
 

APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF RELIGION  

 
About this Course  

 
Title: Approaches to the Study of Religion  

Number: RELG 300  
Semester: Spring 2010  
Time: Wednesday 7:00PM-9:50PM  
Location: Buchanan 026  
 

About the Instructor  

 

Instructor: Professor Elizabeth (Betsy) Barre  
Office: Buchanan 025  
Office Phone: 847-735-6111  
Cell Phone: 404-313-9062  
E-mail: barre@lakeforest.edu  
Office Hours: Wednesday, 10:00AM-1:00PM & By Appointment 
 

Course Materials  

 
Required Texts*  
 

 Pals, Daniel L. Introducing Religion: Readings from the Classic Theorists. New York: Oxford 
University Press, USA, 2008. ISBN: 0195181492 ($29.00 New; $27.00 Used)  

 Durkheim, Emile. Elementary Forms of Religious Life: Newly Translated By Karen E. Fields. 
New York City: Free Press, 1995. ISBN: 0029079373 ($17.50 New; $8.50 Used)  

 Dennett, Daniel C. Breaking the Spell: Religion as a Natural Phenomenon. 2006. Reprint, 
Boston: Penguin (Non-Classics), 2007. ISBN: 0143038338 ($13.60 New)  

 Lincoln, Bruce. Holy Terrors, Second Edition: Thinking About Religion after September 11. 2 
ed. Chicago: University Of Chicago Press, 2006. ISBN: 0226482030 ($11.11 New; $9.39 
Used)  

 
* At your request, I have not ordered these books through the College Bookstore. Nevertheless, you 
are still required to purchase and/or borrow these books from the library and bring them to class. I 

reserve the right to lower your grade if I discover you do not have these books at the end of the first 

month of classes. All additional reading assignments will be available via Moodle at 
http://moodle.lakeforest.edu. You must have a valid Lake Forest ID to log into Moodle, and you must 
do so on a daily basis to participate in this course.  
 

Course Description  

 

This seminar, designed for junior and senior majors in the Department of Religion, will encourage 
students to engage in second-order reflection about the nature of the discipline in which they find 
themselves. In short, we‟ll be asking what it means to both study and teach “religion” in the university 
setting and beyond. While I expect students to draw upon their experiences studying religion at Lake 
Forest College, this course will not be a simple regurgitation of those experiences. Instead, students 
will be introduced to various meta-theoretical discussions about the field that will help them to better 
understand and systematize their experiences as part of a larger whole that includes numerous 

theoretical and methodological alternatives.  
 
Because our field has often been characterized as a “shapeless beast” (McCutcheon 2001), any 
systematization will be difficult. Yet, I‟ve attempted to impose some (perhaps artificial) order by 
dividing the class into two somewhat overlapping halves. In the first half, we will be discussing various 



“theories” about the origin, nature, and function of our object of study (“religion”). Of the many 
questions we will address here, some of the most important are: What do we mean by the term 
“religion”? What counts and doesn‟t count (Buddhism? Marxism? Football?)? What is its essence and 
how did it arise? Is it primarily “about” belief (doctrine) or practice (ritual), the personal or the social? 

How does religion function in each of these contexts, if at all? Is religion pretty much what religious 
individuals claim it to be, or are theories which judge these religious individuals to be mistaken the 
most accurate? 
 
In the second half of the course, we‟ll move on to questions about the origin, nature, and function of 
our “method” or field of study. We‟ll ask how the discipline of “religious studies” arose in our 
universities and how it is related to various other fields, including but not limited to: theology, history, 

psychology, sociology, and anthropology. Perhaps more importantly, we‟ll explore the way these 
developments relate to the various theoretical debates discussed in the first half of the course. How, 

for example, does one‟s position on the essence of religion shape the way one thinks about how best 
to study this phenomenon? Does it make sense to study religion using the social-scientific method if 
religion is ultimately an ineffable experience of the supernatural? Why or why not? If we aren‟t using 
the scientific method in this field, what are we doing? Indeed, what is the purpose of our study: to 

explain, to promote, or simply to understand? Does the way we answer this question have any bearing 
on who should be allowed to study and teach religion? Can those who don‟t experience religion from 
the perspective of the “insider” ever understand or communicate the “reality” of the religious in the 
same way as those who do? On the flip side, can those who experience religion from the inside ever 
“bracket” their experience to arrive at an “objective” view of the object they wish to study? Finally, 
what is the purpose of studying and teaching religion within the larger mission of both religiously-
affiliated and non-affiliated universities? Do we seek to promote a particular religious vision as better 

or “more advanced” than others, to explain the phenomena of religious belief and practice, or to help 
others “understand” the religious perspectives of others? And how has the comparative method been 
used and abused in the service of each of these ends?  

 

Assignments and Responsibilities  

 
Office Hour Requirement: I require that you attend at least one of my office hours within the first 

two weeks of classes. You don't need to prepare anything for this meeting and I will be happy to set 
up appointments outside my regularly scheduled office hours to accommodate your schedules. The 
purpose of this meeting is simply for us to get to know one another and should last no longer than 15 
minutes. Your final grade will be lowered by 20 points (2%) if you do not meet this requirement.  
 
Reading: As with all seminars, the success of this course depends upon you (and your colleagues) 

reading, and reading closely, all that is assigned throughout the semester (all assignments are due by 
the date indicated in the syllabus). I‟ve made a commitment to keep the reading assignments 
manageable; in return, I expect you to be prepared to discuss this material in some detail. Some, if 

not most, of what you will read will be difficult. You may not “get” everything the first, second, or 
even third time you‟ve read it. You are welcome to e-mail me with questions as you read, and I expect 
you to explore whatever difficulties you have in your “reading responses” (see below).  
 

Participation: The reason reading is so important for this course is that it provides the foundation for 
the in-class discussions that are the heart of the learning experience in an upper-level seminar. For all 
intents and purposes, the traditional “lecture” is off limits in this course; any and all learning will arise 
from your own presentations and discussions. As a result, thoughtful participation is the basis of 14% 
of your grade. Because this class is so small, and we meet only once a week, I expect to hear from all 
of you at some point during each of the fourteen meetings. If you are absent, you lose your 
participation points and cannot make them up. Your participation for the day will be graded on a 

plus/check/minus basis, where plus = 10 pts, check = 5 pts, and minus = 0 pts. To receive a plus, 
you must make a contribution that is reflective of the readings and is relevant to the class discussion.  

 
Reading Responses: In conjunction with your weekly reading assignments, this course requires the 
completion of weekly “reading responses.” These responses, due via e-mail by 9:00AM Wednesday 
morning, are meant to be informal. They were not designed to incentivize you to read (as seniors, you 

should be responsible enough to do this on your own!); nor are they a substitute for taking careful 



notes while working through the material. Instead, they are meant to help me prepare and organize 
class discussion around the issues and concerns you all find most compelling. As a result, they do not 
need to be particularly long nor particularly formal; a paragraph of less than one page is more than 
enough and you can include this in the body of an e-mail (rather than an attachment). You should 

simply note a passage or sentence in the week‟s reading and say something about why you‟d like to 
talk about that passage in class later that evening. Is it particularly insightful? Terrifying? Offensive? 
Confusing? You get the idea. As with participation, these responses will be graded on a 
plus/check/minus basis, where plus = 10 pts, check = 5 pts, and minus = 0 points. Although you 
cannot make these up when you are absent, you are welcome and encouraged to e-mail me your 
responses on days you know you will be absent.  
 

Presentations: To ensure that we are able to cover as much material as possible this semester, the 
required reading assignments will often be supplemented by individually assigned presentations. Each 

student will be required to complete three of these presentations, at least one of which must cover a 
“critical response” essay. The “background” presentations should last no longer than 5 minutes, can 
draw upon as many outside sources as possible (including the suggested reading material in the 
course schedule), and will count toward 6% (60 points) of your final grade. The critical response 

presentation should last no longer than 10 minutes, must summarize the argument of the essay 
assigned in the course schedule, and will count toward 11% (110 points) of your final grade.  
 
Writing Assignments: You will be required to complete three essays in this course. The first, due 
within the first week of class, will be worth 5% (50 points) of your final grade. The second, due after 
Spring Break, will be worth 20% (200 points), and the final paper will be worth 25% (250 points). 
Detailed topics will be assigned and distributed prior to the due-date of each essay. In general, they 

will be graded on the basis of clear writing, serious and original reflection on the topic, and successful 
integration of terms and concepts presented in class and in the readings.  
 

Grading/Evaluation  

 
Grading Scale (rounded to the nearest integer):  
 

102.5%-93% (1025-925 points): A  
92%-90% (924-895 points): A-  
89%-87% (894-865 points): B+  
86%-83% (864-825 points): B  
82%-80% (824-795 points): B-  
79%-77% (794-765 points): C+  

76%-73% (764-725 points): C  
72%-70% (724-695 points): C-  
69%-67% (694-665 points): D+  

66%-63% (664-625 points): D  
62%-60% (624-595 points): D-  
60% and below (594 or fewer points): F  
 

Grade Components (out of 1000 total points):*  
 
 27% Participation  

o 14 substantive comments: 10 points each (14%)  

o 13 reading responses: 10 points each (13%)  
 23% Presentations  

o 2 presentations of background material: 60 points each (12%)  

o 1 presentation of a critical response: 110 points (11%)  
 50% Writing Assignments (6,000-word minimum)  

 First Essay (1,000-word minimum): 50 points (5%)  

 Second Essay (2,000-word minimum): 200 points (20%)  

 Final Essay (3,000-word minimum): 250 points (25%)  
 

 



Course Policies  

 
Attendance: While much of your learning will occur while you read and write, being present in class is 
the best way to ensure that you truly learn and understand the course material. As a result, class 

attendance is required. One incentive for meeting this requirement will be to receive credit for class 
participation and your reading responses, neither of which can be made up. Yet, I will also take 
attendance on a regular basis. Because this class only meets once a week, you will only be allowed 
one unexcused absence throughout the semester; each additional unexcused absence will result in the 
deduction of 10 points (1%) from your final course average. All judgments about excused and 
unexcused absences will be at my discretion. However, if you wish to receive an excused absence, you 
must receive approval from me before the missed class period. The only exceptions to this rule are 

medical emergencies affecting yourself or your family. In all cases, I may or may not ask for 
supporting documentation for excused absences.  

 
Late Work: Reading responses are due at 9:00AM on Wednesday morning. If you know you will be 
absent on a given day, you may still submit your response via e-mail. Essays must be submitted in 
both hard copy and electronic form by the date and time indicated on the syllabus. As long as you 

have submitted your paper in one form by the due date, your paper will not be counted late. However, 
I expect the additional copy to arrive within the next few days. When an essay is turned in after the 
due date, I will deduct 10% for each day the paper is late. This includes Saturday and Sunday. No 
other late assignments will be accepted. Please note: if any of your electronic submissions are “lost in 
cyber space,” it is not my responsibility! The only way to ensure your submissions are received is to 
turn them in by hand.  
 

Academic Integrity: At the most general level, I will uphold the stipulations of the Lake Forest 
Academic Honesty Policy—a policy with which you should become familiar. This policy outlines the 

College‟s expectations for the integrity of your academic work, the procedures for resolving alleged 
violations of those expectations, and the rights and responsibilities of students and faculty members 
throughout the process. The full policy can be found in the Student Handbook on pages 108-111 or at 
http://www.lakeforest.edu/life/handbook/default.asp.  
 

Beyond this college wide policy, my own policy is the following: You are free to work together on 
reading responses, but all other work in this course must be your own. If I detect plagiarism in an 
essay, you will be given a 0 on the assignment and reported to the college. Unintentional errors in 
citation will also be penalized. In these cases (to be determined at my discretion), students will be 
required to revise their essays and their grades on that assignment will be lowered by 10%.  
 

Courtesy: To ensure that everyone has the opportunity to learn without undue distraction, please 
turn off your cell phone (or put it into silent mode). Also, do not talk during class, read newspapers, 
magazines, text, or listen to Ipods/MP3 players. If you bring a laptop to class, I expect you to be 

taking notes and only taking notes (you can give up facebook, twitter, jcrew.com, etc. for at least 
three hours!). If I discover you doing anything else, I reserve the right to bar your individual laptop 
use for the remainder of the semester. Most importantly, do not enter class late or leave early 
unless it's an emergency and/or you've cleared it with me in advance.  

 
Finally, I follow one of my most beloved professors in stipulating the following two rules for 
conversation: 1) do not interrupt other students, and 2) always interrupt me. 
 

Course Schedule [*= Accessible via Moodle]  

 
Introduction  

 
Wednesday, January 13th  

Introduction  

 
Session I: Syllabus and Introduction to the Course  
 
 

http://www.lakeforest.edu/life/handbook/default.asp


Session II: Theoretical and Methodological Icebreakers  
 

 Day, Matthew. “Is Religion a Sexual Ornament?” Method and Theory in the Study of 
Religion 14 (2002): 420-426.*  

 Orsi, Robert. “Snakes Alive: Religious Studies between Heaven and Earth,” in Between 
Heaven and Earth: The Religious Worlds People Make and the Scholars who Study 
Them, 177-204.*  

 
Friday, January 15th  
First Essay Due @ 5:00PM  
 

Approaching Religion as an Object of Study (What are we studying when we study religion?)  

 

Wednesday, January 20th  

The Nature, Function, and Origins of “Theory” in the Study of Religion  
 

Session I: The Nature, Function, and (In)significance of Theory 
 

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “My Theory of the Brontosaurus,” in Critics not Caretakers: 
Redescribing the Public Study of Religion, 105, 111-112.*  

 Day, Matthew. “On the Advantage and Disadvantage of History for the Study of Religion.” 
Method and Theory in the Study of Religion 20 (2008): First Two Paragraphs.*  

 Arnal, William E. “Definition,” in Guide to the Study of Religion, 21-34.*  

 Segal, Robert A. “Theories of Religion,” in The Routledge Companion to the Study of 
Religion, 49-60.*  

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “The Poverty of Theory in the Classroom,” in Manufacturing 

Religion: The Discourse on Sui Generis Religion and the Politics of Nostalgia 101-126.*  

 
Session II: Earliest Social Scientific Accounts 
 

 Hume, David. The Natural History of Religion, 419-493.*  

 Tylor, E.B. “Animism and the Origin of Religion,” in Daniel L. Pals, ed. Introducing 
Religion: Readings from the Classical Texts, 1-35.  

 
Wednesday, January 27th  
Nonreductive Theories, Part I: Religion as Ineffable and Irreducible Experience  
 

Session I: Early Phenomenological Accounts (Friedrich Schleiermacher and Rudolph Otto)  
 

 Allen, Douglas. “Phenomenology of Religion,” in The Routledge Companion to the Study of 
Religion, 182-207.*  

 Proudfoot, Wayne. “Introduction,” in Religious Experience, xi-xix.*  

 Schleiermacher, Friedrich. “First Speech: Apology,” in On Religion: Speeches to its 
Cultured Despisers, 3-17.*  

 Otto, Rudolph. “Religion and the Sense of the „Numinous‟,” in Daniel L. Pals, ed. 
Introducing Religion: Readings from the Classical Texts, 205-235.  

 

Session II: An Early Psychological Account (William James)  
 

 King, Richard. “Mysticism and Spirituality,” in The Routledge Companion to the Study of 
Religion, 306-322.*  

 James, William. “The Testimony of Religious Experience,” in Daniel L. Pals, ed. Introducing 

Religion: Readings from the Classical Texts, 171-203.  
 
 
 
 



Wednesday, February 3rd  
Reductive Theories, Part I: Religion as Society  
 

Session I & II: An Early Sociological Account (Emile Durkheim)  

 
 Durkheim, Emile. Elementary Forms of Religious Life, 1-18, 33-44, 190-242, 265-275, 

283, 298-299, 321 (first full paragraph), 348-354, 363-373, 385-387, 418-448 [Although 
these pages are the most important, I highly encourage you to read the entire book if you 
have time].  

 
Wednesday, February 10th  

Reductive Theories, Part II: Religion as Coping Mechanism and Opiate of the Masses  
Hybrid Theories, Part I: Religion as System of Meaning  

 
Session I: Early Social-Psychological and Economic Accounts (Sigmund Freud & Karl Marx)  
 

 Freud, Sigmund. “Religion as Neurosis,” in Daniel L. Pals, ed. Introducing Religion: 
Readings from the Classical Texts, 71-97.  

 Marx, Karl. “Religion as Agent of Economic Oppression,” in Daniel L. Pals, ed. Introducing 
Religion: Readings from the Classical Texts, 143-170.  

 

Session II: Social Scientific Accounts without Reduction? (Max Weber and Clifford Geertz)  
 

 Weber, Max. “Religion and Culture Interwoven,” in Daniel L. Pals, ed. Introducing Religion: 
Readings from the Classical Texts, 237-270.  

 Geertz, Clifford. “Religion as World-View and Ethic,” in Daniel L. Pals, ed. Introducing 

Religion: Readings from the Classical Texts, 341-372.  
 
Wednesday, February 17th  
Nonreductive Theories, Part II: The History of Religions and the “Chicago School”  
 

Session I: History of Religions and Contemporary Phenomenological Accounts (Joachim Wach and 
Mircea Eliade)  
 

 Wach, Joachim. “The Meaning and Task of the History of Religions,” in Russell T. 
McCutcheon, ed. The Insider/Outsider Problem in the Study of Religion: A Reader, 82-94.*  

 Eliade, Mircea. “Religion as Response to the Sacred,” in Daniel L. Pals, ed. Introducing 
Religion: Readings from the Classical Texts, 271-308.  

 
Session II: History of Religions, Take Two (Jonathan Z. Smith and Thomas Tweed)  

 
 Smith, Jonathan Z. “Map is Not Territory,” in Map is Not Territory, 289-309.*  

 Tweed, Thomas. “Introduction” and “Confluences: Toward a Theory of Religion,” in 
Crossing and Dwelling: A Theory of Religion, 1-28; 54-79.*  

 
Wednesday, February 24th  
Theories about Theories: What does it mean to “Reduce”?  
 

 Segal, Robert A. “In Defense of Reductionism,” Journal of the American Academy of 
Religion 51 (1983): 97-124.*  

 Friedrichs, Robert. “The Uniquely Religious: Grounding the Social Scientific Study of 
Religion Anew.” Sociological Analysis 46, no. 4 (1985): 361-366.*  

 Segal, Robert A. “Have the Social Sciences Been Converted?” Journal for the Scientific 
Study of Religion 24, no. 3 (1985): 321-324.*  

 Pals, Daniel L. “Reductionism and Belief: An Appraisal of Recent Attacks on the Doctrine of 
Irreducible Religion,” Journal of Religion 66 (1986): 18-36.*  

 Pals, Daniel L. “Is Religious a Sui Generis Phenomenon?” The Journal of the American 
Academy of Religion 55, no. 2 (1987): 259-282.*  



 Segal, Robert A. and Donald Wiebe, “Axioms and Dogmas in the Study of Religion.” 
Journal of the American Academy of Religion 57, no. 3 (1989): 591-605.*  

 Godlove Jr., Terry F. “Interpretation, Reductionism, and Belief in God.” The Journal of 
Religion 69, vol. 2 (1989): 184-198.*  

 Godlove Jr., Terry F. “Religious Discourse and first Person Authority,” Method and Theory 
in the Study of Religion 6 (1994): 147-161.*  

 Edwards, Tony. “Religion, Explanation, and the Askesis of Inquiry,” in The Insider/Outsider 
Problem in the Study of Religion: A Reader (1994), 197-212.*  

 Day, Matthew. “Anything You can Do, I can Do Meta: High Theory and Low Blows in 
Contemporary Religious Studies.” Religious Studies Review 27, no. 4 (2001): 330-339.*  

 

Wednesday, March 3rd  
Contemporary Theories of Religion in the Natural Sciences  

ADVICE: Start Reading Ahead to Dennett This Week  
 

Session I: Cognitive and Sociobiological Accounts, Part I  
 

 Day, Matthew. “Exotic Experience and Ordinary Life: On Andrew Newberg, Eugene 
D‟Aquili, and Vince Rause, Why God Won’t Go Away: Brain Science and the Biology of 
Belief (2001),” in Contemporary Theories of Religion: A Critical Companion, 115-128.*  

 Jensen, Jeppe Sinding. “Religion as the unintended Product of Brain Functions in the 
„Standard Cognitive Science of Religion Model‟: On Pascal Boyer, Religion Explained (2001) 
and Ilkka Pyysiainen, How Religion Works (2003),” in Contemporary Theories of Religion: 
A Critical Companion, 129-155.*  

 
Session II: Cognitive and Sociobiological Accounts, Part II  

 Bulbulia, Joseph. “Religion as Evolutionary Cascade: On Scott Atran, In Gods We Trust 
(2002),” in Contemporary Theories of Religion: A Critical Companion, 156-172.*  

 Bulbulia, Joseph and Marcus Frean. “Religion as Superorganism: On David Sloan Wilson, 

Darwin’s Cathedral (2002),” in Contemporary Theories of Religion: A Critical Companion, 
173-194.*  

 Seiwert, Hubert. “Theory of Religion as Myth: On Loyal Rue, Religion is Not About God 
(2005),” in Contemporary Theories of Religion: A Critical Companion, 224-241.*  

 

MARCH 6-14: SPRING BREAK  
 
Wednesday, March 17th  
No Class; Class will (tentatively) meet Friday, March 19th  
 

Friday, March 19th  
Second Essay Due @ 7:00PM  

Popular “Scientific” Theories: Religion as Toxic Meme  
 

Sessions I: A New Atheist” Account (Daniel Dennett)  
 

 Dennett, Daniel. Breaking the Spell: Religion as Natural Phenomenon. New York: Penguin 
Books, 2006.  

 
Session II: Critical Responses to Dennett  
 

 Day, Matthew. “Bridging the Brentano Gorge: An Introduction to Daniel Dennett‟s Breaking 
the Spell.” Method and Theory in the Study of Religion 20 (2008): 1-6.*  

 Geertz, Armin W. “How Not to Do the Cognitive Science of Religion Today.” Method and 
Theory in the Study of Religion 20 (2008): 7-21.*  

 Albinus, Lars. “Dangerous Ideas: the Spell of Breaking the Spell.” Method and Theory in 
the Study of Religion 20 (2008): 22-35.*  



 Koch, Gretchen. “Full of Sound and Fury: The Media Response to Dennett.” Method and 
Theory in the Study of Religion 20 (2008): 36-44.*  

 Vanek, David. “Evolution, Politics and the Spell of Language: A Critical Analysis of Daniel 
Dennett‟s Breaking the Spell.” Method and Theory in the Study of Religion 20 (2008): 45-
53.*  

 Weibe, Donald. “Science, Scholarship and the Domestication of Religion: On Dennett‟s 
Breaking the Spell.” Method and Theory in the Study of Religion 20 (2008): 54-60.*  

 Martin, Luther H. “Daniel Dennett‟s Breaking the Spell: An Unapologetic Apology.” Method 
and Theory in the Study of Religion 20 (2008): 61-66.*  

 
Approaching Religion as a Field of Study (What methods do we use to study and teach religion?)  

 
Wednesday, March 24th  

The History and Future of the Discipline  
 

 Sharpe, Eric J. “The Study of Religion in Historical Perspective,” in The Routledge 
Companion to the Study of Religion, 21-45.*  

 Wiebe, Donald. “Religious Studies,” in The Routledge Companion to the Study of Religion, 
98-124.*  

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “More Than a Shapeless Beast: Lumbering through the Academy 
with the Study of Religion,” in Critics not Caretakers: Redescribing the Public Study of 
Religion, 3-20.*  

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “God‟s People Defending their Ivory Towers: Reassessing the 
Study of Religion‟s Emergence in the U.S.,” in The Discipline of Religion, 38-53.*  

 Wiebe, Donald. “Promise and Disappointment: Recent Developments in the Academic 
Study of Religion in the United States,” in The Politics of Religious Studies, 91-121.*  

 
 Wiebe, Donald, “Against Science in the Academic Study of Religion: On the Emergence 

and Development of the AAR,” in The Politics of Religious Studies, 235-253.*  

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “Classification and the Dog‟s Breakfast: The American Academy of 
Religion‟s Research Interest Survey.” In The Discipline of Religion, 83-97.*  

 
 Muesse, Mark W. “Religious Studies and „Heaven‟s Gate‟: Making the Strange Familiar and 

the Familiar Strange,” in The Insider/Outsider Problem in the Study of Religion: A Reader, 
390-394.*  

 Lincoln, Bruce. “Theses on Method,” in The Insider/Outsider Problem in the Study of 
Religion: A Reader, 395-398.*  

 
Wednesday, March 31st  

Orientalism, the Construction of “Religion,” and the Possibility of Comparison  
 

 King, Richard. “Orientalism and the Study of Religions,” in The Routledge Companion to 
the Study of Religion, 275-290.* 

 Chidester, David. “Colonialism,” in Guide to the Study of Religion, 423-437.*  

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “„We‟re All Stuck Somewhere‟: Taming Ethnocentrism and 
Transcultural Understandings,” in Critics not Caretakers: Redescribing the Public Study of 

Religion, 73-83.*  
 

 Smith, Jonathan Z. “Religion, Religions, Religious,” in Relating Religion: Essays in the 
Study of Religion, 179-196.*  

 Asad, Talal. “The Construction of Religion as an Anthropological Category” in Genealogies 

of Religion: Discipline and Reasons of Power in Christianity and Islam, 27-54.*  

 
 Paden, William E. “Comparative Religion,” in The Routledge Companion to the Study of 

Religion, 208-225.*  
 Smith, Jonathan Z. “In Comparison a Magic Dwells,” in Imagining Religion: From Babylon 

to Jonestown, 19-35.*  



 McCutcheon, Russell T. “Writing a History of God: „Just the Same Game Wherever You 
Go,” in Critics not Caretakers: Redescribing the Public Study of Religion, 43-55.*  

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “Comparing Religion: To Compare or Not to Compare,” in Critics 
not Caretakers: Redescribing the Public Study of Religion, 225-231.*  

 
Wednesday, April 7th  
Theology, Religious Studies, and the Insider/Outsider Problem  
 

 Ford, David. “Theology,” in The Routledge Companion to the Study of Religion, 61-79.*  

 Wiebe, Donald. “Theology and the Academic Study of Religion in Protestant America,” in 
The Politics of Religious Studies, 69-90.*  

 Wiebe, Donald. “The Failure of Nerve in the Academic Study of Religion,” in The Politics of 
Religious Studies, 141-162.*  

 
 Knott, V. Kim. “Insider/Outsider Perspectives,” in The Routledge Companion to the Study 

of Religion, 243-258.*  

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “General Introduction,” in The Insider/Outsider Problem in the 
Study of Religion: A Reader, 1-11.*  

 

 Geertz, Clifford. “„From the Native‟s Point of View‟: On the Nature of Anthropological 
Understanding,” in The Insider/Outsider Problem in the Study of Religion: A Reader, 50-
63.*  

 Jaffee, Martin S. “Fessing Up in Theory: On Professing and Confessing in the Religious 
Studies Classroom,” in The Insider/Outsider Problem in the Study of Religion: A Reader, 
274-286.*  
 

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “Preface” in Critics not Caretakers: Redescribing the Public Study 
of Religion, ix-xv.*  

 Slater, Michael. “Can One Be A Critical Caretaker?” Method and Theory in the Study of 
Religion 19 (2007): 332-342.*  

 
Wednesday, April 14th  

The Scholar of Religion as Teacher and Public Intellectual  
 

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “A Default of Critical Intelligence? The Scholar of Religion as Public 
Intellectual,” in Critics not Caretakers: Redescribing the Public study of Religion, 125-
144.*  

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “Our „Special Promise‟ as Teachers: Scholars of Religion and the 
Politics of Tolerance,” in Critics not Caretakers: Redescribing the Public Study of Religion, 
155-177.*  

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “The Good, The Bad, and the Ugly: Looking Past the Violence of 
Cults and Fanatics,” in The Discipline of Religion: Structure, Meaning, Rhetoric, 101-126.*  

 McCutcheon, Russell T. “Alienation, Apprenticeship, and the Crisis of Academic Labor,” in 
The Discipline of Religion: Structure, Meaning, Rhetoric, 127-145.*  

 
Wednesday, April 21st  
Putting Theory and Method to Use: Religious Studies as Public Resource  
 

 Lincoln, Bruce. Holy Terrors: Thinking about Religion after September 11. Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press, 2006.  
 
Tuesday, May 4th  

Final Essay Due @ 10:00PM 


