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Going Our Way

The 2000 Survey of Departments of
Religion
Hans J. Hillerbrand, Duke University

THE 2000 SURVEY of undergraduate
departments of religion and theology
is of considerable significance for

understanding the academic study of reli-
gion in North America. It is by far the
most informative empirical assessment of
our field to date. It deserves (and begs for)
extensive discussion and reflection, on both
the national and the local institutional
level, especially since the data encompass
both the expected and the unexpected. 

In a way, this census might be seen as a
parallel to the theoretical reflections on the
nature of “religion” and the “academic
study of religion” that have accompanied
our work during the past decades. Both
have been extensive and yielded — I am
thinking of Russell McCutcheon and Mark
Taylor — provocative insights. However,
the translation of these reflections into the
academic and administrative realities of
American higher education has proved to
be rather complex. There is the argument
that no separate administrative units
(departments) for the study of religions are
necessary since such a study is part of the
agendas of other behavioral sciences and
humanities departments. There is also the
legacy that identifies “religion” with
“Christianity.” And, emphatic demurrers
notwithstanding, there continues the dispo-
sition to see the academic study of religion
as more of an existential journey of discov-
ery than an intellectual endeavor. 

With these preliminaries before us, what
does the 2000 Survey tell us?

First of all, the survey makes it clear that the
universe of the academic study of religion in
North America is both far more extensive
than in any other country and yet is modest
in size compared to such fields as chemistry
or physics in the natural sciences or English
and history in the humanities. There are
over 3,000 departments of English and his-
tory in the United States, spread over uni-

versities, colleges, and community colleges;
there are only 1,131 departments of reli-
gion, religious studies, or theology. This dis-
crepancy in numbers finds a number of
explanations, though there should be little
doubt that the extensive absence of depart-
ments at public colleges and universities is a
major factor. There are notable (and distin-
guished) exceptions — the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, the
University of Virginia, the University of
Missouri, Arizona State University come to
mind — but, looking at the country as a
whole, the generalization that anxiety over
breaching the wall of separation between
church and state has not made public insti-
tutions part of our universe holds. 

By the same token, the study of religion at
church-related and “Christian” colleges and
universities is more often than not at the
heart of the instructional program of these
institutions. Some of these institutions
require one or more courses in religion for
graduation; others require such courses to
fulfill distribution requirements in general
education. Moreover, many of these institu-
tions are characterized by strong denomina-
tional ties or by a particular understanding
of the Christian tradition, be it Catholic or
Evangelical. The academic study of religion
at these institutions is thus quite distinctive.

It is to be taken for granted that at these
institutions “Christian Studies” dominates
the curricular offerings.

The 2000 Undergraduate Survey provides
empirical data to allow a better grasp of our
field, both in a larger context and in its spe-
cific manifestations on college and university
campuses. The analysis of the results yields a
wealth of information about who we are,
and what it is we are doing. To be sure,
some limitations must be noted. The ques-
tionnaire was extensive and called for a host
of specific information; one suspects that
not all respondents answered the question-

naire according to the highest canons of
scholarly accuracy. Also, not all of the 1,131
institutions with discrete administrative
structures for the study of religion — free-
standing departments, combined depart-
ments, decentered programs, and general
humanities/social science programs —
responded. However, the return rate (some
870 institutions) is impressive, and statisti-
cally that response return makes the findings
of the survey valid for the entire field. 

Most notably, the data dispel a number of
myths and generalizations that most of us
— including the present writer — have
tended to consider revelatory truths about
our field. 

To begin with, the survey makes it clear that
our field is anything but embattled. It is
exceedingly healthy in terms of the number
of students taking courses and majoring in
religion. During the four-year period
(1996–97 to 1999–2000), enrollment in reli-
gion courses increased by over 15 percent,
while the number of religion majors
increased, during the same time, by 25 per-
cent. In absolute numbers, religion courses
had 685,000 students enrolled in 1999–2000
and 593,000 enrolled in 1996–97. This is
surely impressive, even though both figures
need to be viewed in light of the overall
enrollment increase in American higher edu-
cation during those four years. 

Perhaps the most interesting finding of the
survey has to do with the nature of courses
offered. It surely has been a widespread
notion in the field that during the past gen-
eration or so departments of religion or reli-
gious studies changed from reflecting the
model of Protestant seminaries to a new
kind of department in which the study of
Christianity, not to mention Protestantism,
was no longer privileged over the study of
other religions. The 2000 survey indicates,

however, that the nature of the field has
changed far less than this might have sug-
gested. The academic study of religion in the
U.S. continues to be foremostly the study of
Christianity. Here are some figures. Almost
half of all courses (exactly 45.1 percent)
taught in 1999–2000 were on Christian
topics, with courses on “Introduction to the
Bible” (11 percent of all courses),
“Introduction to the New Testament” (10.5
percent), and “Christian Theology” (9.4 per-
cent) leading the way. By way of compari-
son, Islam accounted for only 1.3 percent of
all courses offered, while courses on Judaism
accounted for 3.1 percent.  

Analogously, courses on Christian topics
were offered by more departments: New
Testament courses were offered by 84 percent
of the departments; Old Testament courses 
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They Also Serve

Contingent Faculty in the Academy
Carey J. Gifford, American Academy of Religion

A T A SPECIAL TOPICS Forum at
the 2003 Annual Meeting (“The
Use and Abuse of Adjunct Faculty

in Religious Studies”), further data analy-
sis was presented on the state of contin-
gent faculty in the field of religious studies
and theology in the U.S. and Canada. As
a result of our further analysis of the data
that we collected in our 1999–2000 sur-
vey of undergraduate departments of reli-
gion and theology in the U.S. and
Canada, we have now confirmed empiri-
cally what many have felt — based on
anecdotes and insights — to be the case.

The number of male contingent faculty in
1999–2000 was 2,443 and the number of
female 1,051, making for a total of 3,494,
a 32 percent increase over 1996–97. The
ratio of women to men was 1 woman for
every 2.3 men. The ratio of contingent 

faculty to full-time faculty was 1 contin-
gent for every 1.6 full-time positions.

We also found that contingent faculty
taught 5,303 courses in 1999–2000. The
average number of courses taught by any
one contingent faculty was 6.45, for
which the average per course compensa-
tion was $2,445. Freestanding depart-
ments (as opposed to combined philoso-
phy and religion departments, programs
which borrow faculty from a number of
departments, or humanities or social sci-
ence divisions) paid the most for any sin-
gle course taught by contingent faculty,
with 33 percent paying $1,000–$1,999,
and 27 percent paying $2,000–$2,999 per
course.

Sixty percent of all male contingent facul-
ty were employed by freestanding depart-
ments. However, we found that fully 28

percent of all institutions did not have any
male contingent faculty. Twenty-one 
percent had only one contingent male,
with only 16.5 percent having two. The
greatest concentration of males (36.2 per-
cent) were in Protestant institutions.

With regard to women, 65 percent of
female contingents were employed by free-
standing departments. Fifty-two percent
of all institutions did not have any female
contingent faculty. Twenty-four percent
had only one, and only 11 percent had
two. Again, the greatest concentration (36
percent) was in Protestant institutions. 

We were curious, then, about what the
census figures might show regarding the
geographical dispersion of contingent fac-
ulty across the Academy’s ten regions.  The
following statistics reflect our 
findings:

• The percentage of women contingent fac-
ulty was greatest in the Midwest region.

• The percentage of men contingent
faculty was greatest in the Southeast
region.

• The percentage of all contingent 
faculty was greatest in the Southeast
region.

When we look at the number of contin-
gent faculty by types of institutions, the
number of majors in those institutions,
and the number of courses taught, the
same geographical concentration patterns
are present. These three facts regarding
geographical concentration mirror the
results of the census as a whole: that our
field is geographically concentrated in the
Southeast, especially among Protestant
baccalaureate institutions. ❧

Editor’s Note:
With the completion of the data collection and analysis of both our undergraduate and
graduate surveys, the Academy gathered a group of experts in the fields of religion,
higher education, and the sociology of religion to review the results, identify the core
questions and issues, and specify further work needed. After this daylong discussion on
October 4 in Atlanta, RSN asked two of the participants who have extensive experi-
ence in the areas of graduate and undergraduate education (Richard Rosengarten and
Hans Hillerbrand) to further refine and analyze the plethora of data that we had
gathered and presented. Their articles in this issue of Religious Studies News highlight
the salient features of both surveys. The results of both surveys and their extensive
analysis will be posted on the Academy’s Web site in the spring. Members will be noti-
fied of the location on our Web site in a future e-bulletin. It is the goal of the Academy
to conduct regular periodic repetitions of these surveys, which will allow for trend
analysis.  Such analysis is critical for developing effective strategies to secure and
strengthen the study of religion and theology in our colleges and universities.

The survey makes it clear that our field is 
anything but embattled. It is exceedingly healthy 
in terms of the number of students taking courses 

and majoring in religion.
“

”
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INTERNATIONAL
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AESTHETICS

May 19–23, 2004
St. Bonaventure University, NY

SCHEDULE, REGISTRATION

& CONTACT INFORMATION:
http://web.sbu.edu/theology/theoaesth  

obychkov@sbu.edu   
716-375-2443

The Conference is 
devoted to the question of the
interrelation between theology,
aesthetic experience, and the
arts. It brings together, for a
seminar-style conversation,
leading scholars from North
America and Europe in such

areas as philosophical aesthetics,
the thought of H. U. von

Balthasar, medieval tradition,
religious environments, and 

theology of the image.
Franciscan tradition in art and
theology will be particularly

emphasized.
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The AAR Committee onTeaching and Learning(Thomas Peterson, AlfredUniversity, Chair),  sponsors
Spotlight on Teaching. Itappears twice each year inReligious Studies News, AAR

Edition as a special pulloutsection focusing on teaching
and learning around a particular theme, concern, or setting. 

Richard A. FruendUniversity of HartfordEditor.

Laurie L. PattonEmory UniversityAssociate Editor
Hugh Pyper,University of Leeds,Guest Editor

Teaching Religionand Theology inGreat Britain

IN THIS ISSUE

is no single representative body for the-

ology and religious studies that corre-
sponds to the AAR, finding this infor-
mation and tracking down contacts has

been time-consuming. It has involved
searching through the individual web
sites of British universities, colleges, and
related bodies.

This edition of Spotlight on Teaching
introduces a new project that, among
other things, offers a one-stop site for
access to the whole field of theology and

religious studies in Britain. The project is

particularly concerned to foster the 
communication of effective practice in
teaching and learning. The new site is
administered by the Philosophical and
Religious Studies Subject Centre of the
Learning and Teaching Support
Network, or PRS-LTSN. Links to all the

British institutions teaching theology
and religious studies, and to British col-

leagues teaching in a particular field, are

available at http://www.prs-ltsn.leeds.ac.uk.

The site also offers discussion groups,
web-based publications, and news of
conferences. It offers a new possibility
for sharing best practice and teaching
learning, not just within Britain, but
between Britain and the rest of the
world. In the following pages, we hope
to introduce this project to you and to
suggest some topics this new dialogue
might cover. 

The web site is the most accessible part

of the LTSN, but behind it is a great
deal of other activity. LTSN offers work-

shops for teachers involved in particular

subjects or facing particular problems.
Research projects into topics such as the

use of Web material in teaching, the
problems of particular disadvantaged
student groups, and creative ways to
deal with increasing student numbers,
are sponsored by the PRS-LTSN. We are

shortly to launch a journal to provide a

forum for publication of such material.

The aim of the PRS-LTSN is to bring
about a change of culture so that talking

and writing about teaching becomes as

accepted a part of the life of academics

as the discussion of research. We are
delighted to offer readers of Religious
Studies News an invitation to learn more

about the PRS-LTSN’s work, and to
become involved in the exciting possibilities

of pooling resources and teaching strate-

gies internationally.
Some issues are specific to the British 
situation, of course, but the basic 
problems of teaching students to think
creatively in these subjects, and of finding

and assessing teaching materials to use,
cross national boundaries. Common
problems exist, for instance, in coming to

terms with the proper use of the Internet,

the changing educational experience of
students at the school level, and the ten-

sion between teachers’ independence and

the need to ensure proper standards.
Broadening the dialogue can only help us

all. The PRS-LTSN has already benefited

from strong links with the Wabash Center

for Teaching Theology and Religion based

at Wabash College, Crawfordsville,
Indiana. The two bodies are co-operating

in a Special Session at this year’s

AAR/SBL Annual Meeting. The Teaching

and Learning Committee of the AAR has

been very supportive, and the possibilities

of exchange are very promising.This edition falls into six sections, written

by a variety of people involved with the
LTSN and its work. Together, they give a

window into the teaching of theology and

religious studies in Britain today. We hope

to explain some of the characteristic 
features of the educational traditions and
systems in Britain in a way that may give

food for thought for those in other
countries — whether as a source of 
inspiration or as a cautionary tale.We begin with a general description of

the PRS-LTSN and its purposes written

by Hugh Pyper, the Associate Director

of the Centre with special responsibility

for theology and religious studies. He is

also Senior Lecturer in Biblical Studies

at the University of Leeds. We then
move on to Denise Cush’s discussion of

teaching religion at school level in
Britain, which has some important 
differences from the situation in the
United States. Gary Bunt addresses the

role of the Internet in British religious
studies education. This is followed by
three personal views on teaching 
religious studies and theology in modern

Britain. The first is by Dr Chakravati
Ram-Prasad of the University of
Lancaster, the second by Professor David

Fergusson of the University of
Edinburgh, and the third by Bill
Campbell, Associate Director of the
PRS-LTSn in Lampeter. 

Hugh Pyper, guest editor of Spotlight on Teaching, is Senior Lecturer in Biblical Studies at the University of

Leeds and Associate Director for Theology and Religious Studies.T HE UNITED KINGDOM has a long record of high-quality teaching in theology and religious studies,

with highly respected institutions, and world-class teachers and scholars. It is also home to rich resources

in its libraries, its heritage, and in the increasing cultural diversity of the country. Until now, because there
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CONFERENCE, from p.4

respond to this scholarly work, especially
when practitioners don’t agree with
scholarly outsiders. He also asked the
workshop participants to think about
how religious and scholarly voices in reli-
gion relate, if at all. The session also
raised the issue of who gets to decide
what counts as “good” or “bad” religion.
Mona Siddiqui (University of Glasgow)
later commented that “this workshop
managed to touch upon all the complex-
ities of representation, and especially the
contribution of scholarship. The assump-
tion that there is a gulf between practi-
tioners and scholars is an erroneous one,
as some of the best scholars of religion
have also been practitioners of the faith.
One thing was clear — the academic
world is resilient and perhaps the only
forum where the most sensitive of con-
versations can be held in the open.”

In her introduction to the “Engendering”
workshop, Ursula King (University of
Bristol, emerita) lamented the “double
blindness” that prevents gender studies
and religious studies from “seeing” one
another. And in the “Human Rights”
workshop, discussion revolved around the
idea that while there is a need for a “uni-
versal” standard of human rights to pro-
tect human flourishing, that standard
must be (and is) constructed by different
human communities and institutions. 

Midway through the conference, 
participants attended a gala dinner on
the Emory University campus. After din-
ner the Atlanta Community Chorus led
by Dwight Andrews (Emory University) 
performed. On the bus ride back to the
hotel from campus, participants serenad-
ed their bus driver with the chorus’s clos-
ing gospel hymn.

During the conference, co-directors
Sheila Davaney (Iliff School of
Theology) and Gary Laderman (Emory
University), along with a few conferees,
conducted a phone interview with media
representatives. The Associated Press
picked up the story about the conference
as a result.

Immediately following the conference,
the majority of conferees participated in
the AAR Annual Meeting. JAAR spon-
sored a special topics forum entitled
“Contesting Religions: Prospects and
Perils in a Global Context.” Well over
100 attendees crowded into the room to
participate in the conversation, further
expanding the conference’s reach. 

For more than ten years, the AAR has
included international connections and
public outreach among its primary goals.
Enhancing awareness of the international
context for the study of religion, increas-
ing involvement in the AAR by scholars
and teachers from around the globe, and
contributing to the broad public under-

standing of religion are all core aspects of
the Academy’s mission. This project is
serving these objectives, fostering the
inclusion of largely absent voices in glob-
al scholarship and public conversations
about religion. It is the fruit of the reflec-
tion of the JAAR editorial board, under
the direction of editor Glenn Yocum, on
how best to engage more fully with
international scholars in the study of reli-
gion. Thanks largely to the vision and
commitment of book review editor
Sheila Davaney, the entire project gar-
nered the interest and support of the
Ford Foundation. The project’s interna-
tional planning committee included
Davaney and Laderman, as well as
Yocum, Moosa, Kazmina, and Sunil
Goonasekera (University of Peradeniya).  

In addition to the conference, the grant
supports the publication of a special issue
of JAAR from the conference, a dedicated
Web site for continuing the conversation,
the ongoing internationalization of the
JAAR editorial board, and the distribution
of JAAR to libraries throughout the world
that could otherwise not afford subscrip-
tions. At the AAR Annual Meeting, the
first of three sets of new JAAR Editorial
Board members met with the rest of the
editorial board. These members are
Kazmina, Goonasekera, and Michiaki
Okuyama (Nanzan University, Japan).
The next three members will attend the
Annual Meeting in San Antonio in
November 2004.  ❧

YU, from p.4

RSN: What can the ACLS do to pro-
mote a better understanding of the role of
the humanities in our nation’s current cli-
mate?

Yu: There’s no doubt that we need to
enhance our ability to communicate with
all publics: the academic public, opinion
leaders, policy-makers, and the general
public. Some of our light is under a
bushel. I hope we can find a way to pres-
ent more readily the superb work that
many of our fellows accomplish — they
will provide examples of excellence in the
humanities. Many of our publications,
like the American National Biography
and History E-Book Project, are also ster-
ling examples of how rigorous scholarship
can create tools for knowledge that are
public goods.

RSN: What are your ideas about the
current and future condition of the
humanities? 

Yu: The humanities are intellectually
vibrant, and that’s been accomplished
with financial resources that would be
considered “decimal dust” in other
domains. I would not have taken on this
new position if I were not optimistic
about the future, but as always that will
take work. I think we’ll need to pay par-
ticular attention to the place of the
humanities in the broad spectrum of
higher education outside of our leading
research universities and prominent liber-
al arts colleges.

RSN: What individual or movement
has been the most influential in your
intellectual life?

Yu: The person who most shaped my
intellectual interests is probably unaware
of the role she played. She was Christa
Saas, who was an assistant professor of
German literature at Harvard (now at
Toronto, I think) when I was an under-
graduate. I took a course on German
poetry (Rilke, Trakl, and Benn) as a jun-
ior that kindled my love of the genre.
The class was extremely small (two
undergraduates, two graduates), and I
was terrified most of the time because
I’d only recently learned German and
knew very little about German litera-
ture, but I thought she was terrific. She
was my senior thesis advisor, too, and
even though I eventually went on to
focus on classical Chinese poetry in
graduate school, she was the person who
set me on that path.   ❧

HILLERBRAND, from p.6

by 75 percent of departments; courses on
the history of Christianity by 71 percent
of departments — while courses on Islam
were found only at 32 percent, courses on
Buddhism at 32 percent, and courses on
Judaism at 40 percent. In short, the survey
indicates that the academic study of religion
continues to show a Christian emphasis.
This finding is, in its own way, substantiated
by the statistics of the AAR Employment
Information Service, where “Christian fields”
comprise the majority of positions advertised
and candidates available. One must note,
however, that seminaries are important part-
ners in the employment field, in addition to
arts and sciences departments, and will influ-
ence the statistics. 

While the 2000 survey does not explicitly
say so, its findings surely allow the conclu-
sion that this traditional Christian distribu-
tion of courses is not evenly distributed over
all types of institutions — public, private,
church-related, etc. Our field is, as regards
departmental taxonomy, not uniform and
the academic study of religion in this coun-
try is divided into departments in which

Christianity does continue to occupy a priv-
ileged place and others in which that is not
the case. 

The survey contains a number of additional
surprises. They range all the way from one
department reporting an impressive annual
budget — one is not quite sure whether to
see this as an error or an irritant — to the
mean and median for the total number of
majors in the reporting institutions (34 and
13 respectively), two rather impressive
numbers. Impressive also is the fact that
roughly half of the reporting institutions
indicate that a religion course (or courses) is
a prerequisite for graduation.

The survey also indicates that only roughly
half of the reporting departments are, in
fact, free-standing departments of religion.
Some 32 percent of the reporting depart-
ments are combined departments, usually
combined with philosophy. The remainder
of the reporting units is in various other
administrative arrangements. Again, this
finding underlines the distinctiveness of the
academic study of religion in this country.
Interestingly enough, only 87 percent of the
reporting departments offer a religion

major, surely attributable to the fact that
half of the organizational administrative
arrangements involve other components
than religious studies and may preclude a
major in the field.

Another surprise pertains to the gender dis-
tribution of the faculty. At the senior (full
professorial) rank, men greatly outnumber
women (by about 7:1), a reality that should
not come as a real surprise. However, sur-
prising is that even at the assistant professo-
rial rank — that is, reflecting hires of recent
years — the female-male ratio is 1:2. This
means that recent hiring has favored men
over women by 2:1. The implication to be
drawn from these numbers is that the tradi-
tional preference for males has been modi-
fied to reflect the proportionate number of
women and men finishing their graduate
work (roughly two-thirds of new PhD’s are
male, one-third are female).

A survey can be an antiquarian inventory-
taking or a call for reflection and discus-
sion. Surely, it behooves us, as individuals
and members of a larger guild, to engage
in the latter. ❧




