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2010 – 2015
Introduction
In 1999, a group was convened under the leadership of Dr. Andrea Cook to begin a
discussion about how George Fox University could become a more ethnically and
racially diverse campus. The efforts resulted in a document entitled the “Blueprint
for Diversity.” In 2003, the Blueprint for Diversity was updated under Dr. Brad Lau’s
leadership and adopted by the board of trustees. This document provided a
foundation for programmatic efforts for George Fox University to become a more
inclusive community for students, faculty and staff.
Stemming from this document, the institution entered into a partnership in 2005
with Portland Central Young Life, implementing the Act Six program, a national
urban leadership scholarship initiative that provided 10 fully funded scholarships to
students in the Portland metropolitan area. The institution now provides 7 full‐
need, full‐tuition scholarships as part of the Act Six program. This effort, combined
with the Blueprint for Diversity, has contributed to assisting our institution in
becoming a more inclusive place, but there is still much important work to be done.
As part of the institution’s strategic plan to “modify and reframe the ‘Blueprint for
Diversity,’” the intercultural concerns committee and the original Blueprint for
Diversity group were consolidated to create a diversity committee charged with this
task in the fall of 2008. This group consisted of 16 individuals representing faculty,
students, administrators and staff, both from the undergraduate and graduate
levels. The dean of transitions and inclusion chairs this group.
The diversity committee began meeting in the fall of 2008 to discuss how to make
George Fox University more reflective of God’s kingdom (Revelation 7:9; Matthew
6:10), building upon the work set forth by the previous Blueprint for Diversity. We
believe that as Christ followers we are compelled to live out our faith in this fashion
for the following reasons:
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1.

THE THEOLOGICAL MANDATE
George Fox University is a Christ‐centered institution that values diversity as
an essential dimension of what it means to be human. As a community we
believe that racism and other forms of division are destructive to redemptive
community. Scripture is clear that the outpouring of the Holy Spirit following
the resurrection of Jesus Christ enacts a form of community that at once
embraces and transcends our differences. In Jesus Christ our unique,
individual identities are both preserved and liberated to engage in
redemptive community and in the reconciling work of Christ in the world.
We believe that God values each of us in our uniqueness. Therefore we seek
to be a community that celebrates the uniqueness of each of its members,
including one’s race and ethnicity.
We also acknowledge that our attempts to honor diversity in the present
time arise from the recognition that we have sometimes failed to do this as
well as we should have in the past. But God, through grace, reaches out to
each new generation of human beings and attempts to show us the light of
truth. We grasp pieces of this truth but miss others. Our knowledge is partial
and incomplete (1 Corinthians 13:9). God lovingly prods us and shows us
what we are capable of seeing, and we do our best (intermittently) to
respond to the light that we can see. Yet we know from our own history and
from the scriptural record of God’s relationships with human beings that we
also miss the mark in some important ways.
In our theology of racial and ethnic diversity (see appendix A) we present a
theological basis for our commitment to diversity—a statement that grapples
honestly with both the high points and low points of our Quaker heritage and
with the ambiguities regarding racial and ethnic diversity in Scripture.

2.

THE GEORGE FOX UNIVERSITY MISSION AND VALUES
The mission of the University is the following: “George Fox University, a
Christ‐centered community, prepares students spiritually, academically, and
professionally to think with clarity, act with integrity, and serve with
passion.” In addition, one of the institution’s core values speaks directly to
reflecting the diversity of God’s people: “All people are created in God’s
image. Therefore, George Fox University represents the ethnic, socio‐
economic, cultural, and gender diversity of the broader kingdom of God. We
provide opportunities for students to dialogue about issues of diversity and
to live and study in diverse communities.”
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3.

THE SOCIETY AND CULTURE IN WHICH WE LIVE AND WORK
The university believes that the diversity of communities is an important
resource in our society. The United States continues to diversify; estimates
suggest that by the year 2040, the non‐Hispanic white population will only
account for 50 percent of the total U.S. population. To pursue excellence and
quality in this diverse society requires an educational experience that
acknowledges and appreciates the benefits of a diverse workforce and
recognizes the reality of the world into which graduates are sent. As such, the
George Fox University community must be diligent about learning how to
create and nourish a diverse community on our campuses.

Framework
In order to accomplish the task, a framework was selected to guide the work
necessary to bring about lasting change at George Fox. That framework is Daryl
Smith’s (1995) dimensions of diversity, later enhanced by Clayton‐Pedersen, et al.
(2007). The dimensions of this framework are institutional vitality and viability,
educational and scholarly mission, access and success, and campus climate.
Institutional Vitality and Viability
Characterizes an institution’s capacity to plan, implement and evaluate
comprehensive diversity efforts (Clayton‐Pedersen, et al., 2007)
Educational and Scholarly Mission
Involves the availability of courses with significant diversity content, but also
diversity course‐taking patterns, faculty engagement with diversity issues, and
student learning outcomes related to diversity (Clayton‐Pedersen, et al., 2007)
Access and Success
Relates to an institution’s undergraduate and graduate populations by field and
levels, student success (e.g., graduation rates, persistence, and honors), and pursuit
of advanced degrees and transfer among fields (Clayton‐Pedersen, et al., 2007)
Campus Climate and Intergroup Relations
Encompasses the type and quality of social interactions among students, faculty, and
staff, as well as individual and group perceptions of institutional commitment to
diversity (Clayton‐Pedersen, et al., 2007)

3

5/11/10

All of these dimensions work together, and it was important to develop indicators
for success within each of these dimensions to provide benchmarks. It was also
important that assessment be built into the plan in order to measure progress.
Assessment
In order to avoid what Clayton‐Pedersen, et al (2007) refers to as “project‐itis,” it
was important that we not just provide a list of programs but place an emphasis on
measuring impact. To this end, we developed indicators within each dimension to
guide our work and assist us in tracking change over time. Gathering data will be an
important part of moving forward so that we can see progress and existing gaps.
This includes obtaining a baseline (when necessary) for certain initiatives in order
to determine an appropriate course of action to achieve our goals.
Key Definitions
In an early committee meeting, we decided that our usage of the term diversity
would refer to the following areas:
•
•
•
•

Ethnicity
Gender
Socio‐economic status
Disability

We chose ethnicity as opposed to race because we believe that race is socially, rather
than biologically, constructed. We realize that culture is an important aspect of
ethnicity and diversity that is not specifically referenced here because of the
difficulty in measuring progress when it comes to culture. Over the next five years
assessment will play an important role in moving this plan forward. We are sure
that aspects of culture will emerge and we will report them as needed in the hopes
of helping us understand the role it plays in our conversation about “reflecting the
kingdom of God.”
The use of the word gender refers to men and women specifically. We acknowledge
that some might want to include sexual orientation as part of that term. We
welcome open dialogue about this issue by trying to create safe spaces for people to
have conversation about this. Although we are very clear that this issue is a
theological one for us, we know that this topic is a very sensitive one that produces a
lot of emotion in many people. The stance that George Fox University takes on
sexuality is that we believe that God’s plan for the joyful fulfillment of sexual
intimacy is found only within marriage between a man and a woman.
The manner in which we define socio‐economic status is by using the definition that
the federal government uses to award the federal Pell Grant. This criterion can be
found at thepellgrant.com/pell‐grant‐eligibility.shtml. We acknowledge that not
everyone will be in agreement with this definition, but currently it is the way that
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institutions of higher learning track students at institutions who come from a low
socio‐economic status. Therefore, for tracking purposes, we believe at this time it is
the best way to track data.
The committee recognizes that people with disabilities comprise another group that
adds to the diversity of our community. We also recognize that there are many
students and employees in the George Fox community with disabilities. However,
realizing that disabilities can be a very nuanced issue that requires extensive time to
understand, we have not specifically addressed this group within this plan. We will
make it a part of our conversations as we move forward, and our hope is to develop
a comprehensive plan in conjunction with the Blueprint to better address the needs
of ours students with seen and unseen disabilities. This will also include exploring
ways to recruit and retain not only students with disabilities, but also faculty and
staff. We would like to acknowledge that the Disability Services Office actively
supports our students with both seen and unseen disabilities. This statement has
been written in consultation with and has the support of the Disability Services
Office, and that office will continue to be part of this conversation as we move ahead
with the Blueprint for Diversity.
Further, the committee values the contribution that international perspectives bring
to the diversity conversation. We chose to concentrate on domestic diversity
because there will be an effort by another campus group to develop a strategic plan
pertaining to international programs and globalization.
The End Goal
Why do we seek to become a more inclusive community? We are seeking to create a
community that truly reflects God’s kingdom as described in Revelation 7:9.
Ultimately we want to prepare students spiritually, academically and professionally
to impact the world with their gifts and talents. We believe that in order to do that
effectively we need to provide opportunities for all of our students to encounter
people who are different from them. This is why we seek to become a more diverse
community.

5

5/11/10

BLUEPRINT FOR DIVERSITY INDICATORS
(SUMMARY)
VITALITY AND VIABILITY
INDICATORS:
1. Diversity is a central part in the university’s planning process and mission
statement.
2. The diversity of the board of trustees, faculty and staff/administration at
every level.
3. Institutional strategies and resources dedicated to diversity.
4. A theological basis for our diversity efforts.
EDUCATIONAL AND SCHOLARLY MISSION
INDICATORS:
1. The degree to which diversity‐related courses are infused throughout the
undergraduate majors and graduate programs
2. The degree to which the general education requirement of Global and
Cultural Understanding is tied to specific objectives and outcomes identified
by the General Education Committee
3. The level of faculty expertise on issues relating to diversity
4. The amount and depth of learning in the area of diversity and students’
capacity to work in diverse settings
ACCESS AND SUCCESS
INDICATORS:
1. The diversity of the undergraduate and graduate student population in all
majors and programs
2. Progress over time in the diversity of the undergraduate and graduate
student population
3. The success of students in terms of graduation, persistence, fields, honors
and performance
4. The rate of transfer among fields where high transfer rates are occurring
(specific attention will be given to Science Technology Engineering and Math
(STEM) majors during this five‐year period)
5. The pursuit of advanced degrees
6. Involvement in on‐campus student leadership positions
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CAMPUS CLIMATE
INDICATORS:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The perceptions of the institution (climate, commitment, engagement)
The levels and quality of interaction among groups
The quality of experience for diverse groups on campus
The levels of use and engagement in a variety of activities, offices, and
resources
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Appendix A
Theological Imperatives for Racial and Ethnic Diversity
Introduction
George Fox University is a Christ‐centered institution that values diversity as an
essential dimension of what it means to be human. As a community we believe that
racism and other forms of division are destructive to redemptive community.
Scripture is clear that the outpouring of the Holy Spirit following the resurrection of
Jesus Christ enacts a form of community that at once embraces and transcends our
differences. In Jesus Christ our unique, individual identities are both preserved and
liberated to engage in redemptive community and in the reconciling work of Christ
in the world. We believe that God values each of us in our uniqueness. Therefore we
seek to be a community that celebrates the uniqueness of each of its members,
including one’s race and ethnicity.
We also acknowledge that our attempts to honor diversity in the present time arise
from the recognition that we have sometimes failed to do this as well as we should
have in the past. But God, through grace, reaches out to each new generation of
human beings and attempts to show us the light of truth. We grasp pieces of this
truth but miss others. Our knowledge is partial and incomplete (1 Corinthians 13:9).
God lovingly prods us and shows us what we are capable of seeing, and we do our
best (intermittently) to respond to the light that we can see. Yet we know from our
own history and from the scriptural record of God’s relationships with human
beings that we also miss the mark in some important ways.
Here we present a theological basis for our commitment to diversity—a statement
that grapples honestly with both the high points and low points of our Quaker
heritage and with the ambiguities regarding racial and ethnic diversity in Scripture.
Diversity and our Quaker Heritage
George Fox University is influenced by its Quaker heritage regarding matters of
racial and ethnic diversity. This heritage—rich and prophetic—also includes actions
by early Quakers that were at times misguided and flawed. As members of an
evangelical institution arising from this complex heritage, we are inspired by the
examples of courage and chastened by the need for continuing grace as we seek to
live fully in the light of truth.
George Fox (1624‐1691) stressed that God’s light was universally available to all
people, regardless of their religious, cultural, or national background. Accordingly,
the early Quakers acknowledged the light of Christ in all peoples and generally
valued equality across racial lines. They understood that every person has the equal
potential of a right relationship with God and is worthy of love and respect.
Margaret Fell (1614‐1702) advocated indirectly for ethnic equality in her brief
pamphlet, Women’s Speaking Justified. Even though Fell wrote this work to support
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women’s leadership in the church, her arguments on equality and her application of
Genesis 1 influenced the Quaker advocacy for racial equality. The Friends’ testimony
of equality—equality of races and equality between women and men—led some
Quakers to take leading roles in the abolitionist, Indian affairs, and women’s rights
movements of the nineteenth century.
Many early Quakers tried to preserve a measure of equality by refraining from the
use of titles or salutations, and in some instances they welcomed (pre‐
emancipation) slaves into their meetings.
Yet there were moments when Quakers embraced the light of God’s truth less
consistently, including their involvement with Native Americans and African‐
American slaves. Their dealings with these groups illustrate both the depth of their
convictions and the complexity of their approach to racial and ethnic diversity.
Quakers in America have had a long history of respectful interaction with Native
Americans. Like other British colonists, Friends actively endeavored to evangelize,
colonize, and trade with Indians. However, they tended to maintain a keen
appreciation and respect for the Indians and their various cultures. When George
Fox visited the American colonies in 1672, he met with and preached the gospel to
many Native Americans, encouraging his fellow Friends to continue these efforts
because he saw them as spiritual peers in equal need of a Savior. Unlike the majority
of other colonists, Friends never engaged in a strategic plan to alter the cultural
practices or eliminate the heritage of Native Americans as part of their missionary
endeavors. However, there were exceptions to this rule of fair treatment and
respect. For example, William Penn’s ethical legacy was blemished in 1737 by the
“Walking Purchase,” a devious—if not fraudulent—scheme whereby the (mostly
Quaker) Proprietors acquired a large tract of land from the Delaware Indians. To
rebuild moral credibility Philadelphia Friends established the “Friendly Association”
that worked with Mennonites and others to assist tribes and to preserve
peace, braving the wrath of non‐Quaker settlers who wanted the Delaware natives
killed.
While Quakers like John Woolman (1720‐1772) and Anthony Benezet (1713‐1784)
were active in the abolition movement, many others owned slaves. The Philadelphia
Yearly Meeting took an official anti‐slavery position in 1759, and by 1784 most of
the American Yearly Meetings forced members to emancipate their slaves or lose
their membership. From a contemporary perspective, the Quakers’ anti‐slavery
efforts and their respect for people of African descent fell short of full inclusion. Few
freedmen and women joined Quaker Meetings. Although some Meetings and Quaker
schools did not admit black members, a large measure of this was due to a social
milieu favoring distinct sub‐groups and also to differences in worship preferences
and cultural backgrounds.
In the final analysis it is fair to say that Quakers exerted a strong anti‐slavery
influence, which led to the ending of the British slave trade in 1807 and the abolition
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of slavery in the British Empire by 1834. Quakers like Levi Coffin (1798‐1877) were
important leaders in the Underground Railroad in America, helping runaway slaves
escape to freedom, and they participated actively in the American Anti‐slavery
Society and in various efforts to provide aid and education for freedmen and
women.
As a community rooted in this rich and complex heritage, we are convinced that the
theological understanding of our mission compels us to recognize the essential
equality of every person, fight against prevailing racism, and strive to give voice to
the marginalized. This commitment is based on both the best of our Quaker heritage
and the teachings of Scripture, particularly as the Spirit of Jesus Christ illumines
them. Our forebears remind us of the very real possibility that courage and
weakness may exist in the same moment, and that we continually need God's grace
as we attempt to show respect, love, and unity in the midst of diversity.
Diversity in Biblical and Theological Perspective
We declare in our Blueprint for Diversity that George Fox University is a Christ‐
centered community that collectively embraces the belief that God has uniquely,
“fearfully, and wonderfully made” all human beings (Psalms 139:13–16). As such,
every human being is of infinite value and worth. The story of God’s work is one of
reconciling people to himself (Romans 5:11) and each other (Matthew 5:23‐24). We
are called to be agents of reconciliation as we reach people from every tribe, tongue
and nation (Revelation 5:9).
Since Scripture is the principal authority upon which our commitment to diversity is
based, it is important to acknowledge that the Bible appears to present differing
viewpoints on diversity. Moreover, it is a matter of fact that some have used certain
events recorded in Scripture to justify later acts of xenophobia.
We believe that Scripture is the inspired record of a perfect God reaching out to all
humanity in redeeming love. In some instances, we “get it right” (however
imperfectly and inconsistently); at other times we miss the mark. Instances of ethnic
exclusion occurred among the community of ancient Israel, the followers of Jesus,
and the early church. Scripture also includes many examples of racial and ethnic
inclusion. We must face these tensions honestly as we offer a brief assessment of
diversity from a biblical and theological perspective.
Diversity in the Old Testament
The book of Genesis opens with a description of God’s diverse and wondrous
creation, emphasizing the unique goodness of each created element in its “own
kind.” Yet despite the fact that each created entity is unique, together they
intertwine and interrelate, forming a whole—together creation is “very good.” The
initially created state of the world embodies unity amid diversity.
As the story of God’s relationship with human beings unfolds, there is an increasing
emphasis on the need for God’s covenant people to set themselves apart from other
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nations (which some have inappropriately used to justify racial and ethnic
divisions). Abraham and his sons struggled to maintain their ethnic identity as
foreigners residing in vast lands. As their descendants increased and multiplied,
they found themselves under the heavy hand of a Pharaoh who was worried for the
survival of his own nation. After the conquest of the Promised Land, Moses and his
successor, Joshua, commanded the people to wipe out the indigenous ethnic groups
of the Canaanite lands. Afterwards there emerged a monarchy, which lasted more
than four centuries. Eventually, God allowed a foreign nation to overpower and exile
Judah, which ended the monarchy and began a 2,500‐year era in which other
nations subjugated the Jewish people, beginning with the Babylonians, then the
Persians, Greeks, and Romans. During this period, many post‐exile works—
particularly Ezra‐Nehemiah—emphasized the need for racial and ethnic separation
in order to preserve the nation’s ethnic identity, going so far as to break up
marriages between Jewish men and foreign women.
Hebrew Scripture presents dozens of mandates for ancient Israel to make special
provisions for “the foreigners” living among them. Israel was to permit them to
celebrate Passover if they desired to (Exodus 12:48). The same rules of sacrifice
applied to both Israelite and foreigner (Leviticus 17:7‐9; 22:17, 18). The Bible
declares that God shows love to the foreigners in Israel’s midst, giving them food
and clothing, and requiring Israel to do the same, “for you yourselves were once
foreigners in the land of Egypt” (Deuteronomy 10:17‐19).
The book of Jonah, though brief, seems especially concerned to teach Israel that the
God of Israel cares for and extends mercy to foreign nations—even nations such as
Assyria, which often opposed Israel.
Amid a culture of strident patriarchy, Scripture highlights the woman, Deborah, as
one of Israel’s strongest and most upright leaders (Judges 4, 5). Biblical writers
remember the Gentile prostitute, Rahab, as a woman of faith because she protected
the Israelite spies in Jericho (Joshua 2; Hebrews 11:31). She is named among the
Davidic/Messianic lineage, as is Ruth, the Moabite woman, who assured her mother‐
in‐law, Naomi, “Where you go I will go, and where you stay I will stay. Your people
will be my people and your God my God” (Ruth 1:16; 4:13‐22; Matthew 1:5).
Collectively, these and other Old Testament accounts suggest that we must keep the
narratives of ethnic exclusion in theological tension with the narratives of inclusion
and grace. In truth, Israel relied on extreme measures to preserve its identity. It did
so primarily by emphasizing the community over the individual. Ancient Israel read
Scripture together and conducted worship as a group. Members of the community
were responsible for each other’s wellbeing. Ultimately, they composed and
compiled a Psalter, which they used primarily for communal worship, implying that
praise, lament, thanksgiving, and worship are to be conducted in concert with
others. These actions underscore the centrality of community as God’s covenant
people, which holds significant implications for racial and ethnic diversity,
especially as the Messianic people of God opened to all nations and people.
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These considerations provide the basis for a theology of diversity that is not guided
by exclusive ethnic origins or the presence of superior cultures. Rather the ethnic
exclusiveness that occurs in the Old Testament does so during specific chapters of
Israel’s development as a covenant nation. The Old Testament presents the story of
Israel’s protecting its identity as the people of the Lord. The theme of God’s
covenant people continues in the life and witness of Jesus Christ and the early
church, but in Christ the story shifts from protection to proclamation, as the gospel is
heralded to all races, ethnicities, and people.
Diversity in the New Testament
In a manner reminiscent of Hebrew Scripture, the New Testament also contains
instances of ethnic exclusion among the followers of Jesus and the early church. For
example, when Jesus sent out his disciples to preach the Good News, he gave them
strict orders not to go to the Gentiles or Samaritans, “but only to the people of
Israel—God’s lost sheep” (Matthew 10:5, 6). When a Gentile woman pleaded with
Jesus to heal her demon‐possessed daughter, he replied, “I was sent only to help
God’s lost sheep—the people of Israel” (Matthew 15:22ff.). Additionally, the early
church existed roughly ten years before it witnessed the first Gentile converts (Acts
10) and for years after that the conditions under which Gentiles could be admitted
to the church remained in dispute (cf. Acts 15).
Tensions between Jewish and Gentile orientations are also evident in the four
Gospels. On a macro level, the Gospel of Matthew appears distinctively oriented
towards Jewish listeners, with an emphasis on Jesus as the coming Messiah. Luke
and Acts, by contrast, appear to address Gentile audiences. On a micro level, Jesus
preaches his gospel within the confines of Palestinian Judaism (John 3).
Nevertheless, the uniquely Jewish orientation of Jesus’ first‐century context did not
prevent him from ministering to “rival” ethnicities that lived among the Jews in
(Roman‐dominated) Palestine (John 4). Moreover, Jesus directly confronted the
ideals of ethnic exclusivity that carried over from previous generations by pointing
out that God ignored the needs of Israel during a time of famine, and sent Elijah
instead to a Sidonian widow and Elisha to a Syrian officer (Luke 4:16‐30).
When Jesus was confronted with the question, “Who is my neighbor?” he responded
by telling a story in which a Samaritan came to the aid of a man whom thieves had
robbed and left injured on the roadside. A priest and Levite both passed by, but
neither showed concern for the man. By contrast, the Samaritan applied first aid,
transported the injured man on his own donkey to a local inn, cared for the man
through the night, and paid in advance for the man’s extended stay. The Jews in
Jesus’ day considered Samaritans to be ethnically inferior. So when Jesus posed the
question, “Now which of these three would you say was a neighbor to the man who
was attacked by bandits?” (Luke 10:36), it forced the obvious answer: the Samaritan
was the neighbor.
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But it is the Pentecost event that stands as the watershed moment in salvation
history when God inaugurates a New Covenant consisting of a people from all tribes,
tongues, and nations. The reference to “devout ones out of every nation” is telling
(Acts 2:5), as is the fact that they all heard the apostles speaking in their native
languages (Acts 2:6). Pentecost mirrors the Genesis 1 account in describing a
creation event that enacts a fusion of unity and diversity.
Paul’s epistles to the Corinthians present a poignant message supporting diversity.
Located on a commercial isthmus, Corinth saw a multitude of traffic that consisted
of a great diversity of ethnicities both in wayfarers and permanent settlers.
Accordingly, the social setting of first‐century Corinth offers a helpful analogy for
North America in the twenty‐first century: a plurality of cultures attempting to live
in reasonable harmony. But the letter presumes that the Christians in Corinth were
failing at such harmony. Consequently, the letters to Corinth are particularly helpful
in constructing a theology of diversity.
First Corinthians 12:12‐13—though brief—articulates the message of racial and
ethnic inclusiveness. Paul writes, “For just as the body is one and has many
members, and all the members of the body, though many, are one body, so it is with
Christ. For in the one Spirit we were all baptized into one body—Jews or Greeks,
slaves or free—and we were all made to drink of one Spirit.”
This passage is especially helpful in conceiving a theology of diversity. Far from
negating the multiple cultural backgrounds of the first‐century Christians, the
reference to “Jews or Greeks, slaves or free” demonstrates that there is unity (as we
all drink of the one Spirit) amid diversity (we are people with unique backgrounds
and stories of identity). Those with Jewish affinities and those with Greek affinities,
both slaves and free, comprise the Body of Christ. (This argument, by the way, builds
on Paul’s earlier admonition to respect each other’s cultural practices [1 Corinthians
10:14‐33].)
Ultimately, the context of 1 Corinthians 12 argues that the kingdom of God does not
merely sanction diversity, it requires it as a means to thrive. The passage follows a
listing of individual gifts and suggests that diversity provides a necessary variety of
gifts that serve and enhance the community.
Synthesis and Conclusions
God’s people are called to live in the tension between unity and diversity. When
followers of Jesus Christ retreat into racial and ethnic enclaves, the body of Christ is
fractured and cannot thrive in fulfilling God’s mission in the world. When, on the
other hand, the body of Christ seeks unity through uniformity, it does so by means of
the dominant culture’s oppression of non‐dominant culture(s). The first path
creates unhealthy homogeneity by means of isolation; the latter produces unhealthy
homogeneity by means of imperialism. We succeed in living in tension between
unity and diversity by honoring the uniqueness of each other’s race and ethnicity,
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and by discovering the ways in which we complement and enrich each other in
Christ’s body.
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