

  [image: epub.jpg]




  

    Contents




    Imprint 2




    DEDICATION 3




    ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 4




    PREFACE: AN EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 5




    INTRODUCTION 10




    1 The Background 10




    2 Stating the Problem 23




    CHAPTER ONE


    INTERRELIGIOUS DIALOGUE AND LEARNING 30




    1.1 The Introduction 30




    1.2 The Meaning of Interreligious Dialogue 32




    1.2.1 Exclusivism as a Paradigm of Dialogue 38




    1.2.2 Inclusivism as a Paradigm of Dialogue 41




    1.2.3 Pluralism as a Paradigm of Dialogue 47




    1.3 Dialogue as An Exercise in Learning 52




    CHAPTER TWO


    RICOEUR AND THE HERMENEUTICS


    OF THE SELF AND OTHER 60




    2.1 The Meaning and the


    Development of Hermeneutics 60




    2.2 Attestation as Mediation


    in the Crisis of the Cogito 69




    2.3 The Two Poles of Personal Identity 79




    2.3.1 The Mode of the Self as an Idem-identity 79




    2.3.2 The Mode of the Self as an Ipse Identity 86




    2.4 Narrative Identity in the Formation


    of Personal Identity 90




    2.5 Attestation in the Context


    of the Fragility of the Self 96




    2.6 Interreligious Learning and


    the Problem of Intratextuality 100




    2.7 Conclusion 108




    CHAPTER THREE


    ETHICAL AND MORAL IMPLICATIONS


    OF NARRATIVE IDENTITY 110




    3.1 Introduction 110




    3.2 The Ethical and the Moral Dimension of Narrative Identity 114




    3.3. Ricoeur and the Concepts of Ethics and Morality 117




    3.3.1 The Hermeneutics of the Self and the Ethical Aim 119




    3.3.2 Ricoeur’s Hermeneutics of the Self


    and the Moral Norm 135




    3.4 Ricoeur’s “Ethical Intention” and


    Dialogue as An Exercise in Learning 150




    3.4.1 Self-esteem and the Value of Commitment 151




    3.4.2 Respect for Others and the Value of Openness 153




    3.4.3 The Principle of Equality or Equal-Partners-in-Dialogue 156




    3.5 The Hermeneutics of the Self


    and Practical Wisdom 158




    3.5.1 Respect for Persons and Conflicts 161




    3.6 Conclusion 166




    CHAPTER FOUR


    THE CHRISTIAN UNDERSTANDINGS


    OF CHRISTOLOGY 169




    4.1 Introduction 169




    4.2 Christology in the Synoptic Gospels:


    the Markan Priority 174




    4.2.1 The Prologue of Mark (1: 1 – 15) 177




    4.2.2 Jesus Christ as the “Son of God”


    in Mark (1: 16 – 8: 26) 180




    4.2.3 Jesus Christ as the “Son of Man” in Mark


    (8: 31 and 15: 47) 186




    4.3 The Significance of the “Son of God” and the “Son of Man” Motif 191




    4.4 Conclusion 196




    CHAPTER FIVE


    CHRISTOLOGY IN ISLAM 199




    5.1 Introduction 199




    5.2 Understanding the Meaning of Islam 201




    5.3 Islamic Christology in the Light of the Tawhid 205




    5.4 Prophets, Messengers and Prophetic Guidance 207




    5.4.1 Adam, Iblis and the Fall:


    The Question of Original Sin 209




    5.4.2 The Nature and Significance


    of Prophetic Guidance 214




    5.5 Qur’anic Christology:


    Jesus as the Messenger of Allah 217




    5.5.1 The Identity of the Holy Spirit in the Qur’an 219




    5.5.2 The Relationship between Qur’anic


    Jesus and the Holy Spirit 221




    5.6 Conclusion 232




    CHAPTER SIX


    CORRELATIONS OF COMMON CHRISTOLOGICAL THEMES 235




    6.1 Introduction 235




    6.2 The Correlation of Key Christological titles 237




    6.2.1 Jesus as Al-Masih (the Messiah or the Christ) 238




    6.2.2 Jesus as Ruh (Spirit) of/from Allah 244




    6.2.3 Jesus as the “Word from God” or “Word of God” 247




    6.3 Jesus Christ as a Bridge and a Barrier


    to Christian-Muslim Dialogue 254




    6.4 Jesus as a “Barrier” to Christian-Muslim Dialogue 256




    6.4.1 The Most Holy Trinity and The Tawhid 258




    6.4.2 Jesus as the “Son of God” 266




    6.4.3 The Suffering, Death, and Resurrection of Jesus 276




    6.5 Jesus as a “Bridge” to Christian-Muslim Dialogue 287




    6.5.1 The Virginal Conception and Birth 287




    6.5.2 The Miracles of Jesus Christ 300




    6.5.3 The Ascension and the


    Second Coming of Jesus Christ 310




    6.6 Conclusion 317




    CHAPTER SEVEN


    DIALOGUE FOR THE PROMOTION OF COMMON VALUES 320




    7.1 Introduction 320




    7.2 The Significance of Jesus in Christianity 324




    7.3 The Significance of Jesus in the Qur’an 331




    7.3.1 The Significance of Jesus as the


    “Messenger of Allah” 332




    7.3.2 The Significance of Jesus as the


    “Servant of Allah” 334




    7.3.3. The Significance of Jesus as a “Sign from God” 337




    7.4 The Dialogue of Life and the Dialogue


    of Common Action 339




    7.5 Dialogue for the Promotion of Common Values 344




    7.5.1 The Value of Prayer and Submission to God 345




    7.5.2 The Value of Peace and Peaceful Co-existence 354




    7.5.3 The Value of Solidarity with the Poor


    and the Marginalized 365




    7.6 Conclusion 376




    CHAPTER EIGHT
 CONCLUSION AND EVALUATION 379




    8.1 Conclusion 379




    8.2 Evaluation 383




    8.3 Recommendations for Further Study 386




    BIBLIOGRAPHY 388


  




  

    
Imprint




    All rights of distribution, also through movies, radio and television, photomechanical reproduction, sound carrier, electronic medium and reprinting in excerpts are reserved.




    © 2021 novum publishing




    ISBN print edition: 978-3-99107-293-5




    ISBN e-book: 978-3-99107-294-2




    Editor: Hugo Chandler, BA




    Cover photo: Valerii Brozhinskii | Dreamstime.com




    Coverdesign, Layout & Type: novum publishing




    www.novum-publishing.co.uk


  




  

    
DEDICATION




    In Memory of my late father Philip B. Afayori




    (June 1945 to April 2019)


  




  

    
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS




    
I wish to use this opportunity to express my sincere gratitude and appreciation to all who have in many and diverse ways contributed to helping me complete this work. I particularly want to thank Aid to Church in Need (ACN) for helping me pay part of my tuition fees. I would like to thank the School of Divinity scholarship committee for paying the substantial part of my tuition fees. The Ian Baillie Grant through Mrs Sheila Baillie and the family were equally of great support in my fee payments. Your immense support is deeply appreciated.





    I wish to also thank my supervisors: Dr Nicholas Adams and Prof. Brian Stanley who provided the needed guidance and encouragement over my period of studies at the University of Edinburgh. The work was begun by Dr Michael Purcell (RIP) and completed by Dr Adams and Prof. Stanley. Thus, I am truly grateful to them for their wealth of knowledge, the academic resources they provided, and their constructive criticisms which contributed tremendously to giving shape to this study.




    I equally want to thank my Bishop Most Rev. Alfred Agyenta who tacitly supported me during this journey. His Eminence, Keith Patrick Cardinal O’Brien (RIP) who provided me with accommodation and maintenance support during my studies. While remaining grateful to him, may the Lord grant him eternal rest in His kingdom. Here too, I cannot possibly forget the Parishioners of Our Lady Immaculate and St Margaret’s Parish, Duns and St Joseph’s Parish, Selkirk. With them I lived, worked and studied, deriving support and encouragement to push on.




    Hence, I am particularly grateful to Mrs Patricia Julia Scott for all the support in helping me to get this book published. Immense gratitude to Mrs Christine Jobson for proofreading the work. Last but not least, thanks to my family for their prayers and moral support during this academic odyssey.


  




  

    
PREFACE: AN EXECUTIVE SUMMARY




    Christology is one of the most contentious subjects in Christian-Muslim relations. While Jesus of Nazareth is construed as Christ, the “Son of God” and the “Saviour of the World” in Christianity, Islam conceives him as a “Prophet” or as the “Messenger” of Allah without divine connotations. Thus, Islam categorically rejects the Christian position on the identity and mission of Jesus and invites Christians to rethink their faith and jettison their claims on the incarnation, the divine sonship, and the death and the resurrection of Jesus Christ. Whereas these Muslim claims and rebuttals undercut the essential content of the Christian faith, the Christian church from the onset viewed the Islamic image of Jesus as a “new form of heresy” which needed to be sanitized by force, if need be. For the Muslim world too, the Christology of the Christian Church was born out of pure distortions and falsifications. This context of claim and counterclaim gave rise to polemical relationships between the much older Christian church (first century) and the newcomer, the much younger Islamic or Muslim world (seventh century).




    Through the centuries, while the Christian Church initially reacted to the Islamic claims by adopting an aggressive and defiant policy of propagating the faith regardless of the views and confutations of Islam, Muslims too continued to accentuate their perceived concerns about the Christian stance, by underlining the Qur’anic position on the identity and the mission of Jesus, and the Qur’anic Jesus’ own rejection of the Christian claims to his divine sonship. Realising over the years that its policy of defiant faith propagation was not that successful, the Christian church resorted to another policy of protective withdrawal from real contacts and communication with Muslims on the subject of Christology. When this calculative avoidance tactic was not very successful in shirking off what was then considered as the “new heresy”, the church decided to take Muslims seriously by listening to them and making sense to Muslims the Christian position on the mission and the identity of Jesus. This gave birth to the most cherish twentieth century concept of dialogue between Christians and Muslims and interreligious dialogue in general. Yet, still unresolved, is the question on the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ – a historical person common to both religions, nevertheless divided between them.




    
While some scholars think that Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology is altogether impossible because of the stark differences in their Christological understandings, this book shows that dialogue is possible depending on its nature and goal. The persistent lack of success in Christian-Muslim dialogues on Christology is because much of these dialogues have often centred on various versions of the tripartite traditional models of exclusivism, inclusivism and pluralism. While exclusivism categorically rejects the belief-systems of the other as inauthentic, inclusivism patronises other’s belief-systems as less or partial versions of what is realized in only one, however, pluralism and its associate versions end up caricaturing the religions by its declaration of a limitless playfield of openness for all religions. In this way, not only do these traditional paradigms fail to adequately preserve the integrity and the identity of the other, they also fail to maintain the commitment of the self to its religious beliefs and practices. Throughout the history of Christian-Muslim relations, applications of these traditional models of dialogue have failed to meet the tripartite goals of interreligious dialogue: that is, (1) the profound knowledge of oneself; (2) the authentic knowledge of the other; and (3) living more accordingly as oneself as another.





    
It is in response to this difficult lack that this current study proposes a new turn to Christian-Muslim dialogue as “an exercise in learning”. This model of dialogue traverses the weaknesses of the three traditional paradigms and creates the appropriate context for constructive engagements between Christian and Muslims on Christology. By its emphasis on “learning from and about the other”, dialogue as “an exercise in learning” effectively negotiates the contentions that characterized the “claim and counterclaim” polemics in Christian-Muslim relations over centuries. What is significant in this form of dialogue is the interest to learn from and about the other’s beliefs on the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ within their tradition-specific contexts, and how this learning contributes to enriching the relationship between the self and the other in contexts where they are considered estranged. The self and the other here can either be the Muslim and the Islamic understanding of Christology, or the Christian and the Christian understanding of the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ.





    
The relationship between the self and the other is a complex one, which is today, described as a hermeneutic relationship. This is because it encompasses the difficult and complex nature of the relationships that were established between the self and other in the past, and the perceptions, the attitudes and the concerns that they each bring into this relationship today. It is often said that for dialogue to be successful, it is essential that the dialogical partners perceive each as equal-partners-in-dialogue and unite their attitude of faith commitment to their beliefs and openness to the beliefs of the other. Here, Christians and Muslims are expected to open themselves to each other without losing their religious identities. This dialectic of openness and commitment raises hermeneutic questions such as: (1) What is openness and commitment in interreligious dialogue? (2) Are there limits to openness, and if so, how is this determined? (3) How is the dialogical call to openness related to commitment? (4) What is religious identity? (5) Is dialogue with the religious other (be they Muslim or Christian) a threat to one’s identity or an enrichment? (6) If the latter pertains, what is the nature of this enrichment? (7) Is religious identity the same in respect of one’s religious tradition, or is it a matter of becoming, growing, change and transformation? (8) If the latter pertains, how does change and transformation occur without the self-losing itself?





    
A response to the above hermeneutic questions within the context of dialogue as an exercise in learning, recourse is made to Paul Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the self which provides the framework within which the questions on religious identity, and the attitudes on commitment and openness are addressed. Ricoeur is a philosopher of mediation who never gives up on the space-between the self and the other. In terms of establishing the relationship between the self and the other in contexts where they are considered estranged, Ricoeur’s asserts that selfhood and otherness are so interconnected such that selfhood and otherness cannot be separated. Through his concept of attestation, Ricoeur demonstrates that in narrating the story of our lives, we find that others contribute to our narratives and we theirs. These narrative intertwinements provide the hermeneutic fingerprints for the fruitful engagements between the self and the other, and the enrichment it manifests. Following the Ricoeurean hermeneutics of the self, the study demonstrates on the one hand, how Islam and Christianity possess symmetrical and dissymmetrical narrative discourses on Christology, and on the other, how these discourses serve as contexts for learning and enrichment.





    
Christianity and Islam hold similar Christological themes and titles such as: the Virginal Conception, the miracles Jesus performed, the ascension and the Second Coming, Jesus as the Messiah, Jesus as the Word of God, and as the Spirit of God, among others. Islam however denies the truthfulness of the Holy Trinity, the Incarnation, the Crucifixion, the Death and the Resurrection. Whereas learning from the other helps to unravel the deeper meanings of the similitudes and the dissimilarities between their Christological understandings, dialogue as an exercise in learning also leads to the profound knowledge of oneself (Christian or Muslim), the authentic knowledge of the other (Christian or Muslim), and the mutual enrichment this evinces. A significant aspect of the enrichments that is inaugurated by dialogue as an exercise in learning is on how it leads Christians and Muslims to the discovery and to the promotion of common values that are inspired by Jesus the Messiah. Some of these values which we shall discuss include prayer and submission to God, peace and peaceful co-existence and solidarity with the poor and the marginalized. These values are considered common to Christians and Muslims because they are inspired by the message, the life and the mission of Jesus Christ the “Prophet” and the “Messenger” of Allah and the “Son of God”.





    
Key Words: Christology, Interreligious Dialogue, Learning, Hermeneutics, and Interfaith Action.





    It is good to indicate at this stage that this book entitled “Christology in Christian-Muslim Dialogue: The Hermeneutics of Dialogue for the Promotion of Common Values” is composed from the work undertaken as part of the fulfilment for a PhD at the University of Edinburgh (2010–2015). The work presented here is substantially the same as contained in the thesis, although more research has been done to establish the clarity and the robustness that is required to strengthen some of the identified weak joints of the chain of arguments present in the thesis. In this way, what the readers find is the novelty that this study brings to the whole arena of Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology. It is academically insightful and very engaging by its rich rigorous content and coherency in arguments and presentation. It provides the reader with something to hold unto, which in turn, grips the reader’s insatiable curiosity in desiring to know what lies in the next pages, in the way it constantly provides fresh impetus on what is possible, and how this can be achieved through dialogue in general and Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology in particular.


  




  

    
INTRODUCTION




    
1 The Background




    
In the world today most of the religious clashes, confusions and conflicts according to Douglas Pratt, are born from unexamined conflicting religious ideologies and unresolved mutual misunderstandings and thinking.1 If an ideology can simply be understood as a set of beliefs, values and opinions which shape the way a person or a group of persons act, behave, interpret and understand the world, then unexamined conflicting ideologies that precipitate religious conflicts need to be critically examined and clarified. Conflicts between religions as a consequence of ideological differences are a well-known phenomenon in our world today. For instance, the 1994 tribal conflict in Ghana between the Konkombas and the Chumburus (largely Christian) on one the hand and the Dagombas, the Nanumbas and the Gonjas (largely Muslim) on the other is a sad story to recount. This tribal conflict which arose as a result of disagreements between two people from two different tribes, soon metamorphosed into a religious conflict between Christians and Muslims in the area; leading to the loss of thousands of people.2 Peace, which is an essential value of every meaningful religion was jettisoned in place of war. The observed religious conflicts in Nigeria, Sudan, Iraq, Pakistan, India and Indonesia are but few examples. Religious conflicts have devastative effects on life, property and development.





    

      
1 Douglas Pratt. The Challenge of Islam: Encounters in Interfaith Dialogue. 2005, p.189–190. George Dardess and Krier Mich also indicate that the tensions that often characterize Christian-Muslim relations perpetuate a hopeless sense of doom and gloom (see, Dardess, G. and Mich, M.K. In the Spirit of St Francis and the Sultan, 2011).




      

        
2 Tsikata and Wayo report that 2,600 lives were lost, not counting those unregistered and the properties involved in this conflict (see, Tsikata, Dzodzi & Sein Wayo. “Identities, Inequalities and Conflicts in Ghana.” 2004, p.46).


      


    




    
Overcoming the ideological differences that trigger religious conflicts in our world today through interreligious dialogue is therefore a dire necessity. As Pratt put it, “for dialogue to proceed in the hope, if not the expectation, of a productive outcome, then the misapprehensions of the past, together with the prejudice of the present, must be addressed in a climate of mutual and reciprocal correction.”3 If interreligious dialogue is to succeed in this area, then there is the need for the development of constructive theological paradigms which support meaningful dialogues between them. Such paradigms need to provide context whereby the religions can creatively engage each other in conversations where shared religious experiences and theological exchanges can lead to the dialogue of life and the dialogue of common action.4





    

      
3 Pratt, Douglas. The Challenge of Islam. 2005, p.191.




      

        
4 In the Spirit of St Francis and the Sultan (2011), George Dardess and Marvin Krier Mich propose the fruitful encounter between Sultan Malik al Kamil and Saint Francis in Damietta (Egypt) in 1219 as the framework for Christian-Muslim interfaith relations. For them, Francis’ openness to the possibility of spiritual companionship with the Sultan provides the roadmap for Christian-Muslim interfaith dialogues (p.17).


      


    




    
Within the context of Christian-Muslim relations, “Christo­logy” is one of the most contentious Theologica-doctrinal constructs that places the two religions in diametrical opposition to each other. Whereas Muslims believes that Jesus was only a “Prophet” or the “Messenger” of Allah, Christians maintain that Jesus Christ is the “Son of God.” Islam has constantly refuted this Christian perspective on Christology both in the Qur’an (Surah 4: 171) and in the Hadiths as blasphemy. For the Christian Church, the Islamic perception of Jesus Christ as a “Prophet” or as a “Messenger” of Allah is heretical and must be condemned. Consequently, the contours of their relations have been one of claim and counterclaim. As a result, Gaudeul intimated that Islam and Christianity shared the same universe at a point, “but mentally they lived in different worlds and, as time went on, the mental universe of each society grew more impervious to the thinking, the values … and indeed the whole universe of the other.”5





    

      
5 Jean-Marie Gaudeul. Encounter and Clashes: Islam and Christianity in History. 1990, p.191.


    




    
Today, dialogue between Christians and Muslims has contributed to establishing openness between them to some extent. Part of the fruits of these forms of dialogues is demonstrated by the way Islam is no longer exclusively perceived as a “Christian heresy” but a religion in its own right.6 Despite the Qur’anic rebuttal of the Christian belief in Jesus Christ as the “Son of God” (Surah 4: 171), there is growing openness between Christians and Muslims who view dialogue as the effective means to establishing a mutual understanding between the two religions on Christology. These dialogues are possible because the Qur’an has its own narratives about Jesus Christ and his mission in the entire divine plan of Allah. These Christological underpinnings in the Qur’an could be brought in conversation with the Christian accounts of the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ. Besides, Jesus Christ plays distinctive roles within Christianity and Islam as the “Son of God” and the “Prophet of Allah” respectively. His distinct identity and significance in these two traditions presents him both as a bridge and a barrier between them. Here, what is needed is the formulation of a dialogical framework which supports the effective negotiation of this dialectic of a bridge and a barrier to allow for Christian-Muslim “dialogue of life” and the “dialogue of common action”.7





    

      
6 “The Church has a high regard for Muslims. They worship God, who is one, living and subsistent, merciful and almighty, the creator of heaven and earth, who has also spoken to men” (Nostra Aetate #3).




      

        
7 The “dialogue of life” creates the context where people of different faiths strive to live in an atmosphere of openness, sharing together their joys, sorrows and their problems and preoccupations. However, the “dialogue of common action” involves an interfaith collective in response to issues of human flourishing (see, Dardess, G. and Mich, M.K. In the Spirit of St Francis and the Sultan, 2011, p.13).


      


    




    
It must be admitted that although significant scholarly work has been done in this area,8 most of these do not specifically address the subject of Christology as a context for Christian-Muslim dialogue. Even in the few studies that tangentially address the subject of Christology in Christian-Muslim relations, none of them do so for the promotion of common values. For instance, Mark Beaumont’s work on Christology in Dialogue with Muslims focuses on the critical analysis of the Christian presentation of Christ to Muslims in the nineth and in the twentieth centuries. Beaumont acknowledges the contentious nature of Christian-Muslim relations within these two epochs. He indicates that at the heart of these contentions is the Christian belief in the divinity of Christ and the Islamic denial of it.9 Beaumont asserts that the Muslim denials of the Christian understanding of the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ brought about three forms of Christian reactions: firstly, Islam was regarded as a false ideology which had to be silenced by an aggressive policy of propagating Christian truths without considering the views of Muslims. Secondly, Christians distanced themselves from Muslims to avoid any communication with them; and thirdly, the Church attempted to, “take Muslims seriously as people of faith whose views on Christ need to be understood and related to in genuine attempts to make sense of the Christian faith to them.”10 Beaumont’s approach therefore follows this third response; the interest to avoid defiant proclamation and complete indifference by presenting the Christian Christ in a way that Muslims will understand.11 However, does dialogue not build on mutual sharing with the goal to mutually understand the dialogical other? What about presenting an “Islamic Christology” in ways that Christians will understand? Beaumont’s work lacks this side of the dialogue.





    

      
8 See Küng et al. Christianity and World Religions; Paths to Dialogue. 1993, p.109–127; Jacque Dupuis. Christianity and the Religions: From Confrontation to Dialogue. 2002; Ayoub, Mahmoud. A Muslim View of Christianity: Essays on Dialogue. 2007, p.187–243; Siddiqui, Mona. Christians, Muslims & Jesus. 2013; Oddbjørn Leirvik. The Image of Jesus Christ in Islam. 2010.




      

        
9 Mark Beaumont. Christology in Dialogue with Muslims. 2005, p.1, 7-8.




        

          
10 Mark Beaumont. Christology in Dialogue with Muslims. 2005, p.2.




          

            
11 Mark Beaumont. Christology in Dialogue with Muslims. 2005, p.2.



          


        


      


    




    
In his work on “The Portrait of Jesus in the Qur’an”,12 Hans Küng underscores the fact that the Qur’anic portrayal of Jesus as a Prophet must be understood independently from all Christian sources and interpretations and is situated within the Qur’an’s overall theological vision. According to Küng, “from whatever source the information about Jesus may be derived, all the texts have been unmistakably stamped by Muhammad’s intensive prophetic experience of the one God.”13 So, the Qur’anic’ portrayal of Jesus should be interpreted against the stand-point of the Qur’an and not from the New Testament or the council of Nicaea. He emphasized that Christians should not try to either co-opt Muhammad or Muslims as “anonymous Christians” against the Muslim self-understanding of the uniqueness of their Islamic identity.14 Whereas Küng’s views here are considered laudable, he however advocates for a functional Christology – one from below15 as the best approach to Christian-Muslim dialogue.





    

      
12 Hans Küng et al. Christianity and World Religions; Paths to Dialogue. 1993.




      

        
13 Hans Küng et al. Christianity and World Religions; Paths to Dialogue. 1993, p.110.




        

          
14 Hans Küng et al. Christianity and World Religions; Paths to Dialogue. 1993, p.110.




          

            
15 A Christology from below is one that emphasizes on the humanity of Jesus Christ as the starting point for understanding Christology. It is also referred to as “low Christology” and it stands at the opposite end of the spectrum to Christology from above or a high Christology.


          


        


      


    




    
For Küng, a functional Christology that views Jesus as elevated to a position of divine authority should be the theme of modern Christology rather than an ontological Christology, that is Christology from above. As Beaumont put it, Küng considers that, “the incarnation was an apostolic overlay of the much more modest claims of Jesus of Nazareth, who was proclaimed as the “Son of God” only after his death and resurrection.”16 Consequently, Küng argues that the Gospels reveal Jesus not as a man who promoted his “own person, role or dignity, but God’s kingdom, God’s name, God’s will, which man is to fulfil through service to his fellow men and women.”17 In this way, Küng forgets that just as the image of Jesus in Islam needs to be understood within the overall context of Muhammad’s religious experience, so also the Christian perspective on Christology has to be understood against the background of the overall experience of Jesus by the Apostles who believed in him as the “Son of God” and the “Saviour of the World”. Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology must not forget this tradition-specific understanding of Jesus Christ.





    

      
16 Mark Beaumont. Christology in Dialogue with Muslims. 2005, p.191.





      

        
17 Hans Küng et al. Christianity and World Religions; Paths to Dialogue.1993, p.116.


      


    




    
In his 1972 scholarly essays on “The Dialogical Relationship between Christianity and Islam”,18 Hassan Askari (an Indian Shiite writer) also presents an interesting contribution to the debate on Christian-Muslim dialogue on Jesus Christ. Here, Askari sees Christ as a “common sign” for both Christians and Muslims.19 As a sign, Jesus directs both Muslims and Christians to the true God they seek to serve. As a person, he reveals the deep relational character of religion, liberating man from his dead circle of monological religion and restores unto him his genuine dialogical relation.20 Thus, Askari suggests that dialogue between Christianity and Islam is the best way to resolve their monological impasse. Although he acknowledges that the process may involve anxiety and pain, he nonetheless believes that dialogue is the best way to a better understanding of God and meaningful relations between them. Askari’s approach to Jesus Christ as a “common sign” between Christians and Muslims appears to be laudable from a glance. This is because the identification of Jesus Christ as a “common sign” between Muslims and Christians is likely to create the sort of common ground which support fruitful relationships between the two faith communities. However, a careful consideration on Askari’s appeal reveals significantly attenuates the Christian understanding of the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ. To say that Jesus is a “sign directing Christians and Muslims to God” also presupposes that Jesus Christ is not God in himself, because a “sign” always points to something beyond itself. But for Christians, Jesus Christ is a concrete manifestation of God and hence points to himself as the ultimate and definitive revelation of God to humanity. This side of the Christian story must not be overlooked, muffed or fluffed when exploring issues relating to Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology.21





    

      
18 Hasan Askari. “The Dialogical Relationship between Christianity and Islam” in the Journal of Ecumenical Studies. Vol. 8 (1972).




      

        
19 Hasan Askari. “The Dialogical Relationship between Christianity and Islam.” 1972, p.483.




        

          
20 Hasan Askari. “The Dialogical Relationship between Christianity and Islam.” 1972, p.486. (See also Leirvik, Oddbjøørn. Images of Jesus Christ in Islam. 2010, p.12).




          

            
21 Hasan Askari’s model of Jesus as a “common sign” for Christians and Muslims fits into what Walter Kasper describes as “patchworks of identity” the desire to form common grounds for interreligious engagement is undertaken without careful consideration of the definitive differences that set the religions apart (see, Walter Kasper. “Uniqueness and Universality of Jesus Christ”. 2004, p.7).


          


        


      


    




    
In his book The Muslim Jesus: Sayings and stories in Islamic Literature,22 Tarif Khalidi (a Palestinian historian and a professor of Arabic and Islamic studies) made historical and critical research into the Muslim Jesus. His work is entitled “Muslim gospel”23 – a compilation of stories and sayings associated with Jesus in Islamic tradition. For Tarif Khalidi, “the totality of this gospel is the story of a love affair between Islam and Jesus … a unique record of how a one world religion chose to adopt the central figure of another, coming to recognize him as constitutive of its own identity.”24 In this gospel, Khalidi further asserts that the wealth of tradition found in Islamic literature about Jesus reveals the deep religious and theological complementarity between Islam and Christianity. The question however remains whether Muslims will accept Khalidi’s claim that the Qur’anic portrayals of Jesus are adaptations from Christian sources. In Islamic faith consciousness, Jesus is part of the line of prophecy revealed to Muhammed by Allah. To see the Qur’anic Jesus as an adaptation from Christian sources poses a difficult challenge both for Christians and Muslims alike. This is because while the Qur’anic portrayal of Jesus as a prophet does not resonate in Cristian faith and theology, many traditional Muslims too do not accept the Christian scriptures (especially the New Testament) as authentic sources for an understanding of the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ.25 Ironically, many Islamic scholars rather affirm apocryphal writings like the “Gospel of Barnabas” or the “Shepherd of Hermas” as the authentic Christian sources for





    

      
22 Tarif Khalidi. The Muslim Jesus: Sayings and stories in Islamic Literature. 2001.




      

        
23 Tarif Khalif. The Muslim Jesus: Sayings and stories in Islamic Literature. 2001, p.3.




        

          
24 Tarif Khalif. The Muslim Jesus: Sayings and stories in Islamic Literature. 2001, p.5-6.




          

            
25 See, Muhammad Ata ur-Rahim. Jesus: A Prophet of Islam. 1979, p.19; Louay Fatoohi. The Mystery of the Historical Jesus. 2007.


          


        


      


    




    
reaching a better understanding of Jesus Christ.26 In this way, Khalidi’s Jesus is an isolated personality who stands between Muslims and Christians, and is owned by none. Mahmoud Ayoub’s contribution to the Christological discourse cannot be overlooked. According to Ayoub, earlier research on the subject of Jesus in Islam has been comparative and usually judgemental, the yardstick being the New Testaments account of the life, the teaching and the significance of Jesus, the Christ. “Useful as this research may have been for the wealth of information it had uncovered on Christian-Muslim relations, it had often harboured old prejudices and fostered new hostilities.”27 For Ayoub, enough work has been done on the comparative study of Jesus in Islam in response to questions of similarities and differences. “It is time for both Christian and Muslim scholars to go beyond this cataloguing on points of differences, similarities and drawing on old conclusions.”28 For Ayoub, “to go beyond” such comparative lines of theologising demands that the Islamic view of Jesus Christ is respected and accepted as authentic to the tradition of Islam. This is because, “no matter how different the Qur’anic and later Islamic view of Jesus may be, it is nonetheless the view which Muslims have to struggle with and understand and which Christians must take as Muslim views and accept them as such.”29





    

      
26 The “Gospel of Barnabas” contains an account of the life of Jesus supposedly written by the Apostle Barnabas who was a missionary companion to the Apostle Paul. This body of work harmonizes very well with the Islamic interpretations of the identity of Jesus and contradicts much of the New Testament Gospels’ account of Jesus. While it is debatable that Hermas of Rome (see Romans 16: 14) is the author of “The Shepherd of Hermas,” the book is a Christian literary work which dates back to the second century. From a Christological point of view, it asserts that Jesus was seen as the “Son of God” because he was a virtuous man whom God adopted as a son by filling him with a Holy ‘pre-existent’ Spirit (Adoptionism).




      

        
27 Mahmoud Ayoub. “Towards an Islamic Christology.” 1976, p.165.




        

          
28 Mahmoud Ayoub. “Towards an Islamic Christology.” 1976, p.165.




          

            
29 Mahmoud Ayoub. “Towards An Islamic Christology.” 1976, p.165-166.


          


        


      


    




    From the above scholarly contributions, one can first of all assert that while much of the scholarly work on Christology in Christian-Muslim dialogue has been treated tangentially in the effort to explore the wider perspectives of the world religions and the possibilities of dialogue among them, some scholars who even focus on Christology proper tend to undermine the Islamic view or more so, jettison the Christian perspective on the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ (Reductionist Christologies) for the purpose of dialogue (Tariq Khalidi or Küng, 1993). Secondly, other scholarly approaches to Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology focus either on the Christian presentation of Christ to Muslims’ (Beaumont, 2005) or the Muslim views about Jesus and Christianity (Ayoub, 1976 & 2007). These approaches form part of what might be conceptualised as “the faltering attempts” at creatively engaging Christians and Muslims in dialogue on Christology. These approaches are considered inadequate for the dialogue on Christology because most of them fail to engage the religions in theological dialogues that recognise the alterity of the religious other, and yet, seek mutuality of understanding and co-existence.




    
This study asserts that an authentic Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology must be structured within a framework which supports the mutual listening and the critical questioning of the narratives that have formed and shaped the Christological worldviews of the dialogical interlocutors. Such dialogues will need to negotiate the claim and the counterclaim monologues which have often bedevilled the history of Christian-Muslim relations over two centuries. To negotiate these dialogical impasses, this study proposes the structuring of Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology as “an exercise in learning from and about the other”. The other here refers to either Christians or Muslims and their respective tradition-specific understandings of Christology. If one desires to learn from the other about their stories of the life and the mission of Jesus as construed in their religious tradition, one must be open to listen to and ask questions about the other’s narratives. On the part of the other, if they are to be able to authentically communicate these narratives, they must learn and know these narratives as they pertain to their tradition-specific contexts. In this way, the dialectics of commitment to one’s tradition and the openness to learn from the other’s tradition are seen as essential qualities for the understanding of dialogue as an exercise in learning. Furthermore, it is known that learning something always has a transformational dimension to it because in learning, the learners comprehend and acquire something new which they hitherto did not know.





    
Hence, structuring Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology as an exercise in learning may help Christians and Muslims to learn from each other’s narratives about the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ as they pertain to their respective classic texts, and how these are articulated in their theologies. This work demonstrates how these forms of dialogue could also lead Christians and Muslims to the discovery of “common values” inspired by the Qur’anic Jesus (the Prophet of Allah) and the Jesus of the Christian Scriptures (Christ, the “Son of God”). However, for dialogues of this nature to succeed, they need to be guided by appropriate conceptual and hermeneutic tools which support the practice of dialogue as an exercise in learning from and about the other; be they Christian or Muslim. Christianity and Islam have different belief-systems whose meanings can only be measured by their internal coherence.30





    

      
30 Catherine Cornille explains that the unique and distinctive belief-systems which define and set apart the various religions pose challenges of understanding across religious traditions because of the inexhaustibility of meaning within each belief-system, the complexity of religious life and the impossibility of penetrating all the dimensions of the belief-systems of a particular religion by an outsider (see, Cornille, Catherine. Interreligious Hermeneutics. 2010, p. xv).


    




    
Consequently, against the pluralist theological approach which purports that, “all religions constitute different ways of experiencing, conceiving and living in relation to an ultimate divine reality which transcends all our varied vision of it.”31 This work advances a theological position which reaffirms the particularity and the incommensurability of the religions. Christianity and Islam have unique and all-encompassing interpretive schemas on the basis of which the reality, the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ are clearly defined. 32 While emphasizing the need to observe and to respect the religious particularity of the other, and that each religious tradition has the capacity to account for its Christological stance, dialogue between them then focuses on learning from and about the Christological accounts of the other. This explains why Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology should be structured on the paradigm of learning from and about the other’s narratives about the reality, the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ.




    

      
31 John Hick. An Interpretation of Reality: Human Responses to the Transcendent. 1989, p.235–236. (See also Marianne Moyaert. “Absorption or Hospitality: Two Approaches to the Tension between Identity and Alterity”. In: C. Cornille. and C. Conway. Interreligious Hermeneutics. 2010, p.70).




      

        
32 Marianne Moyaert. “Absorption or Hospitality: Two Approaches to the Tension between Identity and Alterity”. In: Cornille, C. and Conway, C. Interreligious Hermeneutics. 2010, p.66.


      


    




    The goal of this form of dialogue is neither an attempt to forcefully fit each narrative account into “some supposedly independent communicative system” nor one that seeks to establish common grounds at the expense of alterity.33 On the contrary, dialogue as an exercise in learning focuses on reaching the authentic knowledge of the other’s account on Christology. While this knowledge may lead to a better understanding of the other’s Christological viewpoint, it could also lead to a better appreciation of one’s own account on Christology. In this way, dialogue as an exercise in learning operates within a carefully defined hermeneutic of commitment and openness between oneself and another. That is, it is structured on a hermeneutic framework which supports the dialectic interplay between commitment and openness in the dialogical relations between the self and the other by reopening the space-between them for meaningful engagement of their respective Christologies. It provides an effective response to the question: “can we account for the identity that does not trap us in a polarity between identity and otherness; sameness and difference; insiders and outsiders?”34





    

      
33 Marianne Moyaert. “Absorption or Hospitality”. 2010, p.67.




      

        
34 Marianne Moyaert. “Absorption or Hospitality”. 2010, p.74.


      


    




    So, in response to the question above, dialogue as an exercise in learning turns to Paul Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the self. Paul Ricoeur is a philosopher of mediation who never gives up on the space-between. Even though Ricoeur never set out to deal specifically with issues relating to interreligious dialogue or the impossibility of it, his hermeneutics of the self consistently explores or negotiates the space-between the self and the other to find some interrelationship between them, especially, in contexts where they are considered estranged. As a consequence, his hermeneutic philosophy takes on a “tensive” style which pays attention to the tensions which occur in human experiences and encounters. To mediate these tensions, he weaves together heterogeneous discourses to form composite ones in which new meanings are formed without diminishing their specificity and their difference.35 As Marianne Moyaert put it, in the context of religious pluralism Ricoeur would ask, “how can we bring people who belong to different religious traditions together? How can we overcome the threat of incommunicability? The answer to these questions lies in the definition of identity in a context of change, difference and pluralism.”36





    

      
35 See Kim Atkins. “Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy: Paul Ricoeur (1913–2005).” http://www.iep.utm.edu/ricoeur/ (17/04/2015).




      

        
36 Marianne Moyaert. “Absorption or Hospitality.” 2010, p.75.


      


    




    So, by recourse to Paul Ricoeur’s hermeneutics, the purpose is to see how his work provides the context for a systematic reflection on the challenges presented by the encounter between people from diverse religious backgrounds like Christians and Muslims. It is acknowledged that Ricoeur is a Christian philosopher whose works on theology are well known and acknowledged, but his philosophical writings here do not rely so much on his theological concepts. Much of Ricoeur’s hermeneutics focuses on the human person in an attempt to comprehend the human situation. This explains why his works such as The Rule of Metaphor, From Text to Action, Oneself as Another and the three volumes of Time and Narrative are appreciated by Christians and non-Christians alike. In this way, by taking Ricoeur as our competent guide, it is hoped that Christians and Muslims would find themselves at home with his unique style – especially the style outlined Oneself as Another and the three volumes of Time and Narrative.




    
2 Stating the Problem




    Douglas Pratt cites Charles Kimball as asking the questions: “Why do Christianity and Islam often clash so vigorously through the centuries? What informs the mistrust that pervades the history of Christian-Muslim relations and skews attempts to relate more constructively today?”37 For Pratt, the reason for this phenomenon is partly because “Islam and Christianity are pre-eminently religions of belief. Each has struggled to define its own orthodoxy against variant heterodoxies and heresies from within and each has a history of self-proclamation as a universal truth against any other claimant of truth from without.”38 Within this context of claim and counterclaim is the reality, the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ often conceptualised as Christology.




    

      
37 Douglas Pratt. The Challenge of Islam. 2005, p.102.




      

        
38 Douglas Pratt. The Challenge of Islam. 2005, p.102.


      


    




    As a theological construct, Christology is a Theologica-doctrinal that is problematic in the relationship between Christianity and Islam. This stems from the fact that Christian faith and theology professes Jesus Christ as the “Son of God” and the “Saviour of the World”. As Walter Kasper put it, “the assertion that ‘Jesus is ‘the Christ’ is the basic statement of the Christian belief and Christology is no more than the conscientious elucidation of that proposition.”39 Against the above Christological understanding is the Islamic view of Jesus as a “Prophet” or as the “Messenger of Allah” without divine attributions. As Ata ur-Rahim put it, “Jesus was a Prophet who had been sent to the people of this earth; that he was a Messenger whose guidance and teaching were a reaffirmation and extension of the guidance which the prophets before him had brought and were a preparation for the guidance which the prophet coming after him would bring.”40 This Islamic depiction of Jesus is bereft of divine attributions.




    

      
39 Walter Kasper. Jesus The Christ. 1976, p.15–16.





      

        
40 Muhammad Ata ur-Rahim. Jesus a Prophet of Islam. 1999, p.206.


      


    




    How to properly negotiate this problematic to allow Christian-Muslim dialogue to occur has been the question many scholars have wrestled with over the years. Since both religions have struggled to define their orthodoxy against variant heterodoxies and heresies, how can one engage these traditions in constructive and positive dialogues on Christology for the promotion of common values? This study seeks to explore this relevant question. When one critically examines the creedal elements of Christianity and Islam – especially those that relate to Jesus Christ, one discovers that both the communities of faith share certain theological affirmations and beliefs on the reality, the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ. For instance, the Qur’an and the Synoptic Gospels reflect on common Christological themes such as the immaculate conception (Surah 3: 35-41), the virginal conception of Jesus (Surah 19: 16-21), the miraculous powers of Jesus Christ (Surah 5: 109-110), the ascension (Surah 4: 157-158) and the second coming (Surah 43: 57-67). Despite the fact that the Qur’an does not give divine interpretations to these theological themes, these theological and doctrinal concepts demonstrate that Islam and Christianity have something more to say about Jesus Christ than any other religion in the world.




    Consequently, this study seeks to draw on these themes within an interreligious hermeneutic framework of dialogue which support the constructive engagements between the two faith communities in a dialogue as an exercise in learning. While reciprocal learning is the motivation for engaging the two traditions in this form of dialogue, its primary goal will be how this learning can lead to the discernment and to the promotion of common values inspired by Jesus Christ as perceived in each tradition. While the emphasis is on learning from and about the other, where issues of similarities and differences are made, they will all the more be directed towards laying the foundations for achieving the stated purpose: that is, “dialogue for the promotion of common values.” In this way, the study is guided by the following relevant questions:




    What theological and hermeneutic approach to dialogue is best suited for constructive Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology?




    How can Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology lead to the discernment and to the promotion of common values between them?




    The book is therefore developed in eight chapters in response to the above stated questions on Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology. Derived from the above stated questions is the purpose of the book. That is, the interest to provide a new dialogical approach which supports the constructive engagement between Christians and Muslims in dialogue on Christology for the promotion of common values.




    Chapter One focuses on the theology of the dialogue as an exercise in learning. It reviews various definitions of interreligious dialogue by bringing clarity to the meaning and to the understanding of interreligious dialogue which characterises the concept in the book. It proceeds from there to examine the tripartite traditional models of dialogue such as exclusivism, inclusivism and pluralism. Within the context of dialogue where interlocutors are expected to be committed to their religious beliefs and practices at the same time that they are open to listen to and learn from the other as equal partners-in-dialogue, the book asserts that not only do these traditional paradigms fail to adequately preserve the integrity and identity of the other, they also fail to maintain the commitment of the self to its religious beliefs and practices.




    Thus, dialogue as an exercise in learning is proposed in this book as a better alternative to these models. This is because it traverses the weaknesses of the traditional models to allow for an effective engagement between the self and the other by its emphasis on learning from and about them. The complex relationship between the self and the other is often described as a hermeneutic one. This is because, it involves questions on the epistemological and on the ethical validity for this relationship.




    So, to provide a hermeneutic framework which supports the intersubjective relationship between the self and the other within the context of dialogue as an exercise in learning, Chapter Two focuses on Paul Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the self. Ricoeur establishes the intersubjective dimension of narrative identity through his two poles of identity: idem-identity and ipse-identity. Ricoeur indicates that in narrating the stories of our lives, we find that others contribute to our narratives and we to theirs. Narrative identity is not only static, sameness and seamless. It involves others and changes as we change. Thus, Ricoeur discovers that selfhood and otherness are so interconnected that selfhood and otherness cannot be separated. By re-engaging the self and the other in this way, dialogue as an exercise in learning builds on this epistemological validity and proceeds with this confidence to re-engage Christians and Muslims in dialogue on Christology where they are considered to be irreconcilably divided.




    Chapter Three focuses on the ethical and the moral implications of narrative identity for dialogue as an exercise in learning. Here, Ricoeur’s “little ethics” provides the framework for critical reflections on the necessary conditions for interreligious dialogue such as commitment, openness, respect for the other and equality. These necessary conditions for dialogue often raise challenges such as: the meaning of openness and commitment in dialogue; limits to openness and commitment; the meaning of religious identity and the threats to it. In other words, these challenges pose questions such as: “what is commitment and openness in dialogue? How is commitment related to openness? Are there limits to openness? What is identity? Is dialogue with the other a threat to one’s identity or an enrichment? What is the nature of this enrichment if the latter pertains?” Ricoeur’s ethical aim defined in “the aim of the good life, with and for others in just institutions” provided the context for reflecting on openness, commitment, respect for others. and equality as the necessary conditions for dialogue. These reflections provided the ethical legitimacy for engaging the self and the other in dialogue, and the warrant for engaging Christians and Muslim in dialogue on Christology.




    Chapter Four focuses on the Christian tradition-specific understanding of Christology. It is emphasised in this chapter that for meaningful and constructive Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology as an exercise in learning to succeed, it must begin from the Christian and the Muslim tradition-specific understandings of the life and the mission of Jesus Christ. It is from these tradition-specific perspectives of Christology so that learning can take place. Hence, Chapter Four addresses the question of Christology from the Christian perspective. While the Christian stance on Christology contains a vast array of theological issues which can never be comprehensively addressed in a chapter, the temptation may be to attempt a summary. Yet, such summaries are in danger of failing to do justice to the all-important theological subject at the heart of Christianity and the Christian life, which Christology encapsulates. So, to avoid these dangers, this chapter focuses on a theological reading of the Christology of the Gospel of Mark. It is said that while the synoptic Gospels “see Jesus Christ with the same eye”, and so, tell similar stories about him; our interest in Mark’s Gospel is informed by how Mark presents the identity of Jesus Christ through his the “Son of God” and the “Son of Man” motifs. This two-nature Christology represents the authentic Christian perspective on the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ. For Christian faith and theology, Jesus Christ is both God and man, one person, two natures, consubstantial with God the Father. It is this Christian commitment to Christology that must be brought to the dialogical table.




    Chapter Five is the development of an “Islamic Christology” based on the Qur’an and some Hadiths. Thus, this chapter justifies the view that though “Christology” seems to be heavily loaded with Christian theological overtones; there are justifiable grounds on which one can establish a Christology that is specifically Islamic. This is because both the Qur’an and the Hadiths contain narratives that concern the events leading to and about the birth, the mission and the final end of Jesus as the Messiah and the “Son of Mary”. Hence, an “Islamic Christology” will concern itself with discourses that relate to the mission and to the final end of Jesus the “Prophet” and the “Messenger of Allah”. In this way, this chapter draws from a theological reading of some Qur’anic texts, Hadiths and the views of classical Islamic commentators on the life, the mission, and the final end of “Jesus, the Messiah, the “Son of Mary”. It also clarifies Theologica-doctrinal issues such as the Tawhid, original sin, prophetic guidance, and Jesus’ relationship with the Holy spirit.





    Having understood the Christian and the Islamic perspectives on Christology and the traditions that inspire these different perspectives, Chapter Six then focuses on Christology as an exercise in learning. It provides a deeper analysis of some Christological titles and themes which emerged in Chapter Four and Five. Some of these Christological themes and titles include: Messiah, Word of/from God, Spirit of/from God, the Son of God, the Trinity, the death and the resurrection, the virginal conception, the ascension and the second coming of Jesus among others. Through the method of critical correlation, one discovers that Christology is both a bridge and a barrier to Christian-Muslim dialogue. In this way, the analyses under this chapter contributes to disclosing the similarities and the differences between these two perspectives on Christology, and thus, highlights the significant place Jesus occupies in both religious traditions.




    Chapter Seven focuses on Christian-Muslim dialogue for the promotion of common values. It provides further reflections on the “Jesus-significance” in Islam and in Christianity and how these point to values which are at the heart of each religious tradition. It is this context of Jesus-significance which paves the way for the teasing out or the discovery of common values such as “prayer and submission to God”, “peace and peaceful co-existence” and “Solidarity with the poor and the marginalized”. These values are considered common to Islam and Christianity because they are also espoused by the Qur’anic Jesus and the Jesus of the Gospels.




    Finally, Chapter Eight focuses on the conclusion and the evaluation of the preceding chapters in the light of the book’s objectives. As a conclusion, this chapter provides a bird’s eye-view of the Christological issues anticipated and fulfilled from the start of this “dialogical journey” – a journey that is not embarked upon for its own sake, but in response to God who invites both Muslims and Christians to commitment to His will. For Islam, the will of God is constituted by the obligation to the Tawhid, the Covenant of Alast and the Trust (the commitment to viceregency). In Christianity, the will of God is constituted by the “love of God” and the “love of a neighbour”. Consequently, this “dialogical journey” is characterized by a Christian-Muslim conversation on how each understands Jesus Christ and how this understanding facilitates their fundamental call to submit to the will of God and to promote issues of human flourishing. As an evaluation, it provides an appraisal of how each chapter responded to the book’s stated purpose.


  




  

    
CHAPTER ONE


    INTERRELIGIOUS DIALOGUE AND LEARNING




    
1.1 The Introduction




    This chapter tangentially acknowledges the differences that exist in Christian-Muslim conceptions of Jesus, and yet, advocates for dialogue between them on Christology. It reviews various definitions of the concept interreligious dialogue and proposes one that circumscribes and characterises the whole approach to interreligious dialogue in the book. Hans Küng once indicated that the central issue in any interreligious dialogue undertaking lies in the response to the question: “Is there a theologically justifiable way that allows Christians to accept the truths of other religions without relinquishing the truth of their own religion and their own identity?”41 While Küng identifies that it is theology that must provide an adequate response to the tensive relationship between commitment and openness in interreligious dialogue,42 this chapter reviews the tripartite traditional models of dialogue (exclusivism, inclusivism and pluralism) to see the extent to which they provide an adequate response to Küng’s relevant challenge.




    

      
41 Hans Küng. “Dialog ability and Steadfastness: On Two Complementary Virtues”. 1991, p.242.




      

        
42 See, Marianne Moyaert. Fragile Identities. 2011, p.3.


      


    




    In the various subsections in this chapter, the study demonstrates that the models of exclusivism, inclusivism, and pluralism fail to effectively negotiate the tension between openness and commitment in interreligious dialogue, especially, Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology. It thus presents “dialogue as an exercise in learning”43 as the new turn to engaging Christians and Muslims in dialogue – one which provides adequate response to Küng’s question. Within the context of Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology, dialogue as an exercise in learning involves conversations within which one seeks to help the other to understand the reality, the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ as it pertains to their tradition-specific contexts. It involves the sharing of mutual testimonies of belief – a sharing that is defined by the interest to listen to, to learn from and to understand the other’s viewpoint about the identity and the mission of Jesus Christ. In this way, we shall demonstrate how dialogue as an exercise in learning offers a unique kind of encounter between the self and the other – an encounter that is far removed from the contentions and argumentations that often characterize the dialogues between Christians and Muslims on Christology.




    

      
43 Paul Ricoeur’s hermeneutic concept of attestation which involves commitment to and openness to the other in the sharing of their respective testimonies of beliefs will guide the approach to dialogue as an exercise in learning (see, Paul Ricoeur. Oneself as Another. 1995, p.)


    




    It must be reiterated that the motivation for approaching Christian-Muslim dialogue from this perspective is informed by the growing dissatisfaction in the three traditional paradigms of dialogue, especially in their failure to preserve the integrity of the identity and belief-systems of the religious other.44 Today, there is a growing awareness and acceptance of the reality of religious plurality and the context of otherness, stimulated by the repeated calls for the preservation of the identity and the integrity of both the self and the other in dialogue. The three traditional paradigms seem to fall short in this respect. Thus, the lack of adequate paradigms which engage the self and the other in fruitful dialogues prompted the need for a new approach. As we shall see, dialogue as an exercise in learning focuses primarily on learning from and about the other. The goal of such learning is: the profound knowledge of oneself; the authentic knowledge of the other; and the mutual relationship this espouses. As Moyaert put it, a dialogue that can “lead to being more strongly rooted in one’s tradition”45 is in itself a viable one. Let us now briefly review some definitions of interreligious dialogue as a means of providing clarity to the definition of interreligious dialogue which guides this current study.




    

      
44 Michael Barnes. Theology and the Dialogue of Religions. 2002.




      

        
45 Marianne Moyaert. Absorption or Hospitality”. 2010, p.67.


      


    




    
1.2 The Meaning of Interreligious Dialogue




    In the face of religious diversity and ideological conflicts among the religions today, many have proposed the need for more interreligious dialogues and cooperation among the religions. This necessity for dialogue today is aptly captured by Hans Küng’s famous statement that there will be: “no peace among the nations without peace among the religions. No peace among the religions without dialogue between the religions. No dialogue between the religions without investigations of the foundations of the religions.”46 Not only does dialogue provide the space for the various religions to converse together and to get to know one another in an atmosphere of openness and mutual sharing but it also has the potential to ameliorate the tensions that exist among the religions.




    

      
46 Hans Küng. Global Responsibility: In Search of a New World Ethic. 1991, p.171; Küng, Hans. Islam: Past, Present & Future. 2007, p. xxiii.


    




    To achieve these laudable goals, there is the growing need for clarity on what interreligious dialogue is all about, its concerns and its goals and the processes it must pursue to achieve these goals. Thus, the discourse below is a brief consideration of the views of some scholars on the definition and the goals of interreligious dialogue. The interest here is to find the appropriate gateway into the hermeneutic issues that characterise the concept and to clearly define the form and the goal of the sort of dialogue this study proposes for Christian-Muslim conversations on Christology. It must be stated rather prematurely here that for interreligious dialogue to be successful, it must be characterised by one’s commitment to the home tradition and respect for and openness to the traditions of a religious other – one within which the interlocutors accept each other as equal-partners in dialogue. However, before this assertion can be substantiated, let us briefly consider some of the definitions of interreligious dialogue as proposed by some scholars.




    John V. Taylor47 defined interreligious dialogue as the, “sustained conversation between parties who are not saying the same thing and who recognize and respect contradictions and mutual exclusions between their various ways of thinking.”48 For Taylor, the object of this form of dialogue, “is understanding and appreciation, leading to further reflection upon the implication for one’s own position on the convictions and sensitivities of the other traditions.”49 Taylor’s view that the goal of this “sustained conversation” is “understanding and appreciation” of the religious other and how this leads to further reflection on one’s own religious views is very significant for interreligious learning. If interreligious dialogue leads the dialogical partners to respect and appreciate each other’s religious traditions, then we could say that dialogue is all the more worth pursuing. For Jason Barker, interreligious dialogue is, “a formal process in which authoritative members of at least two religious communities come together for an extended and serious discussion on the beliefs and practices that separate the communities.”50 Though we know that dialogue is both formal and informal, Barker’s definition seems to limit dialogue to its formal aspect which only engages scholars and religious authorities. However, dialogue equally takes place among grassroots and can be informal. So, it has both a formal and an informal dimension.




    

      
47 The Right Reverend Dr John V. Taylor was a theologian and Bishop of Winchester, England (1974–1984).




      

        
48 J.V. Taylor. “The Theological Basis of Interfaith Dialogue”. 1979, p.373.




        

          
49 J.V. Taylor. “The Theological Basis of Interfaith Dialogue” in the International Review of Mission 1979, p.373.




          

            
50 Jason Barker. Christians and Interreligious Dialogue. The Watchman Expositor, Vol. 5 No. 4 1998.


          


        


      


    




    For Leonard Swidler, interreligious dialogue is, “a conversation between two or more persons with differing views, the primary purpose of which is for the participants to learn from each other so that both can change and grow.”51 For Swidler, “the very fact that I learn that my dialogue partner believes ‘this’ rather than ‘that’ changes my attitude toward that person; and a change in my attitude is a significant change and growth in me.”52 In other words, we enter into dialogue with the other so that we can learn, change and grow. This transformative dimension of dialogue is not forced on the other but emerges as a result of the event of dialogue. Thus, it could be said that Swidler’s attention to the goal of dialogue as “learning, changing and growing” is a significant contribution to the understanding of the hermeneutics of interreligious dialogue. On the question of the goals of dialogue, Swidler suggests three goals for interreligious dialogue: (1) “to know oneself ever more profoundly”, (2) “to know the other ever more authentically”, and (3) “to live ever more accordingly”.53 Here, one finds that dialogue is oriented not just towards learning about but also towards learning from the other which leads to a better understanding of oneself. However, the success of this form of dialogue presupposes some degree of respect and openness to the other.




    

      
51 Leonard Swidler. Towards a Universal Theology of Religions. 1988, p.6.




      

        
52 Leonard Swidler. Towards a Universal Theology of Religions. 1988, p.6.




        

          
53 Leonard Swidler. Towards a Universal Theology of Religions 1988, p.26.


        


      


    




    The Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue also identified three ways of understanding dialogue: (1) At the purely human level, it identifies dialogue as reciprocal communication which eventually leads to common goals or interpersonal communion at a deeper level; (2) dialogue is also seen “as an attitude of respect and friendship, which permeates or should permeate all those activities constituting the evangelizing mission of the Church.”




    This dimension of dialogue is identified as the spirit of dialogue; and (3) within the context of religious plurality, the council defines interreligious dialogue as, “‘all positive and constructive interreligious relations with individuals and communities of other faiths which are directed at mutual understanding and enrichment, in obedience to truth and respect for freedom.’”54 It is this third meaning to the concept that the council applies within the overall context of dialogue among the religions. One finds significant traits to a well-constructed mode of conceptualising interreligious in the three definitions of dialogue put up by the council. That is, when dialogue is perceived and entered into as a “reciprocal communication” on issues of religious significance, guided by the “attitude of respect” for the beliefs of “individuals and communities of other faiths”, and “directed at mutual understanding and enrichment.” Such a dialogue is bound to be constructive, positive, and transformative.




    

      
54 The Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue:




      Dialogue and Proclamation # 9: http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/interelg/documents/rc_pc_interelg_doc_19051991_dialogue-and-proclamatio_en.html (30/04/20).


    




    Consequently, from the review of the definitions of interreligious dialogue above, one finds some hermeneutic issues that speak to the heart of the interreligious dialogue project. These issues include the understanding of dialogue as: a conversation, a form of learning, directed towards mutual understanding, growth and enrichment. If we understand a conversation as a form of interaction between people or groups of people on a shared subject matter (whether formal or informal), then we could say that dialogical conversations need to be non-confrontational and acrimonious. This is because dialogical conversations are always guided by the dialectics of questions and answers. As Gadamer intimates, “it belongs to every true conversation that each opens up himself to the other, truly accepts his point of view as valid …” What is to be grasped is the substantive rightness of his opinion, so that we can be at one with each other on a subject.55 Within this context, Gadamer indicates that a person who wants to understand must question what lies behind what is said.




    

      
55 Hans Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method (hereafter TM), 1989, p. 385.


    




    This questioning always bring out the undetermined possibilities of a thing.56 Here, confrontations and debates are limited because the dialectic of questions and answers is not an art of arguing which can make a strong case out of a weak one but an art of thinking which can strengthen objections by referring to the subject matter. Due to this art of strengthening, what is said is continually being transformed into the uttermost possibilities of its rightness and its truth.57 At the heart of this model of dialogical conversation is what Gadamer calls “the good-will to dialogue” – that is, the good-will or the openness to learn from and about the other.




    

      
56 Gadamer. T.M., 1989, p.375.




      

        
57 Gadamer. T.M., 1989, p.367.


      


    




    Having considered the above views on the subject, we therefore define interreligious dialogue as the constructive and the positive conversation between people of different religious traditions, on issues of religious significance, for the purpose of mutual learning and enrichment.58 This definition reveals three key definitive concepts that guide our discourse on interreligious dialogue. That is: (1) the process of dialogue as a “constructive and positive conversation”; (2) the subject of dialogue as “issues of religious significance”; and (3) the goal of dialogue as “mutual learning and enrichment”.




    

      
58 This definition of interreligious dialogue is guided by the review of several definitions of the concept and the interest it serves in helping to achieve the goal of this current study – that is, Christian-Muslim dialogue on Christology.


    




    While we conceive mutual learning and enrichment as the intended goals of the dialogical process, the process itself raises multifarious questions and challenges especially when it comes to understanding across different religious traditions like Christianity and Islam. Catherine Cornille notes that some of these questions relate to the following: the im-possibility of crossing religious boundaries to learn and to understand the meanings of particular teachings and practices in their original religious context, the allowance for such a crossing and the dynamics and the ethics that this entails.59





    

      
59 There are epistemological, ethical and theological challenges to this: epistemologically, interreligious dialogue confronts one with the problem of understanding the other’s religious traditions, its teachings and practices within its own context; ethically, the challenge lies on the allowance for such understanding and the hermeneutical lens within which one uses in exploring the other’s tradition; and theologically, the challenge focuses on the level of commitment to one’s religious tradition, and openness to the other’s tradition in order to understand it (See, C. Cornille. & C. Conway. Interreligious Hermeneutics. 2010, p.ix).


    




    Similar to Catherine Cornille’s point about the need to preserve the alterity of the other in interreligious dialogue, Raimon Panikkar also notes that, “to cross the boundaries of one’s culture without realizing that the other may have a radically different approach to reality is today no longer admissible. If still consciously done, it would be philosophically naïve, politically outrageous and religiously sinful.”60 It is therefore in the light of the above concerns for the protection of the identity and the integrity of the religious other that we find the three traditional paradigms of dialogue (that is, exclusivism, inclusivism and pluralism) inadequate in responding to the question of otherness61 in interreligious dialogue. Their inadequacies are not only evident in terms of their failure to understand and appreciate the alterity of the religious traditions of the other, but also each in a way, loses touch with the home tradition.62 Let us undertake a succinct overview of these three traditional paradigms of interreligious dialogue by bringing out their meanings and their respective inadequacies as intimated.




    

      
60 Raimon Panikkar. Myth, Faith and Hermeneutics. 1979, p.9.




      

        
61 Otherness often concerns that discursive process by which ‘a dominant in-group (us or the self) constructs one or many dominated out-groups (them or the other) by stigmatizing a difference- real or imagined – presented as a negation of identity and thus a motive for discrimination’ (see, Min, Anselm, K. The Solidarity of Others in a Divided World. 2004, p.8).




        

          
62 James Fredericks. Faith Among Faiths: Christian Theology and Non-Christian Religions. 1999, p.1-8.


        


      


    




    
1.2.1 Exclusivism as a Paradigm of Dialogue




    According to Pratt, religious exclusivism “amounts to the material identification of a particular religion with the essence and substance of true universal religion, thereby excluding all other possibilities to the claim.”63 Soteriologically, exclusivists hold that believers of other religions can only be saved when they convert to the home religion. Whereas this evaluation of other religions is said to be very common with the Abrahamic religions (that is, Judaism, Christianity and Islam), its Christian context was more defined by the axiom; extra ecclesiam nulla salus (that is, outside the church, there is no salvation).64 Theologically, the basis of this axiom suggests that Jesus Christ is the only efficacious source of salvation, and that, he established the Christian Church as the only means by which salvation is made possible for all.




    

      
63 Douglas Pratt. Faith to Faith: Issues in Interreligious Engagement. 2008, p.69-70.




      

        
64 Within the Catholic perspective, Exclusivism was very much defined by the axiom that; ‘extra ecclesiam, nulla salus,’ linked to the writings of Origen (185-254), Cyprian (210-258), Augustine (354-430) and Fulgentius of Ruspe (468-533). It is acknowledged that this axiom did not originally refer to members of other religions, but for the members of a Christian church who thought of leaving the church at the time. Within the protestant settings, exclusivism is traced to Karl Barth’s Church Dogmatics (1956 ½:295-300).


      


    




    While this exclusivist mentality was the rationale for evangelisation in the Catholic Church, especially from the third century onwards, perspectives changed along the paths that led to the Second Vatican Council in 1964. The Church took on an inclusivist position at this Council where it admitted that there are some salvific elements in non-Christian religions (that is, the presence of seeds of the word in the religions).65 Various references are made to this effect in the Vatican II document about this inclusivists views of the Church: Nostra Aetate speaks of the presence in these religious traditions of “a ray of that Truth which enlightens all men” (NA #2). Ad Gentes recognizes the presence of “seeds of the word”, and points to “the riches which a generous God has distributed among the nations” (AG #11). Again, Lumen Gentium refers to the good which is “found sown” not only “in minds and hearts”, but also “in the rites and customs of people” (LG #17).66 Although exclusivism is still very common with some evangelical Pentecostal churches, one also finds it in Islam and Judaism. In Judaism the interpretation of the concept of Israel as the “chosen people of God” eliminates all who do not accept or form part of Jewish monotheism.67 In Islam, Christians are accused of wrongdoing because of their Trinitarian beliefs (Surah 4: 171). Thus, there are still religions which hold the view that salvation is only made possible within the confines of their religious traditions.




    

      
65 Vatican II: Nostra Aetate #2; and for Muslims, #3.





      

        
66 See also, “The Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue: Dialogue and Proclamation” #16: “The Effects of Divine Grace”. http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/interelg/documents/rc_pc_interelg_doc_19051991_dialogue-and-proclamatio_en.html (30/04/20).




        

          
67 Jeremiah 16: 20 and Micah 4: 5 for elements of the concept of the “chosen people.”


        


      


    




    However, could this level of exclusivism be the measure of the sort of commitment needed for interreligious dialogue to occur? If commitment defines the quality of being dedicated to a cause, an activity or to a way of life, does not religious commitment demand one’s exclusive dedication to one’s object of worship? From a postliberal theological point of view, this sense of exclusivity points to the understanding that one’s religious tradition has the capacity to provide all the answers to one’s spiritual quest for God and the obligations that this brings. While this might be the case, within the context of dialogue, the absence of openness to one’s dialogical partner betrays the exclusivist position as inimical to dialogue.




    For the exclusivist, there is no need to dialogue with the religious other because there is nothing worthwhile to learn from them. Truth can only be found in the home tradition. So, whether in its open, close or extreme forms,68 exclusivism creates little room for dialogue with the other. The other can only be real when it becomes the self. As Moyaert intimated, when such exclusive claims are made at the expense of openness, “God becomes a tribal god”.69 This explains why exclusivism as a paradigm of interreligious dialogue falters at the mere sight of the other who seeks to be heard and understood in their alterity.




    

      
68 Douglas Pratt. Faith to Faith: Issues in Interreligious Engagement. 2008, p.69-72.




      

        
69 Marianne Moyaert. “Absorption or Hospitality”. 2010, p.62.


      


    




    
1.2.2 Inclusivism as a Paradigm of Dialogue




    
Inclusivism is structured on the claim that whereas one’s religious beliefs are absolutely true; the other’s beliefs are only partially true and find their fulfilment in one’s beliefs. According to Pratt, inclusivism is, “the effective identification of a particular religion as the universal, with some allowance made for others.”70 In contrast to exclusivism, inclusivism does not deny in advance the truth or the soteriological value of other religious traditions. It rather claims that while one’s religious traditions hold absolutely apodictic truth; other religions are only true if they contain religious features that are common to the truth claims of the home religion.




    

      
70 Douglas Pratt. Faith to Faith. 2008, p.72.


    




    In a particularly Christian context (Roman Catholic), inclusivism asserts that salvation is possible in other religions, but these find their fulfilment in Christianity because Jesus Christ is the one, absolute, and universal “Saviour of the World”. For instance, Karl Rahner’s “Anonymous Christianity”71 purports that God’s salvific plan and universal self-communication, established in the covenant with Noah, was not just for some people but for all humanity (Genesis 9: 16).




    

      
71 Karl Rahner’s “Anonymous Christianity” lays the claim that: God who desires all to be saved cannot possibly consign non-Christians to hell. If Jesus Christ is the only means of God’s salvation, then it means that non-Christians who end up in heaven must have received the grace of Christ without realizing it (Karl Rahner. Theological Investigations 1. Darton; London. 1964, p.75-76).


    




    According to Rahner, God’s salvific will is for all to be saved as the text of 1 Timothy 2: 4 supports – “God wants all to be saved and reach full knowledge of the truth.” It follows then that; if Christ is the ultimate fulfilment of the salvific plan of God, then Christ came for all to save all.72 In this way, salvation is not only limited to an explicit knowledge and profession of faith in Christ, but includes all who live in the state of Christ’s grace through faith, hope, and love, even though they may have no explicit knowledge that their lives are oriented in grace-given salvation to Jesus Christ.73 Thus, Rahner indicates that the grace of Christ is also active in the lives of those who have never heard the Gospel message of Christ. It is always active, “seeking the fulfilment of its nature to become Christian in all its dimension even though the preaching of the message may not be present explicitly.”74 In this way, Rahner established the uniqueness and the universality of the Christian dispensation of salvation in Jesus Christ as the concrete manifestation of the Ultimate divine. The question many however ask in respect of Rahner’s “Anonymous Christian” designation is whether non-Christians are saved despite their religious beliefs and practices or are they saved through them?75





    

      
72 Karl Rahner. Theological Investigations 1. 1964, p.391.




      

        
73 Karl Rahner. Theological Investigations 1. 1964, p.283.




        

          
74 Karl Rahner. Theological Investigations 14, p.307; cited in John Pasquini. Atheism and Salvation. 2006, p.20.




          

            
75 See Michael Barnes. Interreligious Learning. 2012, p.15.


          


        


      


    




    In response, Rahner indicates that, while the universal and the supernatural salvific will of God is operative in the world, the event of salvation has a historical and cultural character. In other words, it is precisely because God’s salvation is experienced through cultural and historical processes that enables Christians to talk about this form of God’s salvific action in the world.76 The incarnation is that concrete manifestation of God through human history and culture. In this way, Rahner asserted that divine grace is made possible not apart from one’s religious beliefs and practices but through them. Thus, he affirmed that God’s salvation is made possible through the religious beliefs and the practices of the religious other. The Second Vatican Council also affirms this intrinsic element of the universal gift of God’s salvation in the other religions in Nostra Aetate (No. 2) when it exhorts Christians to, “recognise, preserve and promote the good things, spiritual and moral as well as the socio-cultural values found among these people (the other believers)”. In Lumen Gentium too, the Council also recognised the possibility of salvation for non-Christians when it indicated that, “those who through no fault of their own do not know the Gospel of Christ or His Church but who nevertheless seek God with a sincere heart and are moved by grace, try in their actions to do His will as they know it through the dictates of their conscience – those too may attain eternal salvation.”77





    

      
76 Karl Rahner. Foundations of Christian Faith. 1978, p.313. (See also Michael Barnes. Interreligious Learning. 2012, p.15).




      

        
77 “Dogmatic Constitution on the Church – Lumen Gentium #16 (Vatican Council II).


      


    




    However, in more explicit terms, Christian theological inclusivism reflects Walter Kasper’s view that, “the one God has once only, yet wholly, definitively and unreservedly communicated himself historically in Jesus Christ.”78 If God communicated himself in this way, then it follows that, “Christ is both id quo maius cogitari nequit (that than which nothing greater can be thought) and id quo Deus maius operari nequit (that than which God can do no greater).”79 This implies that no other religion or culture can add to or surpass that which God has manifested in Christ. Consequently, Kasper affirmed that, “everything true and good that the other religions contain is a participation in what appeared in its fullness in Jesus Christ.”80 In this way, inclusivism within a particularly Christian context, perceives the other religions as possibly possessing “seeds of the word”81 or the “ray of that truth which enlightens all men”.82 As a result, the inclusivist goal of dialogue with the other entails the interest to identify these “seeds of the Word” in the other’s religious tradition which find their fulfilment in the Christian dispensation of salvation. Thus, Christian missionary activities serve to purify and perfect the good in the religions. As the Vatican Council indicated clearly: “Whatever truth and grace are to be found among the nations, as a sort of the secret presence of God, missionary activity frees from all taint of evil and restores to Christ its Maker … And so, whatever good is found to be sown in the hearts and in the minds of men, or in the rites and cultures peculiar to various people, is not lost. More than that, it is healed, ennobled, and perfected for the glory of God” (Ad Gentes # 9)83 through Christian missionary encounter with the religions and the cultures of the world.




    

      
78 Walter Kasper. “The Uniqueness and Universality of Jesus Christ.” 2004, p.16.




      

        
79 Walter Kasper. “The Uniqueness and Universality of Jesus Christ.” 2004, p.16.




        

          
80 Walter Kasper. “The Uniqueness and Universality of Jesus Christ.” 2004, p.16.




          

            
81 Vatican II: Ad Gentes # 11, p.15.




            

              
82 Vatican II: Nostra Aetate # 2.




              

                
83 See also, “The Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue: Dialogue and Proclamation” # 18: “The Role of the Church’s Activities”: http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/interelg/documents/rc_pc_interelg_doc_19051991_dialogue-and-proclamatio_en.html (30/04/20).


              


            


          


        


      


    




    Today, inclusivism seems to be popular among Christian scholars such as Kenneth Craig, Hans Küng, Jacques Dupuis,84 Gavin D’Costa and Mark Heim85 among others. While many agree that inclusivism is more open to interreligious dialogue in contrast to exclusivism, it is nonetheless criticised in the way inclusivists restrict their openness to only what is common between the self and the other. In John Hick’s view, inclusivism rests upon the claim that, “non-Christians can be saved because unknown to them Christ is secretly ‘in a way’ united with them.”86 Here, the affirmation of the unity and the universality of the Christian dispensation of salvation is often viewed by some scholars as, “an imperialism that swallows up, co-opts or oppresses the religious other.”87 As Barnes put it, “the question of the other is not to be answered by self-referential schemes. Difference cannot be side-lined without doing serious violence to the fragile fabric of human religiosity.”88 Respecting the alterity of the other is essentially part of the relevant content of interreligious dialogue today.




    

      
84 Jacque Dupuis. Towards a Christian Theology of Religious Pluralism. 2001.




      

        
85 Mark Heim. Salvation, Truth and Difference in Religion. 1995.




        

          
86 John Hick. Disputed Questions in Theology and the Philosophy of Religion. 1993, p.84.




          

            
87 Walter Kasper debunks this in his work on “Uniqueness and Universality of Jesus Christ”. For Kasper, the unity and the universality of the Christians dispensation of salvation rather defends and guarantees the inalienable rights of every religion because it not only lays the foundation for tolerance and respect for them, but it also establishes the possibility of a dialogical and a diaconal relationship with them (See, Walter Kasper. “The Uniqueness and Universality of Jesus Christ”. 2005, p.17).




            

              
88 Michael Barnes. Interreligious Learning. 2012, p.21.
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