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any way from the most primitive to the most sophistlcated.

Morsover, all of them are investigated by cultural anthropologlats
and hlistorlans

and, 1f thelr success has bsen more marked in recounting and

comparing external few features, the slmple acknowledgement of

thls fact glves ground for hoplng that improved methods will

be worked out and accepted.
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any way from the most primitlve to the most sophlsticated.
Moreover, the emplrlcal notion of c¢ulture has gone hand in hand

with the empirlical investigatlon of cultures
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heathen.

In contrasting plurallsm with classlclem and with @E!Err
the attltudes of Christians in the classicist period, I am not
of course lmplylng that plurallsm was understood by the French
Enlightenment and Revolutlon or by the various subsequent

advocates and organlzers of violence
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heathen. Similarly, in the polltical fleld, the advoocates =f

and organizers of violence

heathen. Similarly, finally, in the break-down of classiclst

and Christian culture, the adov advocates and organlzers of
vlolence are purely normative in outlook: they are the incarnation
of righteousness and those they would destroy are the lncarmation

of malice. evil if not malice.




MiT III 57

heathen. S3imilarly, again, the secularists of the Enlightenment
were for the removal of the nobllity and the clergy, while their
successors,iis the Marxlets, would llquidaste the bourgeolsie

eg wall,




o
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heathen, i

Pluralism, then, 1ls broader 1n its interests, richer in
its sympathles, more }zealous In its effog&ts to understand. ;
Just as the church 1ln the modern world has~ita comniseions
on ecumenism and on non-Christlan religlons, 80 a contemporary
theology has to be open to comparatlve religion and cnltural
history. Two guestions arise.

The first questlon is whether comparative relligion and
theology are different 1n kind.

Now there have been students of the hlstory of rellgions,

or comparative religlon, @ or Religlounswissenschaft, with the

reductlionlst & priorl that there are no speciflcally religlous

data and, consequently, that all religions can be explalned without
resldue in terms of general psychologlecal and sociological
knowledge. However, there are on the other hand many eminent
students of the fleld that do not accept this g priorl and,
conseguenltly, the reductionist vliew, whille opposed to ﬁheology,
opposes to t&4dAT¥y thueology not comparative religion but

a phllosorhle opinion.

Next, there have been metnodologlsts that have concelved
sclence 1n nalive reallst fashlion. Sclence ls a matter 2f seelng
what 1s there to be seen, seeing all of it, and seelng nothing
more. Theology, in contr The history of rellgions les
more,. The hlstory of relliglons 1s engaged 1n sclence.

Theology, in contrast, 1s a matter of setting forth one's values and
bellefs. Its basis 1s essentially sublective while sclence 1ie

purely objlective.

But this is gimpliste. Human knowing 18 not a matter
of taking a good look, 4t ig a matter of attending, inguiring,

reflecting, delibsrating. The very disinterestedness of the
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