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2000] RELIGION PROFESSORS AND THE FIRST AMENDMENT 31

Religion scholars focus, not on the location, but on the content and
quality of the instruction, which merits attention in its own right. Their
course and their authority can be the same in the two settings. After
Schempp, the religious and public universities converged on religious
studies without regard to institution.

The institutional view has not always commanded five votes on the
Court. (Nor is First Amendment jurisprudence coherent enough to be
explained by one theory.) For example, in upholding a law providing
secular (but not religious) books to religious schools, Justice White
stated in Board of Education v. Allen'” that “religious schools pursue
two goals, religious instruction and secular education.”'®

[We] cannot agree with appellants either that all teaching in a sectarian school
is religious or that the processes of secular and religious training are so
intertwined that secular textbooks furnished to students by the public are in
fact instrumental in the teaching of religion. ... Nothing in this record
supports the proposition that all textbooks, whether they deal with
mathematics, physics, foreign languages, history, or literature, are used by the
parochial schools to teach religion. No evidence has been offered about
particull(%r schools, particular courses, particular teachers, or particular

books.

103. 392 U.S. 236, 245 (1968).
104. I1d
105. Board of Educ. v. Allen, 392 U.S. 236, 248 (1968); see also Michael W.
McConnell, Religious Freedom at a Crossroads, 59 U. CHI. L. REv. 115, 133 (1992).
In Board of Education v. Allen, for example, the Supreme Court permitted the state
to provide textbooks to parochial school students only if they used the same
secular textbooks that the public schools used. This holding effectively required
the parochial schools to secularize their curriculum if they wished to receive
assistance.
Id.; see also DRINAN, supra note 13, at 65-66; Rosenfield, supra note 16, at 563 (citing
Cochran v. Louisiana, 281 U.S. 370 (1930) (“In 1930, the Court sustained a Louisiana
decision enabling school boards to provide secular school books to children attending
religious schools.”).
In all the agonizing efforts over the course of two or three generations by the
members of these four groups to control public education, the center of the stage
has always been courses on religion, instruction about religion, training in
character development or admittedly sectarian indoctrination by way of released
time. Seldom, if ever, have any of the interested groups approached the real heart
of the matter: the faith of the teachers and the ideological outlook of the textbooks.
It is, after all, hardly worthwhile to protest the presence or absence of such
religious symbols as Bible-reading, nonsectarian prayers and even released time if
the teacher and the textbook he employs are, consciously or otherwise, working on
behalf of one of the “conspiracies.”
DRINAN, supra note 13, at 155.
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Yet Allen is atypical; Lemon v. Kurtzman'® has provided the
influential First Amendment standard. The Pennsylvania Lemon law
provided a salary supplement to nonpublic school teachers who taught
secular courses, but did not allow funding to teachers of religion. The
Rhode Island statute allowed reimbursements to nonpublic schools for
salaries of teachers, textbooks and instructional materials. The Court
summarized the state laws this way:

Pennsylvania has adopted a statutory program that provides financial support
to nonpublic elementary and secondary schools by way of reimbursement for
the cost of teachers’ salaries, textbooks, and instructional materials in
specified secular subjects. Rhode Island has adopted a statute under which the
State pays directly to teachers in nonpublic elementary schools a supplement
of 15% of their annual salary.m7

The course material was secular. Indeed, in Rhode Island teachers
had to “agree in writing ‘not to teach a course in religion for so long as
or during such time as he or she receives any salary supplements’”'® In
Pennsylvania, reimbursement was permitted only for “‘secular’
subjects: mathematics, modemn foreign languages, physical science, and
physical education,”'” and was explicitly prohibited for Latin, Hebrew,
and classical Greek.

The Court ruled according to its three-part test that both statutes
were unconstitutional because of the difficulty of monitoring the secular
subjects.  “Under the Lemon test, the government violates the
establishment clause if the government’s primary purpose is to advance
religion, or if the principal effect is to aid or inhibit religion, or if there

110

John C. Bennett confesses to a change of mind on the matter of the validity of free
textbooks to nonpublic school children. He writes: ‘I once thought that the
provision of transportation was more readily defensible than the provision of
school books, but the following considerations cause me to change that view: (1)
School books which are the same as those used in the public schools do not aid
religious education. (2) The cost is equivalent to the cost of such books if children
went to the public schools which they have every right to do, whereas in the case
of buses not only extra seats but extra routes may be involved. (3) The use of these
books in both systems of schools is in the interest of the unity of the community.
Id.

106. 403 U.S. 602 (1971).

107. Id. at 606-07.

108. Id. at 608.

109. Id. at610.

110. Lemon,403 U.S. at 610 n.4.
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is excessive government entanglement with religion.”"" “Church
schools” can be entirely secular yet not receive aid under Lemon
because the state supervision of the secularity creates an *“excessive
entanglement” between church and state, a prong three violation.
Justice Rehnquist has criticized this prong as “the ‘Catch-22° paradox of
[the Court’s] own creation . . . whereby aid must be supervised to ensure
no entanglement but the supervision itself is held to cause an
entanglement,”'”” and Justice White dubbed it an “insoluble paradox.”"

The institutional analysis reached it apex in 1985 in Aguilar v.
Felton'* and its companion case, School District of Grand Rapids v.
Ball.'"® Both cases involved remedial education and services that the
states provided by sending public school teachers into parochial schools.
The course content was secular: “remedial reading, reading skills,
remedial mathematics, English as a second language, and guidance
services.”"" 1In Ball, the Court expressed its fear that persons, namely
public school teachers, are not able to withstand the influence of
religious institutions; “[t]eachers in such an atmosphere may well subtly
(or overtly) conform their instruction to the environment in which they
teach.”"” Because Grand Rapids did not supervise the program for such
influence, the Court ruled that their program was unconstitutional. New
York did superintend, but the Court ruled that the New York program
was unconstitutional because monitoring the program entangled church
and state. Lemon, Catch-22. In response to Aguilar, New York
developed the ultimate institutional response: because public school
teachers were not permitted to enter private school classrooms, vans—
“mobile instruction units [MIU’s]”—were set up next door to the
private schools.

The institutional principle has been important to First Amendment
jurisprudence, but it stops at the university door. On the same day in
1973 that the Court struck down state reimbursement to nonpublic

111. ERWIN CHEMERINSKY, CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 969 (1997); see also Lemon, 403
U.S. at 612-13.

112.  Aguilar v. Felton, 473 U.S. 402, 420-21 (1985) (citation omitted).

113.  Lemon, 403 U.S. at 668 (White, ., concurring).

114. 473 U.S. 402 (1985).

115. 473 U.S. 373 (1985).

116. Aguilar, 473 U.S. at 406,

117.  Ball, 473 U.S. at 388; see also Agostini v. Felton, 521 U.S. 203, 209 (1997) (In
Ball, “a majority found a ‘substantial risk’ that teachers—even those who were not
employed by the private schools—might ‘subtly (or overtly) conform their instruction to
the [pervasively sectarian] environment in which they [taught].””).
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elementary and secondary schools in Lemon,' it upheld in Tilton v.

Richardson'” the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963, which
provided construction grants to nonpublic colleges and universities,
including Sacred Heart University, Annhurst College, Fairfield
University, and Albertus Magnus College. Justice Brennan protested
that “a sectarian university is the equivalent in the realm of higher
education of the Catholic elementary schools in Rhode Island.”" He
joined

Brother WHITE(‘s] cogent[] comment[]. . . Why the federal program in the
Tilton case is not embroiled with the same difficulties (as the Rhode Island
program) is never adequately explained.” ... I do not see any significant
difference in the Federal Government’s telling the sectarian university not to
teach any nonsecular subjects in a certain building, and Rhode Island’s telling
the Catholic school teacher not to teach religion.12

In Roemer v. Board of Public Works,'”” the Court upheld a
Maryland

statute which, as amended, provides for annual noncategorical grants to
private colleges [including Western Maryland College, College of Notre
Dame, Mount St. Mary’s, St. Joseph College and Loyola College], among
them religiously affiliated institutions, subject only to the restrictions that the
funds not be used for ‘sectarian purposes’ [including seminary and theological
students].123

What is noteworthy about Tilton and Roemer for our purposes is
that in those cases the Court mentioned the academic study of religion.
In Tilton, the opponents of state aid had argued that the private colleges
should not receive funds because they were pervasively religious. One
important indicator of a school’s religiosity was its theology department;
the funded schools had such departments. From the characteristics of a
theology department, the parties and the Court drew conclusions about
the nature of the institution. The Court observed that the Catholic
colleges required courses in theology, but noted that the parties had
stipulated that:

118. 403 U.S. 602 (1971).

119. 403 U.S. 672 (1971).

120.  Lemon, 403 U.S. at 659.
121.  Id. at 660.

122. 426 U.S. 736, 739 (1976).
123. I1d.
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these courses are taught according to the academic requirements of the subject
matter and the teacher’s concept of professional standards. The parties also
stipulated that the courses covered a range of human religious experiences and
are not limited to courses about the Roman Catholic religion. The schools
introduced evidence that they made no attempt to indoctrinate students or to
proselytize. Indeed, some of the required theology courses at Albertus
. 124
Magnus and Sacred Heart are taught by rabbis.

Thus, in Tilton, “the evidence show[ed] institutions with admittedly
religious functions but whose predominant higher education mission is
to provide their students with a secular education.””

In Roemer, however,

[tIhe District Court did not make the same finding with respect to theology
and religion courses taught at the appellee colleges. It made no contrary
finding, but simply was “unable to characterize the course offerings in these
subjects.” There was a “possibility” that “these courses could be devoted to
deepening religious experiences in the particular faith rather than to teaching
theology as an academic discipline.” The court considered this possibility
sufficient to require that the Council for Higher Education take steps to insure
that no q%blic funds would be used to support religion and theology
programs.

To religion scholars, the departments and courses appear different
(or at least susceptible of characterization). The Tilton courses could be
theology or religious studies. The Roemer courses are possibly
theology. The Court allowed funding to both sets of schools, but to
neither theology department because the state may not fund “religious
instruction, training, or worship.”" Note that religion scholars might be
more critical of the Tilton courses than the Court was; religious studies
opposes theology. Religious studies would certainly disapprove of
those Roemer “classes [that] are begun with prayer.”'” The Court did
not address the possibility that the Tilton courses were secular religious
studies offerings and so worthy of funding. "

124. Tilton, 403 U.S. at 686-87 (emphasis added).

125. Id. at 687 (emphasis added).

126. Roemer v. Board of Pub. Works, 426 U.S. 736, 756 n.20 (1976); see also Hunt
v. McNair, 413 U.S. 734 (1973).

127. Tilton, 403 U.S. at 679-80.

128. Roemer, 426 U.S. at 757.

129. For some effects of Tilton and Roemer, see EDWARD MCGLYNN GAFFNEY JR. &
PHILIP R. MOOTS, GOVERNMENT AND CAMPUS: FEDERAL REGULATION OF RELIGIOUSLY
AFFILIATED HIGHER EDUCATION 102 (1982).
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The Court’s standard of secularity in Tilton and Roemer is not
clear. Justice Stewart, in dissent in Roemer, argued that the nature of
the theology department was determinative and was reason to
distinguish Roemer from Tilton. “In Tilton the Court emphasized that
the theology courses were taught as academic subjects. Here, by
contrast, the District Court was unable to find that the compulsory
religion courses were taught as an academic discipline.”'” Because the
religion courses were required, they might indoctrinate or foster
“religious experience,” funding of which is clearly barred by the
Establishment Clause. Justice Stewart observed that in the Roemer
schools the religion and theology departments were staffed “chiefly with
clerics of the affiliated church,” and at two schools all department
members were clerics.”’ Accordingly, the classes might be spiritual as
well as academic.

Religion scholars can agree with Justice Stewart about the
affiliation of the professor. Claude Welch opposed the “confessional
principle” according to which only members of a faith can teach it.”” In
his opinion, as we have seen, “[n]o department should be regarded as a

For example, the president of a major Roman Catholic university in the Midwest
reported that its “Department of Religious Studies” (which does not train or
educate for theological degreees [sic]) is prohibited from conducting courses in a
building partially funded by federal loans and grants. In a subsequent telephone
conversation this university administrator expressed the view that the federal
statute should not be interpreted to prohibit this kind of use, but stated that the
university had declined to press the matter with federal officials lest it risk losing
the loan. That complaint was echoed by a Lutheran college in the Midwest, and a
small Roman Catholic college in the Southwest reported that offices of faculty
persons who taught religious studies were required to be moved out of a federally
funded building that housed all of the other members of the humanities faculty of
that college. The president of a small, two-year United Methodist college in the
South wondered why his institution was unable to use a building partially funded
with federal funds for “religious instruction” when a neighboring state university
uses its publicly funded buildings for that purpose.
Id.
130. Roemer, 426 U.S. at 773 (Stewart, J., dissenting)
131. Id
132.  Welch, supra note 76, at 11 (“I mean the notion that only a Protestant can
teach about Protestantism, a Jew about Judaism, a Catholic about Catholicism, a
Buddhist about Buddhism, and by implication, a Hegelian about Hegel.”); see also
WELCH, supra note 18, at 16 (rejecting the “zoo” theory, “according to which religion
can be dealt with only by exhibiting representative members of the various species,” as
well as the “insider theory,” “according to which no one except an adherent can
legitimately interpret or even understand a religious tradition™).
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museum or a zoo, responsible for exhibiting all species of believers.”"”

Although Welch acknowledged that “other things being equal, an
articulate representative of a religion will be better able to convey the
facts and various nuances of that religion than a man who is not
affiliated with it,” he insisted that scholarly credentials, not confessional
affiliation, were the most important attribute of the professor of religion.
Clerical faculty might be confessional, not scholarly. The primacy of
scholarly over confessional commitment is a core characteristic of
religious studies. Justice Stewart speaks in the religious studies
tradition when he criticizes the clerical status of the Roemer faculty. Of
course, Professor Welch might not be content that the Tilton majority
praised the presence of a rabbi at Albertus Magnus and Sacred Heart.
Was the rabbi a good scholar?

In any event, the content of the courses did not determine the
Court’s decisions, which rested instead on the distinction between
college students and the lower grades. In Tilton the Court concluded:
“There is substance to the contention that college students are less
impressionable and less susceptible to religious indoctrination.”™ The

133. Hartzell, supra note 3, at 62; Richard Schlatter, The Nature and Formulation
of Academic Disciplines, in THE STUDY OF RELIGION ON THE CAMPUS OF TODAY 16, 21
(Karl D. Hartzell & Harrison Sasscer eds., 1967) (“We want scholar-teachers, but what
we have available is a roster of liberal Protestant apologists and evangelists with an
occasional Jew or Jesuit thrown in to make it appear respectably broad-minded.”).

134. Tilton v. Richardson, 403 U.S. 672, 686 (1971); see also ROBERT GORDIS ET
AL., RELIGION AND THE SCHOOLS 28-29 (1959).

It is generally agreed that whatever difficulties inhere in the teaching of religion

they are minimal on the college level. Here the relative maturity of the students

and the atmosphere of free intellectual inquiry offer assurance that not

indoctrination but education will be the guiding principle, both in the discussion of

the religious factor in history and in special courses in religion offered in the

curriculum.
Id; see also Choper, supra note 100, at 383 (“Thus, it may be argued that the
establishment clause demands that the objective study of religion or the Bible be
confined to those higher grades where the influencing or compromising of religious
beliefs would not occur because the audience is adult enough to distinguish between
indoctrination and academic discussion.”). But see Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602,
668 (1971) (White, J., concurring) (“Surely the notion that college students are more
mature and resistant to indoctrination is a makeweight.”’); Daniel Patrick Moynihan,
What the Congress Can Do When the Court is Wrong, in PRIVATE SCHOOLS AND THE
PuBLIC GOOD: POLICY ALTERNATIVES FOR THE EIGHTIES 79, 80 (Edward McGlynn
Gaffney Jr. ed., 1981).

I would maintain that the Court has been egregiously wrong in much of the

reasoning it has employed in defense of its decisions concerning public aid for

nonpublic education. For example, the Court was reduced to saying in Tilton that a

federal statute that provided aid to a Catholic college was constitutional, but that
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Court later summarized the differences between colleges and high
schools in Roemer: “College students are less susceptible to religious
indoctrination; college courses tend to entail an internal discipline that
inherently limits the opportunities for sectarian influence; and a high
degree of academic freedom tends to prevail at the college level.”'™

In these cases, then, the Court did not resolve our specific
questions about the teaching of religion in state universities. The
professors were free to develop their own constitutional standard. They
selected about/of, religious studies/theology.

III. THE CRITICS: THEOLOGIANS, THEISTS, JURISTS

There the story might end, with religious studies in the schools and
the institutional principle on the Court. However, by the 1980s
discontent with the status quo simmered in the universities and on the
Court as theologians and theists questioned their exclusion from the
schools and jurists questioned the Court’s First Amendment
jurisprudence.

A. Neglect of Theology

Within the academic world of religious studies in the 1980s, some
scholars began to identify an “identity crisis.”'* This crisis had many
dimensions, but one aspect is a complaint about exclusion and hostility:
the exclusion of theology from academic religion because of hostility
from religious studies scholars. Perhaps Wilson’s 1968 prediction about

similarly direct subventions to a Catholic high school would be unconstitutional,
because of a presumably well known difference in religious impressionability as
between college freshmen and high school seniors. If you’ll say that, you’ll say
anything.

Id.

135.  Roemer, 426 U.S. at 750.

136. Claude Welch used this expression before the 1980s. See WELCH, supra note
18, at 13; see also Darlene Juschka, Religious Studies and Identity Politics: Mythology
in the Making, 26 BULLETIN/CSSR 8 (Feb. 1997).

Religious Studies has suffered from an identity crisis since its conception. This
crisis has meant that it has cloistered itself from other university disciplines.
Neither theology nor a Humanity or Social Science, it stands alone, and will, in the
face of downsizing, fall alone. It would be to the benefit of Religious Studies, if it
is to survive as a discipline, to understand itself as having data in common with
theology, but as employing an interpretive method of analysis, like other Humanity
or Social Sciences disciplines.
1d.
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the decline of theological traditions had come true by 1989, when Van
Harvey commented on the “intellectual marginality of American
theology.”"” In a 1992 presidential address to the American Academy
of Religion (the professional association of scholars in religion, whose
1964 founding and journal “called attention to, and in some ways even
created, the academic field of ‘religious studies’”),"”* Robert Cummings
Neville stated that “[t]he visible part of the crisis is the feeling of many
people engaged in theological studies, particularly those who
themselves are committed to the practice of religion, that they are not
welcome in the Academy.”’” Some theologians raised a different
question, suggesting that the academic study of religion had declined in
influence (and perhaps as an academic discipline) because of the neglect
of theology."

Neville’s speech echoed some of the conclusions of the 1591 Hart
Report on the status of religious studies and theology in American
universities, a successor to the Welch report of another era." One Hart
report finding was that many religion faculty members—especially
those at public universities—state that theology does not belong in the
public school."” Hart observed

137. Van A. Harvey, On the Intellectual Marginality of American Theology, in
'RELIGION AND TWENTIETH-CENTURY AMERICAN INTELLECTUAL LIFE 172 (Michael J.
Lacey ed., 1989).

138. CHERRY, supra note 73, at 114.

139. Robert Cummings Neville, Religious Studies and Theological Studies, 61 J.
AM. ACAD. RELIGION 185, 185 (1993). But see id. at 186 (“The life of the Academy is
by no means in crisis but is flourishing. The crisis is in the sense of identity.”).

140. See, e.g., GEORGE LINDBECK, THE NATURE OF DOCTRINE: RELIGION AND
THEOLOGY IN A POSTLIBERAL AGE 124 (1984).

Perhaps the last American theologian who in practice (and to some extent in

theory) made extended and effective attempts to redescribe major aspects of the

contemporary scene in distinctively Christian terms was Reinhold Niebuhr. After

the brief neoorthodox interlude (which was itself sometimes thoroughly liberal in

its theological methodology, as in the case of Paul Tillich), the liberal tendency to

redescribe religion in extrascriptural frameworks has once again become dominant.
Id.

141. Ray L. Hart, Religious and Theological Studies in American Higher
Education: A Pilot Study, 59 J. AM. ACAD. RELIGION 715 (1991).

142.  See id. at 731-32. At the two public universities with small departments, every
faculty member identified her/himself in RS and rejected ThS as appropriate to such a
department (the only type in the sample to be unanimous on this matter).

In the second category of public universities with a large department having both
undergraduate and graduate programs, a clear majority of faculty identified
themselves in RS and indicated antipathy toward ThS (at one, 85% in RS, 15%
rejecting the distinction as pertinent to their work; at the other, 58% clearly in RS,
17% rejecting the distinction, and 25% saying they were in “neither.”
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[a] sharp distinction between RS and ThS, with ThS the béte noire within RS:
this appears to be the passion of public institutions, and is especially strong in
those with graduate programs (as it is in private universities with graduate
programs). ... The majority of faculty in public and private universities with
graduate programs oppose ThS in their programs, under whatever self-
construal of “theology.” . . . The younger the scholar and the more recently out
of graduate school, the more evident is the antipathy to “theology” in RS in
this sector of higher education."”

Charles Kegley is more pointed in his description of the
controversy: “[R]eligious studies specialists (not to mention
philosophers) have come to look upon association with theologians as a
mark of intellectual degeneration. They are not inclined to go on any
academic slumming.”"*

Theologians were not alone in their criticism; some Christian
professors argued that universities had become the home of “established
nonbelief” (perhaps part of a broader “culture of disbelief’)." On the
religious studies front, in the 1980s Professor Smith suggested that the
extensive debate by religion scholars about the religious studies
standard was a political battle within the academy, not an academic or
constitutional one.

As usually understood, the distinction between religion and religious studies
reduces to some version of the duality between “being religious” or “doing
religion” and the study of the same. . . . It is a preeminently political contrast,
one of value in carving out a place for the study of religion within the

Id.
143. Id. at 732. For an early diagnosis of the problem, see MICHAELSEN, supra note
9, at 157.
In America, . . . theology has been at most a peripheral enterprise in the life of the
university. And it continues to be regarded with suspicion by many in the
university—because of its historic association with a community of faith and its
presumed unscientific nature. Thus the questions of whether theology is a
legitimate academic discipline and of whether it should have a place in a curricular
program in religion can be and sometimes are hotly debated. And theological
studies are largely untouched in most state universities.

ld.

He left his readers with the unanswered question: should theologians be included on the

faculty of the state university?

144. Charles W. Kegley, Theology and Religious Studies: Friends or Enemies?, 35
THEOLOGY TODAY 273, 277 (1978) (“Curiously, many of their colleagues in the faculty,
for example, physical and social scientists, have the same misgivings about the work of
those engaged in religious studies. The latter are suspect and often treated as second
class citizens in academia.”).

145. See, e.g., STEPHEN CARTER, THE CULTURE OF DISBELIEF (1993); MARSDEN,
supra note 4.
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university, but of dubious value beyond. It is, quite frankly, a ploy. ... The
political distinction was, at heart, a counsel 10 passivity and integration, not

to interesting thought.

As a sheerly political move, analogous to other self-justifications from other
fields who sought recognition and legitimation from centers of articulate
power, the distinction can be applauded. Raised to the level of theory, it has
proved mischievous, especially when confused with other sorts of distinctions
such as those between the “insider” and the “outsider”—the “emic” and the
“etic” in contemporary jargon. Its most current formulation is that between

the normative and the descriptive.

41

In the religious studies battle of the 1960s, the religion scholars had
found a powerful ally in the Supreme Court of the United States. In the
1980s, however, the Court also confronted serious criticism for its

hostility to religion.

B. Discrimination Against Religious Viewpoints

Beginning in 1981, in the law, students (not faculty) brought their
complaints about the schools to the Supreme Court. Starting with

146. Smith, supra note 74, at 232; see also THIEMANN, supra note 86, at 142.
Though the distinction is not conceptually justifiable, it has had an important
political function in the struggle to establish the intellectual viability of the study
of religion within American universities. That vital struggle continues, and thus it
is important to ask whether this conceptually illusionary distinction has an

enduring political function.

Id.; Jonathan Z. Smith, Here and Now: Prospects for Graduate Education, in NEW

HUMANITIES AND ACADEMIC DISCIPLINES 40, 42 (Jacob Neusner ed., 1984).

First, the debates over the nature of the academic study of religion have rarely been
substantive; they have been largely political and tactical. That is to say, they have
been informed by concerns not so much indigenous to the academy as appropriate
to legislative bodies and legal questions of the relationship between church and
state. Second, until recently, the graduate study of religion was preceded, in the
typical student’s career, by a course of postbaccalaureate professional study within

a theological faculty.
Id.; Juschka, supra note 136, at 8.

Caught between ecumenicism (which is possibly disguised colonialism) and value-
neutral objective study (which posits scientific epistemology as Truth), Religious
Studies doesn’t know just what it is. It suffers from the Jekyll/Hyde syndrome—
either the cold observer or the impassioned participant. It is this identity crisis that
is indicative of a pathology, but a pathology that is reflective of events beyond the

boundaries of Religious Studies.
Id.
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