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methodological issues we face is symptomatic of the present condition in
which we find ourselves. It is simply astonishing to discover that an
academic discipline, a "science," of religion has little, if any, concern with
theory. Perhaps we have been lulled into this slumber because we have
become a part of our subject; "we do what we do because in the beginning
our ancestors did it that way." If the impasse is of our own making, we
can also overcome it. The following chapters are an attempt to describe
a way out of theological disguises, the quest for essences, the ideology of
neutrality, the bankruptcy of functionalism as a type of causal
explanation, and sloppy methodological eclecticism. Please note that I
wrote "a way out." There may be other ways that are more adequate --I
have not discovered them.
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