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Historically, exclusionary dynamics within the discipline of anthropology have
often discouraged Christians from entering this field of study. Christians, however,
by fixating on these systems of exclusion, have themselves inadvertently been
oriented toward the discipline in a manner that has not only contributed to a
perception of marginalization, but also ignored Christian contributions within
the discipline. This article will attempt to highlight this problematic orientation
and push for a reorientation of Christian views of cultural anthropology with the
goal of encouraging Christians to participate in the field in significant ways.

W
hat are the habits and per-

spectives of Christians that

have limited their participa-

tion in the discipline of anthropology?1

What viewpoints have contributed to

a narrow understanding of Christian

scholarship within the discipline? This

article moves beyond describing the

exclusionary mechanisms within an-

thropology that have created an un-

friendly atmosphere for Christians, and

will instead explore the dynamics that

have led to current misunderstandings.

The article will also suggest changes in

perspectives that will hopefully increase

the numbers of Christians involved in

anthropology.

Quite a few scholars have considered

the relationship between anthropology

and Christianity. The majority of these

scholars have been Christian anthropol-

ogists. Many of them have used mis-

sionaries as proxies for Christians in

order to consider the interplay between

anthropology and Christianity.2 This

literature has clearly articulated exclus-

ionary dynamics within anthropology

toward Christians and has shown the

significant negative influence on Chris-

tian involvement within anthropology.

While this bias by many a-religious an-

thropologists toward Christianity gen-

erally, and Christian anthropologists

more specifically, is clear, I believe that

other factors have contributed to a per-

ception of a small number of Christian

anthropologists. These limiting factors

have also prevented some Christians

from becoming involved in anthropol-

ogy. These factors can be witnessed

through how Christians have both con-

ceptualized and utilized anthropology.

All too often the perspective of both

a-religious anthropologists and some

Christian anthropologists has been that

the discipline of anthropology, at its

very core, is a-religious, and Christians

who engage in anthropology are inter-

lopers. While it is true that many

a-religious scholars in anthropology
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have been less than friendly toward Christian

anthropologists, this by no means speaks to the

inherent nature of the discipline. Anthropology is

the comparative study of human populations. An

a-religious bias is not built into this endeavor. Those

who practice anthropology, even if in the majority

and at the center of power, may indeed be less than

friendly to Christians in the discipline, but the disci-

pline itself is void of this foundational orientation.

The discipline of anthropology is not inherently

antireligious simply because historically those in

the mainstream have been so. I am aware that there

are Christians—even Christians intimately involved

in anthropology—who would not hold this view,

but it is a view that I fervently hold and that informs

the direction of this article.3 In short, I hold to a

reformed perspective on matters concerning the

need for or “call to” Christian engagement in the

academy—specifically, anthropology. This article

assumes this perspective but will not be a defense

of this perspective.

Are There Few Christian
Anthropologists?
Before I can outline Christian culpability for insuffi-

cient Christian involvement in anthropology, I feel

compelled to scrutinize the common perception of

many Christian anthropologists that there are few

Christian anthropologists in the academy. An ex-

ample of this opinion is the following statement by

Darrell Whiteman: “Of the thousands of anthropolo-

gists, less than one percent would call themselves

Christian.”4 This is a dramatic claim echoing the

perspectives of many Christian anthropologists, but

it is a claim that, to my knowledge, is not empirically

substantiated.

Certainly the historical tensions between a-reli-

gious anthropologists5 and Christians are no doubt

a significant contributing factor to the view that

there are few Christian anthropologists: i.e., if the

discipline is unfriendly to Christians, then Chris-

tians will not only be pushed away from the disci-

pline, but will also choose to avoid exposure to this

toxic atmosphere. Exclusionary dynamics within

anthropology have had significant historical nega-

tive impact on Christian involvement that continues

today. The result is that some believe that anthro-

pology is, at its core, antithetical to Christianity.

Out of this historical understanding of the antag-

onistic relationship between a largely a-religious

discipline and Christianity, more contemporary

“evidence” of this view has supported the notion

that there are few Christian anthropologists. What

follows are four such arguments and my response to

them. It is significant to note that all of the argu-

ments flow from Christian perceptions of anthro-

pology. Arguments by a-religious anthropologists

for a dearth of Christian anthropologists would

likely be quite different. I am focusing on Christian

observations because they ultimately inform Chris-

tian participation in the discipline. I will simply con-

sider the possibility that the assumption that there

are very few Christian anthropologists may indeed

be false. Just as the claim for a dearth of Christian

anthropologists has no substantiating data, my

counterclaim also has no clear, substantiating data.

In the end, data will need to be gathered to deter-

mine the true number of Christian anthropologists.

Ultimately, by calling these arguments into ques-

tion, I will be making a case for a new, refreshed

involvement of Christians within anthropology.

Contemporary “Support” for
Few Christian Anthropologists

American Enterprise Poll
The oft-cited empirical data supporting the notion

of few Christians within anthropology is a survey,

“Politics of the Professoriate,” published in The

American Enterprise.6 The survey is usually sum-

marized along these lines: 65% of anthropologists

in academic departments answered “none” when

asked their religion. In other academic disciplines,

30% was the average of those who responded

“none.” The disparity of response to this question

between anthropologists and academics in other

disciplines is certainly remarkable. However, if one

goes back to the survey and considers the exact

question, a slightly different story emerges.

The statistics for the 1991 article were gathered

from data collected by Gallup from January through

December 1984. The question asked in the Gallup

poll was, “What is your religious preference?”7

The survey question did not ask if a person was

religious; rather, it asked if the person had a reli-

gious preference. This may sound like an all-too-fine

distinction for some, but it may be significant for

a culturally sensitive anthropologist. I grant that
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for many Christians, a “spiritual” but not “reli-

gious” anthropologist may look no different than

an active, engaged Christian. So let us consider

the survey from another angle.

Even if the survey question were to be inter-

preted as a respondent having no religious beliefs

when answering “none,” 35% of anthropologists in

academic institutions polled did indeed have reli-

gious beliefs. Therefore, although the data did high-

light that there are more agnostics, atheists, or

a-religious people in anthropology than in any other

discipline, did the survey also highlight a small

number of Christian anthropologists? Consider the

American Anthropological Association (AAA) in

the context of this data. Although membership in

the AAA does not represent all anthropologists

in North America, it does serve as a good starting

point for consideration. The AAA currently has a

membership of just over 10,000.8 Assuming that the

response of anthropologists from twenty-five years

ago (1984) would be similar today, 6,500 anthropol-

ogists might be considered a-religious, while 3,500

anthropologists would affirm some religious affilia-

tion. Also, in a North American context, one could

assume that Christianity would be the religious

affiliation in the majority. Unfortunately, we have

no data on the nature of the religious beliefs of these

people. But to tacitly assume that few of these

anthropologists are Christians seems improper and

is unfortunate.

Network of Christian Anthropologists
A second observation, supposedly in support of the

notion that there are few Christian anthropologists,

has been to cite the low number of anthropologists

who attend the informal meeting of the “Network

of Christian Anthropologists” at the annual AAA

meeting.9 The average number of attendants is be-

tween thirty and fifty.10 The assumption of those

who use this attendance to highlight the tiny number

of Christian anthropologists is that all Christian an-

thropologists would choose to attend the informal

meeting. It seems possible, however, that the low

number of anthropologists attending the Network

meetings simply means that few Christian anthro-

pologists desire to attend the meetings. The atten-

dance at the meetings cannot be inferred to be a

measure of the number of Christian anthropologists.

There seem to be three possible explanations for

this lack of attendance. First, the small number of

anthropologists at the meeting parallels the small

number of Christians in anthropology. I do not

support this possibility. The second and third

explanations both support the possibility of larger

numbers of Christian anthropologists. The second

is that, for fear of being labeled as a Christian in

the academy, many Christian anthropologists choose

not to attend. This explanation seems entirely pos-

sible and would reflect the historical tensions

between a-religious and Christian anthropologists.

The third possible explanation could be that many

Christian anthropologists perceive the meeting to

focus on issues of little interest to them and so

choose not to attend. I will get back to what this per-

ception might be later in the article.11

Few Applicants for CCCU Anthropology
Positions
A third contention I have heard (and even used

myself in the past) that seems to support the notion

that there are few Christian anthropologists, involves

the difficulty of compiling a suitable list of potential

anthropology hires in institutions within the Coali-

tion of Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU).

For some, this difficulty comports with the belief

that there are few Christians in anthropology. A lack

of applicants, however, only informs us that a small

cohort of Christian anthropologists is interested in

applying for positions at Christian undergraduate

institutions; it does not more generally tell us that

there are few Christian anthropologists. A possible

explanation for the small pool of applicants for such

positions relates to the third option in the previous

argument, in that it also concerns perceptions of

what interests Christian anthropologists. Again, I will

consider this perception in more depth in a moment.

Lack of Impact on the Discipline
A fourth consideration that supposedly supports the

idea that there are few Christian anthropologists

argues that Christian anthropologists have not

impacted the discipline in significant ways. Dean

Arnold states that there “has been relatively little

scholarship by Christian anthropologists directed to

the academy.”12 What does Arnold mean when he

speaks about “Christian scholarship” “directed to

the academy”? Does he mean explicit Christian

scholarship that has theoretically impacted the disci-

pline, or Christian scholarship that undermines

a-religious biases against Christian anthropologists?

This leads me to posit two questions relating to
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Christians and scholarship: (1) Who are Christian

anthropologists? and (2) What does Christian anthro-

pological scholarship look like? Answering these

questions may give another perspective on just how

many Christian anthropologists are in the academy.

Who Is a Christian
Anthropologist?
The anthropological component of the description

“Christian anthropologist” can be easily defined:

a degree (undergraduate/graduate) in anthropology.

The other side of the description is more difficult

to define and, to my mind, this has been problematic

in Christian anthropological circles. In a North

American context that is permeated by Christian

influences, a separation between “nominal” and

“devout” Christian could and indeed should be

made. In this context, a series of twelve questions

used by Gallup and Timothy Jones distinguishes

“heroic and faithful” Christians from nominal Chris-

tians.13 The intention of identifying heroic and faith-

ful Christians is to more accurately differentiate the

engaged Christian from the nominal Christian. Such

an assessment would be useful in the context of this

article but, to my knowledge, has not been applied

to those who consider themselves to be Christians

and are anthropologists. How the cohort of the 35%

of anthropologists in the academy who have a reli-

gious preference in the “Politics of the Professoriate”

article breaks down into these categories, is not clear

from the data. We do not know the specific religious

affiliation of this 35% or the strength of their reli-

gious beliefs and commitments. Such data need to be

gathered in order to add to an understanding of

Christians involved in anthropology. I fear, how-

ever, that it is often assumed within anthropological

circles of the CCCU that the numbers are very small.

Without any clear descriptive data available,

there have been two common and unfortunate

approaches used to take a head count of Christian

anthropologists. First, apply the description “Chris-

tian anthropologist” to those anthropologists who

work at Christian institutions. Now, if this were the

only place where Christian anthropologists were to

follow their vocation, then it certainly would be true

that there are few Christian anthropologists. Of the

105 institutions in the CCCU, there are only approx-

imately thirty full-time anthropologists in under-

graduate faculty positions. But how many Christian

anthropologists are employed at institutions other

than those affiliated with the CCCU? Or, to repeat,

how many of the 35% who claim a religious prefer-

ence in the “Politics of the Professoriate” article could

be described as “devout” or “heroic” Christians?

Again, we do not know.

The second approach commonly used to “count”

Christian anthropologists is to apply the description

to those anthropologists whose scholarship is

explicitly Christian. Let us now consider the issue

of Christian anthropological scholarship.

What Does Christian
Anthropological Scholarship
Look Like?
Nicholas Wolterstorff argues that some neo-Calvin-

ists have it wrong when assuming that Christian

scholarship will necessarily be different from non-

Christian scholarship. Wolterstorff underscores the

need to understand Christian scholarship through

the lens of “faithfulness,” stating that “Christian

learning [scholarship] is learning practiced in fidel-

ity to the gospel.”14 Faithfulness is the unique charac-

teristic of Christian scholarship. Difference from non-

Christian scholarship is not a condition of Christian

scholarship (although it may be a consequence of

faithful scholarship). Wolterstorff’s insights are

helpful when considering the implicit and explicit

nature of Christian scholarship.15 The assumption

of a polemic between Christian and non-Christian

scholarship serves to prevent one from seeing “faith-

ful” Christian scholarship and may serve to blind

one to the Christian scholarship done in secular

anthropology departments.16

In “The Elusive Idea of Christian Scholarship,”

Michael Hamilton argues that Christians often do

not view the notion of Christian scholarship in

broad enough terms, and that the idea of “scholar-

ship of discovery” often falls outside the boundary

of Christian scholarship in Christian evangelical

institutions. Hamilton states:

We also operate with a surprisingly narrow def-

inition of what constitutes scholarship. I have

found that people usually think that the term

means scholarship that is explicitly Christian

and distinctively Christian. They almost always

believe that it must somehow look different

than secular scholarship. The result of this

narrow definition of Christian scholarship is
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that we have built a wall of separation between

Christian scholarship and research scholarship

in the mainstream academic disciplines.17

The implicit nature of some forms of Christian schol-

arship is that God-honoring Christian scholarship

may look no different than any other scholarship.

What motivates the scholarship may be very different,

however. A result of this is a schism between anthro-

pologists who do explicitly Christian scholarship

and/or work in Christian institutions, and those

Christian anthropologists who do implicitly Chris-

tian scholarship and/or work in secular institutions.

Anthropology in the CCCU
We have explored possible explanations as to why

so few Christian anthropologists attend the informal

meeting of Christian anthropologists, why applicant

pools for CCCU anthropology positions are shallow,

and why there is a perception that Christian anthro-

pologists have little impact on scholarship. I have

exposed an unhealthy and narrow understanding of

who might be a “Christian anthropologist” and what

“Christian scholarship” might look like, and I have

outlined my assumption that there may be more

Christian anthropologists than previously believed.

In the remainder of this article, I will argue how

growth in the numbers of Christian anthropologists

has been hindered at CCCU institutions.

This narrow understanding of what defines a

Christian anthropologist has had a substantially

negative influence on Christian undergraduate

institutional commitment to anthropology. A feed-

back loop of sorts has served to perpetuate this

unhealthy dynamic at CCCU institutions. It is to

this issue that I now turn. Let us first look at the

data, and then I will make my argument. What fol-

lows is a brief overview of how anthropology has

been utilized at CCCU institutions.

The AAA data shows a significant growth in

undergraduate anthropology majors in the USA

over the last few decades. In 1966, there were 1,250

BA degrees granted in anthropology. In 1986, 3,490

degrees were granted. In 2006, 10,863 anthropology

BAs were granted.18 This growth has not been

paralleled at CCCU institutions. Of the 105 institu-

tions in the CCCU, only five institutions have what

can be considered stand-alone anthropology majors:

Biola University, Eastern University, Lee Univer-

sity, Vanguard University, and Wheaton College.19

Compare this statistic to data compiled from the

top twenty-five undergraduate schools in the 2007

U.S. News and World Report rankings of the best

liberal arts colleges.20 The average undergraduate

population in the top twenty-five schools is 1,903

compared to 2,857 in the CCCU. Of these top

twenty-five schools, twenty-three have an anthro-

pology major.21 The contrast between these two

groups of schools is substantial and dramatic.

Concerning the number of faculty per institution,

excluding instructors, visiting professors, and

emeriti, the average number of anthropology pro-

fessors employed at the top twenty-five liberal arts

institutions approaches five (4.8). As for anthropol-

ogy faculty in CCCU institutions, I have compiled a

working list of full-time anthropologists employed

at the 105 CCCU institutions (www.calvin.edu/go/

anthrodir). At the time of publication, thirteen insti-

tutions employ full-time tenure-track anthropolo-

gists: Bethel University (2), Biola University (6),

California Baptist University (1), Calvin College (2),

Eastern University (3), Houghton College (1), Lee

University (2), Messiah College (1), Oklahoma Bap-

tist University (2), Seattle Pacific University (1),

Vanguard University (3), Westmont College (1), and

Wheaton College (2). The total number of full-time

tenure-track anthropologists at these institutions is

twenty-seven. The average number of anthropolo-

gists per institution at CCCU institutions is 0.26.

These disparate figures of anthropology major

programs and faculty are sobering and merit ex-

planation. The data suggest that when it comes to

anthropology, there is an unfriendly or unwelcom-

ing environment at CCCU institutions.

Beyond Historical Factors—
The Hindrance of Missions and
an Anthropological Tool Kit
Now it is certainly true that historical dynamics have

had a negative impact on Christians participating in

anthropology. They may also have served to keep

Christians who otherwise would be interested in

anthropology from becoming anthropologists. At

the same time, they may have predisposed others

to think of anthropology in negative terms, for

example, as an a-religious, relativistic discipline.

These may well be significant factors that have

hindered the growth of anthropology programs at

CCCU institutions.
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Such a perception of anthropology I have person-

ally witnessed. In the summer before I came to

Calvin College to teach cultural anthropology, I was

mowing my lawn when a fellow Calvin College pro-

fessor and neighbor came walking by. He greeted

me, welcomed me to the neighborhood, and, know-

ing my new position at Calvin, proceeded to ask me

if it were not oxymoronic to be a Christian anthro-

pologist. Uncomfortably, I smiled and laughed with

him at his witty comment—becoming painfully

aware that Christian anthropologists are often in

uncomfortable relations not only with a-religious

anthropologists but also with Christian colleagues.

Charles Kraft makes a similar observation in Anthro-

pology for Christian Witness.22 Christian anthropolo-

gists frequently hear such comments. Without doubt,

there are those Christians who believe that the disci-

pline of anthropology is antithetical to Christianity.

This may well be a limiting factor in the growth of

anthropology programs at CCCU institutions.

However, I believe that a lack of anthropology

programs at CCCU institutions can be explained by

another factor. Ironically, part of the culpability lies

with those Christians who were often the first to

become involved in anthropology—Christians who

have pushed for the use of anthropological perspec-

tives in explicitly Christian contexts—historically,

Christians involved in missions.23 For such Chris-

tians, anthropology is often not valued as a disci-

pline, but rather it is valued for a certain set of tools

or perspectives. This viewpoint is problematic, and

the results are manifested in a number of ways.

A narrow perception of who Christian anthropol-

ogists are and what they do connects directly to the

historical relationship between anthropology and

missions. Anthropologists have historically been

closely tied to mission efforts,24 and this association

has left a significant and negative impact on Chris-

tian perspectives of anthropology in two significant

ways.

The first of these has influenced perspectives on

what Christian anthropologists do. This early form

of applied anthropology at Christian institutions

has contributed to the skewing of anthropology

toward a stress on anthropology as a missions

vocation. As frequently happens, some Christians

who have gone on to receive PhDs in anthropology

have done so because they see anthropology as a

tool—a tool by which one can be a more effective,

culturally nuanced missionary.25 They often either

return to the mission field, or continue in missions

via teaching anthropological perspectives to those

who aspire to go into missions. Brian Howell states,

Anthropology has found a peculiar niche in

evangelicalism among the missions depart-

ments of seminaries. A number of gifted an-

thropologists hold these important posts, yet

struggle against a perception that their role

is primarily in training—preparing the troops

for the field.26

The scandal of the evangelical mind appears to apply

in a unique way to anthropology.27

Further, because many Christian voices in anthro-

pology have come out of a missiological context,

students of anthropology who are Christian see

Christian scholarship in anthropology almost ex-

clusively from a missiological perspective. For

example, Eugene Nida’s classic text, Customs and

Cultures, begins by stating, “Good missionaries

have always been good anthropologists.”28 Charles

Kraft’s Anthropology for Christian Witness elaborates

on the theme:

One of our major aims in this approach to the

study of anthropology is to learn to protect the

people of other societies from our own inclina-

tion to make them like us. It is a sad fact that,

though Paul learned from the Holy Spirit to be

a Jew to Jews and a Gentile to Gentiles, many

of today’s cross-cultural witnesses have not

learned that approach. We pray that the Holy

Spirit will use anthropological insight in our

day to show us how we are to go about adapting

ourselves and our presentation of the message

of God to those immersed in other cultures.29

While anthropological insights are an important

element in the understanding of missions, I fear that

this is the dominant way in which Christian under-

graduates are exposed to anthropology. As Dean

Arnold states,

Christian anthropologists … tend to see their

scholarship through American cultural glasses.

This perspective emphasizes pragmatism and

utility … and focuses on the traditional mission

of the church … [It] fails to see scholarship as

a stewardship of one’s mind, and as an activity

that simply brings glory to God regardless of

its utility.30
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Christians who believe anthropology to be anti-

thetical to Christianity exacerbate the situation. If

this is the overwhelming perception of anthropol-

ogy, then it is understandable why these Christians

do not want to support wholehearted involvement

in the discipline, and why they may well be inclined

to use the tools, approaches, or strengths of the dis-

cipline for non-anthropological ends.

A second negative impact of the historical tie

between anthropology and missions in Christian

circles relates to how Christian institutions have

utilized and promoted anthropology. The strong

historical tie between anthropology and missions

has ultimately hindered the growth of Christian

anthropology by unintentionally, but nonetheless

significantly, limiting the growth of anthropology

programs at CCCU institutions. Interestingly, it is

common for Christian anthropologists to critique

a-religious anthropological biases against Christian-

ity by focusing specifically on the treatment of

Christian missionaries, inadvertently supporting

the notion that Christian anthropology is missions.

I can relate anecdotally my personal graduate

school biases, as well as opinions that were widely

held in graduate school, on the relationship between

anthropology and missions. I relate the following

confessionally: While preparing to do fieldwork for

my PhD in Adamawa State, Nigeria, I struggled

with how people would perceive my work. The

Christian Reformed Church in which I had been

raised has a long history of sending missionaries

to Nigeria, and I felt that I would invariably be asso-

ciated with doing missionary work. Although I was

clearly in graduate school to receive a PhD in an-

thropology and obviously not in seminary, I feared

others would assume that my anthropology degree

was simply a stepping-stone to the mission field.

My fears were confirmed on more than one occa-

sion. For example, upon informing an acquaintance

that I was getting a PhD in cultural anthropology

and was about to do fieldwork in Nigeria, I was

asked what mission work I would be doing. At the

time I thought such a question was based on geogra-

phy—Nigeria. I assumed that people from my

church denomination associated Nigeria with mis-

sions, but I now believe the question was based

equally on Christian perspectives on anthropology.

It seems that if a person is a Christian and an anthro-

pologist, then, for many Christians, he or she must

also be a missionary. My “fears” and my acquain-

tance’s question both support the assumption of a

connection between anthropology and missions.

I believe that students at CCCU institutions are

not consistently taught to think of anthropology as

a valid self-contained discipline within which to

pursue faithful Christian scholarship. Because of

this bias, few Christians initially pursue anthropol-

ogy for the sake of anthropology. There seems to be

a significant break between those who see anthro-

pology as a set of perspectives and those who see it

as a primary arena for Christian scholarship—the

latter being clearly in the minority.

I suspect that many Christian anthropologists do

not attend the informal meetings at the AAA annual

meetings because of this understandable but mis-

placed perspective. They may perceive those attend-

ing the meetings as being interested in missiological

issues. This bias informs me that somewhere along

the line many people have come to feel that Chris-

tians who are anthropologists, more often than not,

are involved in missiology. Dean Arnold has noted

that the initial meetings were indeed focused on

anthropological issues relating to missions.31 I also

suspect this bias explains why CCCU anthropology

positions are hard to fill. Christian anthropologists

at CCCU institutions are commonly and narrowly

associated with missionaries. Anthropology is under-

stood, often accurately, to be a service discipline to

other major programs or to wider college agendas

such as increased global sensitivity or cross-cultural

engagement. For some Christian anthropologists,

this is not how they feel called to serve in the

discipline. Using anthropology exclusively for the

furtherance of missions or of wider college goals

(e.g., cross-cultural engagement) limits the breadth

of possibilities that Christians can have in pursuing

Christian scholarship in anthropology.32

Apply a reductionist approach to anthropology

and you are left with only a grab bag tool kit:

cultural relativism, concept of culture, importance

of historical context, holistic approach in time,

space, content, and so forth. You are left with noth-

ing but secondary or latent functions of the disci-

pline of anthropology. The discipline itself is left

void, hollow, and with no intrinsic value. The paltry

number of anthropology programs at CCCU institu-

tions reveals this to be the case. This approach

toward anthropology at CCCU institutions has neg-

atively impacted the number of Christians involved
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in anthropology as well as the diversity of that

involvement.

How do we as Christian scholars correct this

problem? First, and I am sad to have to say this,

Christians need to know that anthropology is not

anti-Christian. Some anthropologists may be, but

the discipline is not. Second, as a cohort, CCCU

member institutions need to develop anthropology

major programs. Anthropology can never be an

equal player if sociology departments subsume it.

I say “as a cohort” because institutional size, finan-

cial constraints, and other limitations prohibit many

or most CCCU institutions from developing majors

in anthropology. Third, Christian anthropologists

with missiological backgrounds who teach at CCCU

institutions need to consciously seek to widen their

students’ understanding of the diversity of Chris-

tian scholarship within anthropology. Fourth, be-

yond anthropology and following Wolterstorff and

Hamilton, CCCU institutions need to underscore

the breadth of Christian scholarship possible for its

faculty. Fifth, following the preceding recommen-

dations, would-be Christian anthropologists need

to be trained to exert an influence on anthropology

well beyond the boundaries of CCCU institutions.33

Christians, I believe, need to make a concerted

effort to improve the possibility for growth of Chris-

tian scholarship in anthropology. The trajectory

of anthropology in the CCCU is not encouraging.

Few Christian institutions have witnessed a growth

in anthropology on a par with the growth of anthro-

pology at secular institutions. CCCU institutions

should continue to use the discipline of anthropol-

ogy to prepare students to be effective, informed,

and sensitive Kingdom workers in broad terms—

including training Christians to be influential

scholars in the discipline of anthropology.

If we can accept that Christian anthropologists

are found in significant numbers at secular institu-

tions, then we can also accept that such scholars

are doing Christian anthropology. If this occurs,

not only does the discipline look less unfriendly

(there are Christian anthropologists at secular insti-

tutions), but the interaction between Christian

anthropologists doing implicit or explicit scholar-

ship is possible. If CCCU institutions expand their

understanding of anthropology beyond a service

discipline and begin to develop stand-alone major

programs, then even more Christians will pursue

anthropology as a sphere of faithful service to

God.34
�
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