianity. . . the reassertion of orthodox authorityby the Roman

Catholic papal hierarchy. . . .

To see howfar down thepath to secular humanism the

Universityof Notre Dame has alreadytraveled, one need onlyread the offi cial statements madeabout the University byits administrators. The term "values" appearsfrequently in these statements. For example, the 1990˘91 edition of the

University’s Fact Sheet , a widelydistributed, six˘panel brochure, includes thefollowing passage: "Notre Dame has a unique spirit. It istraditional, yet open to change. It is dedicated to religious belief no less than scientific knowledge. It hasalwa ys stood for values in a world of fact.

It has kept faith with Father Sorin’svision." I seriously doubt that Fr. Sorin˘thefounder of the University˘ever envisioned a dichotomybetween value and fact. It would be difficult to imagine a vision further removed from the

Roman Catholic moral tradition.

Among the philosophers whose works contain theseeds of this dichotom yis David Hume: "If we take in our hand any volume˘of divinityor school metaphysics, for instance˘let us ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning concerning quantity ornumber? No. Does it contain any experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact and existence? No.

Commit it then to the flames; for it can contain nothing but sophistryand illusion."

The clearest˘and therefore most clearlyabsurd˘articulation of this dichotom yin its fullydeveloped form isgiven by another British philosopher, A. J. Ayer: "Since the expression of a value judgment isnot a proposition, the question of truth or falsehood does not here arise. . . . In sa ying that a certain type of action isright or wrong, I am not making anyfactual statement." Not surprisingly, Ayer was one of the signers of Paul Kurtz’s"Secular Humanist

Declaration."

C. S. Lewis’ recognition of a fact˘value dichotom ywithin an argument against ethical subjectivism in The Abolition of

Man has no doubt contributed something to thefrequency with which "values" is used byboth Catholics and

Protestantswho want to defend "traditional values." But

Christians should never accept a dichotom ybet ween facts and values. To say, for example, that Hitler and Stalin were evil men or that we should work to relieve thesuffering of the poor is both to make a value judgment and to state a fact. Manypeople would no doubt disagree; but howcould a

Christian do so?

Mypoint in calling attention to use of the term "values" in

Notre Dame documents isnot to criticize the anonymous author of a publicrelationsbrochure, but rather to point out the depth of the confusion concerning ethics at Notre Dame toda y. This is more than an issue of technical terminology.

The leaders of the Universitypride themselves on the fact that "we believe in values." The implication isthat persons at secular˘humanist universities do not. But of course ever yone has ethical beliefs and ever yuniversityoffers

ethics courses. To theextent that there isanysignificant moral difference bet ween Notre Dame and non˘Christian universities, it is not that NotreDame "believes in values" and the others do not, but rather that our values aredifferent from theirs. Our objective should be not merelyto teach values, but to teach values radicallydifferent from and superior tothose taught at secular universities.

But, of course, we cannot saythat Christian values (or virtues) are better than, for example, Kurtz’s "democratic secular humanist values" unless we believe ethical statementsare factual statements and areeither true or false.

And it is far from clear that those who administer or teach at

Notre Dame believe that. In fact, the school is home to a large, though shrinking, group of people who hold traditional Catholic beliefs on specific issues such as abortion and euthanasia, but who at the same time hold manybeliefs about ethics that are indistinguishable from the subjectivism, relativism, emotivism, and nihilism of secular

America.

Despite the tendencyat Notre Dame toward self˘ congratulation about commitment to values, undergraduates are not even required to take an ethics course. There ismore emphasison communityservice than on classroom instruction˘an emphasisentirelyconsistent with the belief widel yaccepted in our societ ythat values, while theymay be created and clarified, can be neither true nor false. If there is no fact of the matter, there islittle point in assigning ethics a central role in the formal curriculum. Notre Dame deserves praise for the manyopportunities it gives students to volunteer their time. But to understand moral education primarilyin termsof extracurricular activities is to reject the

Catholic moral tradition and to adopt themodel someone has called "value˘added education." The difference bet ween a Catholicuniversityand a secular˘humanist universitywith a Newman Center should be morethan a difference of scale.

The gap between therhetoric and the realityof ethics education at Notre Dame isqualitative as well as quantitative. Not onlyare there fewer ethics courses than the value˘talk would suggest, but little attention is paid to which values aretaught. Some of the ethics courses offered at Notre Dame are consistent with Catholic moral teachings and some are not: to maintain that certain moral theories are better than others might offend someone. This diversityis in keeping with the liberal doctrine that all values are created equal. But liberalism is not reallyneutral with regard to all values. Those who tell us that moralityis relative are usually quick to add that, because moralityis relative, we should tolerate those whose moral beliefs differ from our own.

There are some moral absolutes after all. In our attempt to be committed to ethics without being narrow˘minded concerning whose ethics we are committed to, we have actuallyreplaced the four cardinal virtues of prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance with the four cardinal values of openness, equality, tolerance, and diversity.

To suggest that there should be standards of qualitycontrol for ethics courses at a Catholic universityis, of course, to enter the debate concerning "academic freedom." I am no opponent of academic freedom; but I believe Christians should not let civil libertariansand secular humanists decide for uswhat it meansto be free. I find it incredible that a commitment to Christianityis supposed to be irrelevant to an understanding of academic freedom.

The well˘known distinction between negative and positive freedom is helpful at this point. Negative freedom is freedom from restraint; positive freedom is freedom to pursuea worthwhile objective. It isthedistinction made, mutatis mutandis , in biblical passages such as Romans

6:16˘23. We can choose bet ween freedom from divine authorityand freedom with regard to righteousness. In neither case arewe absolutel yfree. To be free from God’s authorityis to be a slave to sin. To be free with regard to righteousness, on the other hand, requires submission to

God’s authority.

The political freedom of liberalism is negative political freedom, just asthe academic freedom of secular humanism is negative academicfreedom. While it maybe desirable to allowa high degree of negative political freedom in our country, academic freedom at a Christian universityshould be positive academic freedom. If academic freedom at a

Catholic universitymeansthe freedom to teach anything whatsoever, even if it contradictsthe teaching of the

Catholic Church, what distinguishes a Catholic university from anyother kind of university? To answer the question merelyin terms of having a clergyman as president, a crucifix in everyclassroom, and a chapel in everyresidence hall is toabandon a rich intellectual tradition.

True academic freedom is not freedom from ecclesiastical authority, but freedom to speak thetruth. And Christians have an understanding of truth not shared with secular scholars. Yet Notre Dame’s description of "academic freedom and associated responsibilities" in its Faculty

Handbook offers no indication that it is shaped bya distinctivel yChristian understanding of freedom. There are, according to the Handbook , three principles of academic freedom: "freedom to teach and to learn according to one’s obligation, vision, and training; freedom to publish the resultsof one’s studyor research; and freedom to speak and write on public issues as a citizen." The first of the associated responsibilities is"respectful allowance for the exercise of these freedoms byothers." Manypeople believe that academic freedom is "value˘free." But NotreDame’s statement clearlyassumes liberal values. Each individual has a right to the greatest degree of (negative) freedom consistent with respecting theright of ever yother individual to the same degree of (negative) freedom. Far from being value˘neutral, academic freedom at Notre Dame isrooted in the four cardinal values.

Some people at Notre Damebelieve that we cannot have a genuineuniversityin themodern world without laissez˘ faire research and teaching˘that a universitymust be a

"marketplace of ideas." Professors, it is maintained, are not in the business of sheltering students from intellectual challenges to their faith. I grant that one of the thingsa

Catholic universityshould do isintroduce students to intellectual positionsopposed to Christianity. But to place a higher priorityon challenging students’ faith than on teaching them howto defend their faith against attack is simplyimprudent. Most Notre Dame undergraduates arrive at the Universitywithout knowing thebasics of their own moral tradition˘and most graduate in the same condition. To attack faith without first nurturing it is like teaching people to swim bydropping them in themiddle of the ocean.

I am not arguing that Christian universities should have less academic freedom than non˘Christian universities. On the contrary, I am claiming that onlygenuinelyChristian universities are trulyfree. One of the roles of a Christian universityis that of exploring wa ys to further the development of the Christian tradition. But thereis a difference between working within a tradition to help it progress and stepping outsideit in order toattack it.

I am saying nothing new. The Second Vatican Council document Gaudiumet Spes emphasizes the need for scholars to be free, but states that thisfreedom must remain

"within the limits of moralityand the general welfare." And

Ex Corde Ecclesiae , the 1990 Apostolic Constitution on

Catholic Universities, states that academic freedom must remain "within theconfines of the truth and the common good." In order to determinewhether a universityconforms to these documents, some system of identifying thelimits of moralityand theconfines of truth˘and of keeping a universitywithin these boundaries˘is required.

Until relativelyrecently, those systems were external to

Catholic universities. In his recentlypublished autobiography, Fr. Hesburgh describes hisefforts to pull

Notre Dame and other Catholic universities out from under the Church hierarchyin order to preserve their "autonomy and academic freedom." But if a universityis liberated from external ecclesiastical authority, an internal system of disciplinemust be instituted in order to ensure that its teaching remains consistent with the tradition to which it bel ongs. There isno such internal system at the University of Notre Dame today. Because of the decision in the 1960s to transfer control of Notre Dame to a layboard of trustees, the Congregation of Hol yCross is no longer in a position to preserve the Catholic character of the University. The problem todayis that no one else has accepted that responsibility. We believe in values but it doesn’t much matter which ones.

Fr. Hesburgh clearlyunderstandsthe need to restrict autonomyin some areas. He explains in his autobiography howhe brought the "autonomous fiefdom" of legendary football coach Frank Leahyunder his control. But whyis

"bringing the athletics department to heel" so much more important than establishing quality˘control measures for the academic departments in order to prevent Notre Dame from becoming a post˘Christian university?

Discussions of academic freedom are naturallyclosel y related to discussions of academic excellence. Manyof the decisions that are contributing to the secularization of Notre

Dame are being made in the name of excellence. The arguments go something like this: If Notre Dame is to become and to be recognized asa trulygreat Catholic university, our facultymust include manyoutstanding scholars. It would be desirable to appoint outstanding scholars who arealso committed Christians, but we cannot become a great universityby appointing second˘rate

Christian scholarsinstead of first˘ratenon˘Christian scholars. Therefore, we should hire thebest scholars money can buy, without considering their religious and moral beliefs. Of course Notre Dame is and alwa ys will be

Catholic. What could be more absurd than suggesting that

Notre Dame might somedaycease to be a Catholic university?

Thisis preciselythe type of reasoning responsible for Notre

Dame’s drift toward secular humanism. Because the salaries of Notre Dame’s entry˘level facultypositions are relatively high, manyapplicantsrespond to announcements of openings. And because most of these scholarsarenot

Christians, a policyof disregarding thereligious and moral beliefs of applicants will result in a predominantlynon˘

Christian faculty. In short, to decide that religious commitment isirrelevant tohiring decisionsis to decide that

Notre Dame will cease to be a Catholic university. What does it profit a universityto gain worldwide recognition as an excellent research institution and forfeit its soul?

No one connected with the institution could do anything but endorse with enthusiasm the idea of working to make Notre

Dame an excellent university. But howcould it become a

"Catholic Princeton" without ceasing to be Catholic?

Besides, whyshould we let non˘Christians decide for us what it means to be excellent? AreChristian standardsof excellence inferior to secular standards? Roman Catholics are in a better position than anyone else to look to their own intellectual tradition for guidance in understanding what it means to attain academic excellence.

One might ask, Bywhat right does a Protestant criticize a

Catholic universityfor giving up itsCatholic identity? Are not people like myself a major part of the problem? Indeed, if Notre Dame were to become so concerned about preserving its Catholic character that it expelled Protestants,

I could accept that decision. It would be much better for

Protestants to have one American universityso committed to Catholicism that it excluded Protestants than to have one more American universityso committed to what is laughablycalled "cultural diversity" that it excluded no one.

Still, anyone who cares about preserving the Catholic identityof Notre Dame can recognize that if the greatest threat to theCatholic character of the Universitywere

Protestantism, the situation would be a far happier one for

Catholics than isthe present situation. In fact, theleaders of

Notre Dame, when attempting to measure the Catholicityof the faculty, would do well to move beyond a binary distinction between those who have Roman Catholic baptismal certificates and those who do not. The religious and moral beliefs of some Protestantsare much closer to

Rome than arethose of manynominal baptized˘but˘ unconverted Catholics.

What everyChristian academic institution needs isnot merelyfacult ymembers who are Christiansin some minimal sense, but scholars who take their Christian faith so seriouslythat theybelieve it should be integrated with their scholarship. To believe that whether or not scholarsare

Christian isirrelevant to the excellence of their scholarship is to reject a rich philosophical and theological tradition and to adopt a form of the fideism for which manyCatholics justl ycriticize manyProtestants. Thepoint is not that

Christian universities should never enlist the services of non˘Christian scholars. But Christian universities should look beyond howmanyjournal articles potential professors are likelyto publish. Notre Dame should appoint only excellent scholars; but we should realize that we have more than one option when it comes to understanding academic excellence.

Notre Dame cannot remain indefinitelyat some position bet ween Roman Catholicism and secular humanism˘nor should those of us who teach there hope that it might. Such a compromise isself˘contradictoryand unstable. Should

Notre Dame become a post˘Christian university, it will remain one. After the momentum passes a certain point, there will be no return, even if manymembers of theNotre

Dame communitythen see and regret what theyhave allowed to happen. TheMethodist universities are not only lost; theyare irretrievabl ylost. Moreover, if Notre Dame becomes a post˘Christian university, it probabl ywill not be a verygood one. How, for instance, could it compete with the best secular institutions in the land without the financial support nowcoming from people who preciselybelieve it to be a Catholic university?

Iam not suggesting that I have a simple solution to the problems confronting Notre Dame. I am arguing neither that instituting academic disciplinewould be an easycorrective to the secularization of the Universitynor that we should attempt to turn the clock back several decades. I am more concerned with Notre Dame’s future than with itspast. Most

Christian academic institutionssee themselves as forced to choose bet ween Christian commitment and academic excellence. Some Catholicand Protestant colleges have chosen theformer. The majorityof Christian colleges and universities have chosen the latter. I believe that Notre

Dame should choose both. Perhaps no universityhas been both genuinelyChristian and trulyexcellent since the

Universityof Parisin thethirteenth century. But if Notre

Dame is interested in carrying on the tradition of the

Universityof Paris, it certainlywill not achieve that objective byemulating Harvard, Yale, and Princeton.

In addition, I am mindful that adopting the type of freedom I am proposing would most likelybring Notre Dame into conflict with theAmerican Association of University

Professors’ understanding of academic freedom. And because of current or future interpretations of the First

Amendment, the school would perhaps have problems with governmental funding. Whatever might prove to be the solution to these or other problems, it would certainlynot lie in conforming to the standardsof non˘Christian universities.

In anycase, if positive action to halt and reverse the secularization of the Universityof Notre Dame is not taken soon, the question will be not whether, but when, Notre

Dame will be a Christian universityin preciselythe sense that Northwestern Universityis nowChristian. Theleaders

of theUniversity˘facult y, administrators, and trustees˘have a responsibilityof stewardship to pass on to future generationsthe heritage of faith at Notre Dame.

If Notre Dame is indeed a Catholicuniversity, there should be no hesitation on the part of its leaders to state that moral truth isnot a matter of individual taste, that the teaching of the Roman Catholic Church will not be compromised on the

Notre Dame campus, and that anyone not interested in teaching at a Christian universityshould teach elsewhere˘ perhaps at one of theformerlyMethodist universities.

Merelyto recite platitudes about "values," therebyimplying that Notre Dame students arebeing educated at a Christian universitywithout taking steps to ensure that theyare, is to commit˘no other term seems to suit˘fraud.

David W. Lutz isa graduate student and teaching assistant in the Philosoph yDepartment at the Universityof Notre

Dame.

Copyright © 1992 by FIRST THINGS.

Copyright/Reproduction Limitations

This data file is the sole property of Leadership University. It may not be altered or editedinany way. It may be reproduced only inits entirety f or circulation as "f reeware," without charge. All reproductions of this data file must contain the copyright notice (i.e., "Copyright © 1998 by First Things") and this Copyright/Reproduction Limitations notice.

This data file may not beused without the permission of Leadership University f or resale or the enhancement of any other product sold.

FIRST THINGS

156 Fifth Avenue, Suite 400

NewYork, NY 10010

Phone: (212) 627-1985

Email:ft@firstthings.com

W eb: http://www.f irstthings.com

Leadership University

3440 Sojourn Driv e, Suit 200

Carrollton, TX 75006

Phone: (972) 713-7130

Fax: (972) 713-7670

Email: lu@leaderu.com

W eb: http://www.leaderu.com