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ADDENDUM:  
A CONCURRENCE WITH THE CONCLUDING REPORT OF THE 

AD HOC COMMITTEE ON FACULTY GOVERNANCE 
 

What follows is a concurrence with the main findings of the Concluding Report (CR), especially 
its general recommendations with respect to faculty governance, consultation, and voice in the larger 
framework of University governance. It happily acknowledges the great intellectual, spiritual and moral 
goods of which Notre Dame is both means and agent. Notre Dame is a place of intellectual 
accomplishment in teaching and research, where the Church’s sacraments are offered frequently and the 
liturgy attended to carefully, whose graduates go into the world admonished and often prepared to live 
lives of excellence, sacrifice, justice and generosity. The University facilitates a growing body of faculty 
research and provides generous faculty and staff benefits, and the generally high degree of faculty 
satisfaction at Notre Dame is warranted. Nevertheless, the faculty discontent summarized in the 
Concluding Report [pp.11-12] is both genuine and widespread, and the CR’s general recommendations 
appropriate and carefully considered. 

To those recommendations this concurrence adds: 1) observations about matters pertinent to 
faculty participation in University governance either elided or under-elaborated in the CR; and 2) specific 
recommendations primarily concerning the Fellows of the University not necessarily endorsed by the Ad 
Hoc Committee as a whole. The substance of these observations is drawn from the same body of evidence 
cited in the CR regarding the “low satisfaction” of Notre Dame faculty attributed to “[the absence of] 
faculty inclusion in University decision-making.” Observed on the one hand is faculty confusion (perhaps 
disagreement) about the nature of Notre Dame’s mission, and on the other hand faculty frustration about 
the gap between Notre Dame’s professed Catholic character and the policies and day-to-day operations of 
the University. The confusion manifests primarily as doubts about the compatibility of faith and reason; 
the frustration manifests primarily as objections to University behavior with respect to how administrative 
power is exercised, institutional accountability, life issues, money, and status envy. These issues all relate 
in one way or another to Notre Dame’s Catholic character, a primary de jure responsibility of the Fellows 
of the University. But this responsibility in its day-to-day enactment is shared with a wide variety of other 
parties throughout the University, and ultimately belongs to the Notre Dame community as a whole. 
Accordingly, the observations and recommendations that follow.1 

																																																													
1	What	the	Concluding	Report	refers	to	as	the	academic	“core”	of	the	University’s	mission	is	summarized	succinctly	in	these	
excerpts	from	the	University’s	Mission	Statement:	

The	University	[of	Notre	Dame]	is	dedicated	to	the	pursuit	and	sharing	of	truth	for	its	own	sake…[and	to	providing]	a	
forum	where,	through	free	inquiry	and	open	discussion,	the	various	lines	of	Catholic	thought	may	intersect	with	all	the	
forms	of	knowledge	found	in	the	arts,	sciences,	professions,	and	every	other	area	of	human	scholarship	and	
creativity….	What	the	University	asks	of	all	its	scholars	and	students…is	not	a	particular	creedal	affiliation,	but	a	
respect	for	the	objectives	of	Notre	Dame…[presupposing]	that	no	genuine	search	for…truth	in…human	or…cosmic	
order	is	alien	to	the	life	of	faith	[cited	in	CR	footnote	4,	emphases	added].	

In	turn,	the	aspirational	relationship	between	Notre	Dame’s	Catholic	character	and	the	mundane	operations	of	the	University	is	
one	in	which	

the	consequences	of	Christian	truth	are	taken	seriously	in	person-to-person	relationships…[and]	University	decisions	
and	administrative	actions	[are]	guided	by	Christian	ideas	and	ideals	[from	“The	Idea	of	the	Catholic	University”	(aka	
“The	Land	O’	Lakes	Statement”),	cited	in	CR	footnote	7,	emphases	added].		

On	the	duty	of	the	Fellows	of	the	University	to	“[ensure]	that	the	University	maintains	its	essential	character	as	a	Catholic	
institution	of	higher	learning,”	see	CR,	footnote	15].	
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THREE OBSERVATIONS 

Observation #1: Confusion and/or Disagreement about Faith and Reason 

The presumption of the broad Catholic intellectual tradition, explicit in the University Mission 
Statement, is that there neither is nor can be any inherent conflict between faith and reason. Nevertheless, 
confusion at Notre Dame about the academic core of the University’s mission occasionally manifests 
itself in the assertion of conflicts between the life of faith and the life of the mind. This alleged conflict 
was not a subject that arose in any of our Ad Hoc Committee meetings with faculty, deans, or 
administrators, but that is not to say it is not a pervasive concern at Notre Dame related to both the 
University mission and University governance. The most significant public assertion of this alleged 
incompatibility was the April 2008 Faculty Senate position paper, “Faculty Response to University’s 
Initiative on Hiring Catholic Faculty.” That document, drawing upon a Faculty Senate survey of 500 
Notre Dame faculty, asserted then that “[if] Catholic identity is seen…to be the primary driving factor in 
the hiring process, then the University will fall back rather than advance further upon its goal of academic 
greatness;” and its very first recommendation was that “The University should not compromise its 
academic aspirations in its efforts to maintain its Catholic identity.”  

There is no reason to presume ill will on the part of the 2007-2008 Faculty Senate, or to think that 
2008 document was not a legitimate exercise of what the CR characterizes as faculty voice, or that the 
concerns it voiced do not persist among some significant portion of the University faculty and 
administration. Nevertheless, what these concerns evince is either confusion or disagreement about what 
it means to be a Catholic university. 

If we imagine the University of Notre Dame as a brilliant gemstone, consider two views of Notre 
Dame’s relationship to Catholic Christianity. One view of Catholicism at Notre Dame would regard it as 
what jewelers call the table (or primary) facet – a most important facet of the stone, but only a facet: the 
crucifixes in our classrooms, the Masses we offer, the spiritual and corporal works of mercy we sponsor, 
etc. The second is a worldview, in which Catholicism is the jewel box – except that the content of the 
jewel box is not just Notre Dame but all of creation. That there is neither clarity nor agreement among the 
Notre Dame faculty about whether Catholicism in relationship to Notre Dame is more like the table facet 
or the jewel box suggests a leadership agenda item for the Fellows of the University.  

 

Observation #2: Faculty Misgivings about Authority in Catholic Institutions 

 Related to the foregoing observation are faculty misgivings about authority in Catholic 
institutions. The Concluding Report includes this point:   

In some instances, faculty attributed what they saw as deficiencies in faculty governance to a 
“centralizing” and “hierarchical” tendency allegedly encouraged by Notre Dame’s Catholic 
character [CR, p.10].  

This is a true attribution, in two senses. In the first instance, governance at Notre Dame is in fact 
hierarchical by design, and widely perceived to be a centralizing and “top-down” operation. Notre Dame’s 
de jure organization is such that even the University structures most instrumental to faculty governance –
primarily the Academic Council and the PAC; to a lesser extent the Faculty Senate-- are ultimately 
advisory or hortatory, with final authority for curricular adoption, hiring, promotion, tenure, and actions 
urged by Faculty Senate resolutions technically residing in the office of The President. In the second 
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instance, such hierarchical organization –albeit not necessarily centralizing and “top-down” governance-- 
is characteristic of Catholic institutions. 

By the measure of the modern world and the modern research university the Catholic Church is at 
best strange, because in the context of American democratic culture it has a hierarchical and supernatural 
structure of institutional authority. Viewed abstractly, the Catholic Church in its hierarchical structure is 
not unlike the United States military, with this difference: the United States military is properly subject to 
democratically determined civil authority. But in the Catholic Church this can never be, because the 
Church (for what one might call the “Hebrew National Franks” reason) is subject to a Higher Authority, 
and no Catholic institution can coherently deny that all Catholic institutions are properly subject to this 
particular Authority. Thus, even in the many Catholic institutions emanating from the “bottom-up” (as in 
the history of Catholic religious orders), a hierarchical form of organization is characteristic of Catholic 
institutions from the Vatican, to the diocese, to religious orders, to Catholic hospitals, to Catholic schools 
(up to and including Catholic universities).  

 In this hierarchical structure of Catholic institutions, when authority is exercised well (that is, 
with courage, temperance, justice, prudence, humility, generosity, charity, and so on), it is affirmed as 
good leadership. But when hierarchical Catholic institutional authority is exercised badly (that is, when 
habitually deficient in such virtues), it is commonly called, with due opprobrium, authoritarian / weak / 
hypocritical. Anyone knowledgeable about both church history and fallen human nature knows there are 
recurring episodes of arguably warranted anti-clericalism within past and present Catholic nations, 
cultures, and institutions – some of which in spite of such anti-clericalism nevertheless remain, at least for 
a while, culturally Catholic. (One can even imagine habits of Catholic clerical authoritarianism carried 
over into post-clerical Catholic institutions.) Nevertheless, for Catholic institutions to flourish, Catholic 
clergy and laity alike need to be more virtuous in pursuit of their (our) shared mission.2 

 

Observation #3: Faculty Frustration with Deficiencies in Notre Dame’s Catholic Character 

If the foregoing observations concern some broad historic characteristics of both Catholic 
metaphysics and Catholic institutions that may not be well understood among both faculty and 
administration, there is paradoxically widespread frustration among Catholic and non-Catholic faculty 
alike that takes the following form:  

 
If Notre Dame was a genuinely Catholic university, Notre Dame would / would not be doing X.  

 
In addition to the general frustration with institutional governance that is the larger focus of the 
Concluding Report the most common frustrations expressed by faculty concern University policies and 
behaviors related to life issues,3 money,4 and status envy.5 

																																																													
2	Governance	in	Catholic	institutions	is	inherently	paradoxical,	in	that	Catholic	structures	of	authority	are	on	the	one	hand	
hierarchical,	but	on	the	other	hand	guided	by	an	ideal	of	“top-down”	servanthood	patterned	after	Christ	Himself,	who	came	
among	us	“not	to	be	served	but	to	serve;”	taught	that	whoever	among	his	followers	would	be	great	must	be	a	servant	to	all;	
and	gave	his	own	life	to	save	sinners.	Ultimately,	no	Catholic	can	be	cynical	about	this	servanthood	ideal	(and	that,	in	
cooperation	with	divine	grace,	it	can	to	some	extent	be	achieved)	and	still	be	regarded	as	faithfully	Catholic.	
	
3	The	bedrock	principle	of	modern	Catholic	social	teaching	is	anthropological:	the	dignity	of	the	human	person;	and	this	first	
principle	is	what	is	at	stake	in	Catholic	teaching	about	what	are	here	called	life	issues.	These	concern	most	prominently	the	
aforementioned	status	of	the	human	person,	especially	with	respect	to	the	beginning	and	end	of	human	life,	the	nature	and	
purpose	of	human	sexuality	generally	(and	marriage	in	particular),	and	most	fundamentally	whether	a	person	ultimately	
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It is sometimes said that Notre Dame is a place where the Catholic Church does its thinking. This 
is true, in part. Equally true however is that Notre Dame is a place where Catholicism is publicly 
contested, both internally regarding the substance and implications of Catholicism itself, and externally as 
Catholicism engages with modernity to determine how Catholics in good faith might cooperate with or 
resist the paradigms of modern life within which Catholic Christianity seems increasingly alien.  

 
Let it be stipulated that Notre Dame is a proper setting for these debates about Catholicism in the 

modern world, and that such debates are a legitimate part of its mission to be a great Catholic research 
university. What cannot coherently be disputed is the necessity for these debates to occur in an 
institutional context in which the nature of Notre Dame’s self-understanding as a Catholic university 
is clear. The Fellows of the University are constitutionally mandated to provide that clarity. Given the 
institutional confusion and disagreement about Notre Dame’s mission, faculty misgivings about authority 
in Catholic institutions, and faculty frustration with institutional behavior at odds with Catholic ideas and 
ideals, it would be helpful to receive authoritative guidance from the Fellows about the following items: 
																																																																																																																																																																																																				
belongs	to	God	or	ultimately	belongs	simply	to	oneself.	To	some	faculty,	two	of	the	most	frustrating	University	actions	in	regard	
to	these	matters	have	been	1)	the	honoring	of	(as	distinct	from	engagement	with)	politicians	and	public	figures	who	publicly	
repudiate	(and	promote	policies	opposing)	Catholic	beliefs	about	the	sanctity	of	human	life	and	its	protection;	and	2)	the	
University’s	recent	decision	to	simultaneously	a)	provide	employee	and	graduate	student	contraception	through	its	insurance	
plans,	and	b)	distribute	to	all	who	sign	up	for	University	health	care	benefits	a	statement	about	the	Catholic	Church’s	opposition	
to	artificial	contraception.	Other	examples	could	be	cited,	but	these	two	especially	exhibit	the	incoherence	of	current	University	
policy	with	respect	to	this	bedrock	principle	of	Catholic	anthropology.	
	
4	If	frustration	with	the	University	administration	about	life	issues	is	given	loudest	voice,	there	is	perhaps	even	more	pervasive	
faculty	frustration	about	the	effects	of	money	on	Notre	Dame’s	institutional	vocation.	While	there	is	general	(and	appropriate)	
faculty	amazement	at	the	generosity	of	Notre	Dame	donors,	admiration	for	the	skills	of	the	University’s	investment	counselors,	
and	appreciation	for	Notre	Dame’s	generous	personnel	policies	and	benefits,	there	is	also	widespread	faculty	concern	that	in	a	
historical	moment	of	extreme	economic	inequality,	Notre	Dame’s	wealth	and	its	display	in	secular	things	is	superseding	in	
prominence	Notre	Dame’s	mission.	There	is	alarm	that	University	academic	and	building	programs	appear	determined	more	by	
fund-raising	and	development	than	vice	versa;	resentment	about	the	lack	of	both	faculty	consultation	and	transparency	about	
how	Notre	Dame	spends	its	money;	repeated	expressions	of	concern	about	both	the	environmental	stewardship	implications	
and	the	symbolic	content	of	prominent	Notre	Dame	building	projects;	and	regret	that	with	respect	to	its	mission	objectives	
Notre	Dame’s	use	of	its	wealth	is	distressingly	unimaginative.	That	“Notre	Dame,	Inc.”	is	run	“more	like	a	for-profit	corporation	
than	a	University”	(or	as	“a	hedge	fund	with	a	university	attached	to	it”)	is	a	recurring	refrain;	and	there	is	the	sense	among	
much	of	the	faculty	that	Notre	Dame’s	position	among	the	wealthiest	1%	of	American	universities	(and	as	the	wealthiest	
Catholic	university)	affords	us	great	opportunities	and	imposes	upon	us	special	obligations	the	University	has	yet	to	realize.	
	
5	Faculty	frustration	about	how	Notre	Dame	uses	its	ample	financial	resources	is	related	to	faculty	frustration	about	how	many	
University	decisions	appear	to	be	driven	by	status	envy.	Since	at	least	the	beginning	of	the	20th	century	Notre	Dame	has	been	a	
place	for	upwardly	mobile	strivers,	largely	poor	urban	immigrant	European	Catholics	–prototypically,	“the	first	in	their	family	to	
go	to	college”--	seeking	to	become	as	Catholics	full	participants	in	American	culture	and	civic	life.	(For	evidence	of	said	
sensibility	to	this	day,	simply	pay	attention	to	the	opening	ceremonies	of	every	Notre	Dame	home	football	game.)	Notre	
Dame’s	mainstreaming	of	Catholic	immigrants	of	European	descent	into	American	culture	has	been	both	fabulously	successful	
and	a	worthy	cultural	and	Catholic	aspiration	--	indeed,	one	that	in	our	current	historic	moment	warrants	increased	recruitment	
of	and	financial	support	for	talented	poor	and	working	class	Catholic	applicants	of	Latino,	African,	Asian	and	Anglo	descent	to	
matriculate	at	what	has	become	America’s	elite	Catholic	university.	Insofar	as	Notre	Dame’s	present	ambition	to	become	a	
great	Catholic	research	university	–and	to	be	recognized	as	such	by	secular	research	universities--	is	a	continued	striving	for	
excellence,	it	can	be	understood	as	the	next	logical	step	in	a	long	and	proud	Notre	Dame	tradition.	The	frustration	that	many	
faculty	feel	about	this	ambition	is	not	with	Notre	Dame’s	desire	to	be	a	great	research	university,	but	rather	that	Notre	Dame	is	
attempting	to	emulate	the	modern	secular	research	university	–very	successful	in	promoting	(and	profiting	from)	research--	at	
the	historic	moment	when	both	the	narrowly	focused	intellectual	substance	and	the	hyper-individualist	moral	core	of	the	
modern	research	university	are	revealing	their	problematic	consequences.	It	should	not	be	Notre	Dame’s	ambition	to	
outperform	secular	research	universities	on	their	terms,	but	rather	to	outperform	secular	research	universities	on	(our	Catholic	
understanding	of)	God’s	terms	--	which	include	the	Catholic	suppositions	both	that	truth	is	knowable	and	to	be	pursued,	and	
that	money	and	status	are	genuine	external	goods	but	nevertheless	means	subordinate	to	the	internal	goods	of	truth,	
excellence,	and	charity	at	the	core	of	Notre	Dame’s	mission.	
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• the nature of the University’s Catholic and academic vocation as a single mission entailing 

multiple specific and indivisible ends; 
 

• the structures of authority that define Notre Dame as a Catholic institution; and relatedly, 
 
• the shared substance of Catholic moral teaching by which the entire University community can be 

held internally accountable up and down those structures of authority.6 
 
From the summary and conclusion above come the following additional recommendations 

beyond those of the Concluding Report. The first and most important recommendation is addressed to the 
Decennial Review Committee and the Academic Council, for a new University governance entity (with 
standing in the Academic Articles) that includes strong faculty consultation and voice. The remaining 
three sets of recommendations are ideas for consideration by that proposed new entity and by the Fellows 
of The University; and ultimately by the entire faculty and administration.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Recommendation #1: Create a Fellows Advisory Committee on the University Mission 

 The Fellows Advisory Committee [FAC] here proposed would be a standing University 
committee intended to: a) afford Notre Dame faculty substantive consultation and voice in matters 
concerning the University’s singular mission in all its professed aspects (Catholic character, 
undergraduate education, research and scholarship, financial and environmental stewardship, and external 

																																																													
6	Institutional	and	intellectual	confusion	about	Notre	Dame’s	Catholic	character	arguably	goes	back	more	than	fifty	years,	to	the	
1967	document	“The	Idea	of	the	Catholic	University”	(aka	“The	Land	O’	Lakes	Statement”).	An	admirable	document	in	many	
ways,	the	issue	of	Catholic	institutional	accountability	is	arguably	its	Achilles	heel,	exposed	in	the	first	paragraph	of	its	first	and	
subsequently	unqualified	article:		

To	perform	its	teaching	and	research	functions	effectively	the	Catholic	university	must	have	a	true	autonomy	and	
academic	freedom	in	the	face	of	authority	of	whatever	kind,	lay	or	clerical,	external	to	the	academic	community	itself.	

From	the	time	of	its	publication	more	than	fifty	years	ago,	this	particular	assertion	has	received	both	the	greatest	scrutiny	and	
arguably	not	enough.	With	respect	to	the	proper	vocation	of	the	university	to	freely	pursue	truth	by	means	of	reason,	it	is	
unobjectionable.	By	Catholic	standards,	bishops	generally	should	not	be	butting	into	properly	academic	matters;	and	generally,	
bishops	don’t.	(Indeed,	in	recent	decades	Notre	Dame	has	provoked	its	bishop	far	more	often	than	its	bishop	has	provoked	
Notre	Dame.)	With	respect	to	Notre	Dame	however,	there	are	two	other	arguably	more	pertinent	issues.	The	first	concerns	the	
ways	in	which	since	1967	Notre	Dame	in	fact	routinely	and	willingly	subjects	herself	to	myriad	secular	forces	“external	to	the	
academic	community	itself”	--	federal	regulations,	research	funding	conditions,	corporate	sponsorships,	NCAA	guidelines,	etc.		
But	the	larger	question	raised	by	the	Land	O’Lakes	declaration	of	autonomy	is	not	how	the	Catholic	Church	relates	itself	to	the	
Catholic	university,	but	rather	how	the	Catholic	university	understands	itself	in	relation	to	the	Church,	a	question	which	can	be	
posed	most	simply	as:	What	makes	a	Catholic	university	Catholic?	One	occasionally	hears	–sometimes	as	a	lament,	sometimes	
as	a	boast,	sometimes	as	an	evidence-based	conclusion--	that	Notre	Dame	is	not	accountable	to	anyone	or	anything	except	
herself.	But	no	Christian	institution	can	be	accountable	only	to	itself.	Ya	gotta	serve	somebody,	and	Catholic	institutions	serve	
Somebody	in	distinctively	Catholic	and	sacramentally	mediated	ways.	Ordinarily,	one	might	expect	a	self-proclaimed	Catholic	
university	to	claim	authority	over	academic	matters,	and	defer	to	the	authority	of	its	local	bishop	in	matters	of	Catholic	faith	
and	morals	(or	even	to	Rome,	if	those	are	disputed).	However,	that	is	not	Notre	Dame’s	current	public	posture.	It	would	be	
helpful	therefore	for	the	Fellows	of	the	University	to	articulate	more	clearly	the	nature	of	Notre	Dame’s	relationship	to	the	
Catholic	Church,	and	in	what	way	and	to	whom	Notre	Dame	is	accountable	for	being	authentically	Catholic.	
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engagement); and b) allow ongoing consideration of issues and concerns raised in the Concluding Report 
and/or this concurrence, and similar issues and concerns as they arise. 

The FAC would be an advisory body to the Fellows and a liaison to the faculty, and consist of the 
twelve Fellows of the University, the Provost, the Executive Vice President, and all of the (willing) 
permanent tenured Notre Dame faculty who meet a single eligibility requirement: that he or she left a 
tenured faculty position at an AAU or Carnegie Classification R:1 Research University to come to 
Notre Dame.7 The FAC should meet once each semester, to consider an agenda established primarily by 
its faculty members; and in turn, one or more representative/s of the faculty members of the FAC should 
report on their meetings to the Faculty Senate at least annually, which can also be a regular occasion for 
the Senate to give additional faculty voice to the FAC. 

Presuming that the faculty members eligible to be members of the FAC have come to Notre 
Dame either because they are Catholic or because they support Notre Dame’s institutional mission (and 
not discounting financial incentives); and in any case demonstrating that Notre Dame supports 
scholarship and research of the highest quality, the mission-related purpose of the FAC would be twofold: 
1) to demonstrate to the Fellows of the University and the University administration, by the standards of 
excellence of the secular university (as demonstrated by the pre-Notre Dame tenured status of its faculty 
members), that there is no conflict between Catholic Christianity and academic excellence; and 2) to 
demonstrate the same to the Faculty Senate and, eo ipso, the entire University community. 

 
In addition to this primary substantive recommendation to create a Fellows Advisory Committee,  

the FAC itself should be an ongoing opportunity for faculty consultation and voice in the governance of 
the University in accordance with its mission, and a means for the faculty and administration to hold one 
another accountable in pursuit of that end. Therefore, as suggestions for consideration by faculty and 
administration, the following recommendations are offered as examples of prospective University policies 
that might be appropriate topics for discussion by the FAC: the University’s Catholic character; how best 
to pursue the University’s academic agenda; and stewardship of the University’s wealth. 
 
 

Recommendation #2: Articulate Notre Dame’s Self-understanding as a Catholic University 
 
 The academic mission of Notre Dame is pursued under accepted canons of academic excellence 
established by the practices of multiple academic disciplines, and the institutional norms of the modern 
university. The Catholic identity of Notre Dame likewise entails normative Catholic practices, with this 
difference: there are Church teachings on faith and morals definitively Catholic, and an authoritative 
teaching office to interpret them. De jure, that office is the local bishop, and sometimes the Bishop of 
Rome; but no Catholic institution --however properly autonomous the inner workings of its specific 
vocation-- can be unaccountable with respect to its self-understanding as Catholic. Yet the impression the 
University often gives is that with respect to its Catholic identity, Notre Dame is accountable to no one 
beyond Notre Dame. The FAC should take the lead in clarifying to who or what Notre Dame is 
responsible with respect to its Catholic character. 

The simplest way to do that is to acknowledge the authority of our local bishop not in matters of 
academics but in matters of Catholic faith and morals. But short of (or in addition to) that, this 
concurrence recommends the Fellows explicitly and formally confirm principles that Notre Dame already 
evokes and teaches episodically: the fullness of Catholic social teaching as our shared standard for 
University governance. These principles include the dignity of every human person, the sanctity of human 
life from conception to natural death, an understanding of persons as social animals and moral agents with 
																																																													
7	A	quick	informal	tally	yielded	more	than	forty	names	of	faculty	members	thus	qualified.	There	are	almost	certainly	more.	
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both rights and responsibilities, the human stewardship of creation (including both the natural order and 
human institutions), the dignity of work and the rights of workers, the affirmation of social and communal 
solidarity, civil society understood as a realm of multiple authoritative institutions and agencies operating 
in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity, the common good as the purpose of both civil 
government and the market economy, public policy with a bias for benefits to the involuntarily poor, and 
religious freedom as a fundamental human right. 

For the Fellows to explicitly endorse the principles of Catholic social teaching as normative for 
University governance would likely upset many, in different ways; but the credibility of Catholic social 
teaching is undermined by the failure of Catholic institutions themselves to attempt to live up to it. Were 
Notre Dame to more clearly profess and adhere to Catholic teaching on marriage and life issues; act less 
like a for-profit global corporation; and govern ourselves in greater accord with the canons of justice and 
generosity we commend to others, we would surely achieve neither faculty consensus nor an end to 
institutional debates about the details of such issues. But Catholic social teaching principles taken 
together and professed as the unified standard to which the University aspires might make all of us at 
Notre Dame both better and (paradoxically) less presumptuous about our own virtues; and at the very 
least, an endorsement by the Fellows of the norms of Catholic social teaching would provide institutional 
clarity. Whatever our ongoing disagreements, all Notre Dame faculty of good will, Catholic and not, are 
likely to respect good faith efforts to make University governance more coherently, conscientiously, and 
accountably Catholic.  
 
 
Recommendation #3: Three Fiscal and Fund-raising Priorities for Greater Academic Excellence 
 
 Notre Dame’s foremost institutional purpose is to teach, pursue, discover, and serve truth from 
within a Catholic understanding of reality. To better do this, we need to be better teachers, researchers, 
and students. Under the current administration, special attention is being given to improving Notre 
Dame’s research programs and facilities. To further that end, this concurrence offers three suggestions for 
consideration by both the proposed FAC and the existing Academic Council for University fiscal and 
fund-raising priorities:	

• Endow a Faculty Research Fund, toward the end of the University’s research being fully self-
funded. In our increasingly atomistic culture, it is not unimaginable that excellent scholars 
(Catholic or not), from multiple disciplines, will find Notre Dame’s communal academic culture 
more conducive to their research, if Notre Dame has in place the financial means for her faculty 
to pursue that research. As part of our effort to expand the quality and quantity of our academic 
research, Notre Dame should make the permanent provision of such means a priority. 
 

• Endow full-tuition scholarships for all professional degree students in Architecture, Business, 
and Law. This proposal runs counter to current University policy, but current University policy 
hurts Notre Dame’s mission in two ways. First, the cost of a Notre Dame professional education 
often deprives the University of very good students who are unable to pay. Second, the cost often 
discourages or postpones family-formation, with consequent personal and social costs. If we want 
excellence in our professional degree programs, we need excellent professional degree students; 
and if we want those students to flourish over the course of a lifetime, we should endeavor to 
make it possible for them to complete their formal education with zero or minimal debt. 

• Endow self-funded, need-based, low-interest-loan and scholarship programs for 
undergraduates, with diversity priorities governed by recruitment and admission of a 
predominantly Catholic undergraduate male and female student body across the racial, ethnic, and 
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class lines of national and international Catholic demographics. This policy should be directed 
toward the ends of extending Notre Dame’s legacy of providing life (and faith) opportunities for 
qualified student applicants irrespective of family income, and making Notre Dame tuition-free. 

There is no presumption here that these large fiscal goals can be achieved either quickly or all at 
once. But in light of Notre Dame’s current fund-raising abilities, and the potential wider appeal of Notre 
Dame as a place where research –particularly in the STEM disciplines-- is pursued subject to moral 
constraints and a clear view of human flourishing, the urgency to pursue financial self-sufficiency is 
great. Much current research funding comes from the federal government. When the higher-education 
“bubble” bursts; or, alternatively, when a political regime makes research funding and federally insured 
loans contingent upon the affirmation of beliefs contrary to Catholic moral teaching, Notre Dame will 
find itself having to make a wholly undesirable choice between a major source of institutional revenue 
and its religious convictions. Better for Notre Dame to have the foresight and means to avoid that choice. 

 
Recommendation #4: Two Communal Policies Suited to a Wealthy Catholic University 

 
Finally, two policies suited to communal life within the University, particularly important 

because of the privileges and duties that accompany Notre Dame’s great wealth: 

• Make Notre Dame the most family-friendly R:1 University in the country for married 
graduate students and their children, particularly through housing and medical benefits. There 
is no field of scholarly or professional endeavor that will not be made more humane by being 
peopled with persons who understand the responsibilities, challenges, and pleasures of living in 
families. The modern research university in effect functions as a massive disincentive to the 
formation of families (especially for women of child-bearing age): peak biological fertility meets 
peak economic vulnerability, in a high stress institutional environment. Of course there are 
persons whose religious or academic or professional vocation precludes marriage and family. But 
for every such person there are many aspiring academics and professionals who want (or have) 
marriage and a family. For her graduate students in particular, Notre Dame should use its 
financial resources to make being in a family easier rather than more difficult. 
 

• Tithe Notre Dame’s annual endowment interest dividend earnings: that is, give 10% of the 
endowment’s earnings to Catholic charitable and K-12 educational institutions not otherwise 
affiliated with Notre Dame. And do so sotto voce, in the spirit of Matthew 6: 1-4, 19-21, 24; and 
7:24-25. Responding to this idea, more than one faculty colleague suggested that a tithe of our 
endowment earnings might discourage future donations to the University; and perhaps that is 
correct. Nevertheless, it is objectively true that Notre Dame is rich. And even apart from the 
intrinsic obligations of wealthy Christians –what is clearer in the gospel than that wealth is to be 
given away?-- the federal government is already coming after the endowment earnings of the 
nation’s wealthiest private universities, Notre Dame’s among them. So why not beat them to the 
punch (cf. Luke 16: 1-13)? At the same time, we should not discount the practical benefits that 
might follow an annual Notre Dame tithe. The recently departed Tim O’Meara –Notre Dame’s 
first lay provost; world-class mathematician; fellow of the American Academy of Arts and 
Sciences-- noted of his own tenure in office: 

Some Catholic schools, in adapting to what they thought would be the best way to obtain 
resources from public agencies, have tried to neutralize or camouflage their heritage. We 
have not. Interestingly enough, the very fact that we have maintained our self-confidence 
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in what we are has [proven] a positive factor in enabling us to find the resources we 
need. 

 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

Along with the Concluding Report, this concurrence thanks all our faculty and administrator 
colleagues who took the time to share with us their views and experiences regarding the faculty role in the 
governance of Notre Dame. Regarding this concurrence, all the recommendations herein –faculty voice, in 
the language of the CR-- are offered in support of the integral character of the Catholic, academic, and 
communal elements of the University’s mission, in the hope their adoption would focus and sharpen the 
distinctive character of Notre Dame. In addition, however unlikely it is that our wealthy university peers 
would follow Notre Dame's lead in any of these matters, were they to do so, Notre Dame will have led. 
The University annually awards its highest honor, the Laetare Medal, to Catholic individuals “whose 
genius has ennobled the arts and sciences, illustrated the ideals of the Church and enriched the heritage of 
humanity.” Just as Catholic individuals can be excellent in these ways, so too can Catholic universities. 
There is no reason why we ourselves, with divine aid, should not aspire to the faith-begotten greatness for 
which we rightly honor others; and be ever more boldly the University of Notre Dame.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Philip Bess 
Professor of Architecture 
Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Governance 
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