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Introduction

Today, we all live in a multicultural society. Asesult of globalization and
migration, our contemporary world has become pistia] and monocultures are giving
way to multicultures. And with the multiculturalsal comes the multireligious—a new
situation that compels the Christian Church in édrand its theology to rethink and
relate to this rapidly growing phenomenon.

All around us, people of various religio-cultupgrsuasions are coming closer to
each other on a global scale and this interacli@ady serves as an unproclaimed
dialogue—an ongoing dialogue of an informal nature.

In such situations, distances are now being nadoand, in certain areas,
compromises are replacing confrontations. In edoicak institutions for example, halls
of residence, lecture rooms, libraries, canteemse®, offices, faculty common rooms,
and playgrounds are all meeting places for adhem@ntarious religious traditions. What
then should be our theological orientation and esninal praxis towards this plurality of
religious faiths; and, how do we interpret all tten-Christian experiences which our
increasingly pluralistic culture provides?

Inter-Religious Dialogue As Ecumenical Mandate

Contemporary understanding of “ecumenism” obligpgesChurch to enter into
dialogue with people of other faith traditionstie Church’s ecumenical mandate or
vision is not only to bring unity and renewal oétWwhole Christian community, but also
to embark on a worldwide mission and seek the wfithe whole human race, that is,
the whole inhabited earth, then theology and thgiobd education “ought to be taught
and done in relation to the people of other faitimg] [have] to take inter-religious
dialogue seriously.

Dialogue then becomes an essential and consgtptvt of the Church’s mission
and therefore very important for Christian theologgday, “theology of dialogue” has
become one of the most significant missiologicatenis and has found a firm place of
acceptance in both the Roman Catholic Church am@itbrld Council of Churches. Such
a theological understanding has led the ecumehaddiks to initiate a number of contacts
with African traditionalists, Jews, Muslims, Hindasd Buddhists, and to convene
bilateral and multilateral conferences.
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The term “dialogue” is derived from the Gredik-logoswhich literally means
“through word.” Dialogue is therefore “talking tager” or “conversation.” Inter-
religious dialogue is primarily a conversation beén believers of different faiths or
religious traditions.

Fundamentally, inter-religious dialogue has combd understood as an
encounter between people who live by differenhféiaditions in an atmosphere of
mutual trust and acceptance. According to S. Weast@rajah, inter-faith dialogue is
seen as

a way not only to become informed about the faithsthers but also to
rediscover essential dimensions of one’s own fa#tition. The benefits
of removing historical prejudices and enmities & &s new possibilities
for working together for common good [are] recoguizand affirmed.

In point of fact, the Christian faith’s attenmptunderstand its relationship with
other religious traditions began in the early Chuntien the new faith had to grapple
with diverse religio-cultural environments includidewish and Graeco-Roman
worldviews. Again, history is replete with evidertbat from the patristic period through
the medieval to the modern era, there had beemg#imeschools of thought on how to
understand and relate to religious life-style thas not based on Christian convictions.

It was not until the rise of modern ecumenical eroent—whose beginning is
usually traced to the World Missionary Conferenc&dinburgh in 1910 which focused
on the evangelization of the whole human race—ittiat-religious dialogue was seen as
constitutive part of the Churchkoumenianandate. Inter-faith dialogue—its concept
and practice—therefore became a serious ecumeagealda.

It is not surprising, then, that both the Edinlbu(§910) and Jerusalem (1928)
Missionary Conferences should give prominence tierireligious relations. For
example, while Edinburgh compared the Christiaroanter with “religious traditions of
Asia . . . as being of the same order as the ngeefithe New Testament Church with
Graeco-Roman culture” thus “demanding fundameniiissin Christian self-
understanding and theology”; Jerusalem (1928)patih asserted the capabilities of the
Christian Gospel to provide answers to problemsunftroubled world, nevertheless
affirmed thevaluesin “other religions and called on Christians tomjbands with all
believers to confront the growing impact of secaialture.”

It was this sameikoumenicvisionary mandate of the Church that led the
ecumenical movement to affirm at the Kandy (Srikam) Conference of 1967 that
dialogue was “the most appropriate approach irrfati¢h relations.® The establishment
of the sub-unit on Dialogue with People of Livingiths and Ideologies by the World
Council of Churches’ Central Committee in 1971 itidfs Ababa, and also, the Vatican
Secretariat for Non-Christians tremendously inagdabe visibility of inter-faith
dialogue in the life of the Churches. In 1970, uritie auspices of WCC, the first multi-



faith dialogue was convened in Lebanon bringingi€ian, Muslim, Hindu and Buddhist
participants together.

Inter-Religious Dialogue as Ecumenical Praxis

Inter-religious dialogue is not only an ecumenicandate; it is also an
ecumenical praxis. If we trace the meaning of ecusme to its Greek roatikoswhich
means “household” or “home”; we realize tb#&ossupplies the root meaning of three
important words that collectively determine the sfign of survival of the globe. First, it
provides the root meaning forkoumenavhich questions whether the people of the earth
are able to inhabit the earth in peace. Secomdkrishes the root meaning feconomy
which questions whether everyone in the global Bbakl has access to what it takes to
live a meaningfully abundant life that Jesus Chalited about; and third, it provides the
root meaning foecologywhich questions whether nature will have a hoisepun
living space. The survival of our globe would béedmined by these three sphetes.
Therefore, the questions oikosare questions of life and death because to be lesmis
to be condemned to death.

All the three-level understanding okosdealing with the radical questions of
economy, ecology and socio-economic conditionsdfatt the lives of ordinary people
in Africa and the rest of the Third World compéie Church to lookeyondecclesial
unity; and, putting its faith into action engageitheological praxis that would “expand
the existing boundaries of orthodoxy [and] ent¢o ithe liberative streams of other
religions and cultures’”

In our dealing with persons of other faith tradisaherefore, dialogue becomes
an ecumenical praxis that enables us to involveaalulless the more radical questions of
life and death including issues of creative justidech is God’s power of life against
death? Inter-religious dialogue then affords the Christ@hurch the opportunity to join
other oppressed and exploited people of the worldst-tnajority of who perceive “their
ultimate concern and symbolize their struggle iloedation in the idiom of non-Christian
religions and cultures’”

It is thus our contemporary understanding of ecusmenvith its concomitant
theological orientation towards the more radicasjions dealing with the survival of the
whole inhabited earth that lead us into theologaeal inter-faith praxis—that is, an
informed, creative and committed action undertakeshape and change our ailing and
divided world.

Such an ecumenical theological praxis is guided byoral disposition to act
truly and justly and to show genuine concern fanhan well-being and for life in its
fullness. In this context, praxis becomes the actibpeople who are free and are able to
act for themselves. But such a committed actioo imigolves risks and, therefore,
requires that a person makes a wise and prudectiqgaigudgment about how to act in a
particular situatiort’



It follows then that ouoikoumenicovocation obligates the Church to cooperate
with people of other faiths to welcome the assistawt our partners in dialogue to be
able to respond to God’s will and strive to conitéto the coming Kingdom of God.
Inter-religious dialogue then becomes one way akimg for the coming Kingdom. For
Arnold Temple, inter-religious dialogue

is an attempt by the Church to act in partnershitp those outside its
institutional life in the promotion of the Kingdoaf God, the resultant
effect being the renewal of societies to manifestualue of the
Kingdom—Iove, justice, freedom and truth. It isrfrahese value that
peace proceeds.

The focus of our inter-religious dialogue and psaxiight to be guarded by both
theological and pastoral awareness that it is tmary believing Christians living in
everyday contact with believers of other faithg thid make the whole process
successful. Therefore in our inter-religious pragisority must be given tbfe—life that
is shared among believers in God. This is the mggortant dimension of the dialogical
process and not just mere gathering of theologaasChurch leaders sitting around
tables with scholars and leaders of other religtalisng and discussing high-minded
topics. This “dialogue of life” takes place wheropk of various faiths

witness to the other concerning the values they fiaund in their faith,
and through the daily practice of brotherhood [aistierhood],
helpfulness, open-heartedness and hospitality, €amiv themselves to be
a God-fearing neighbour. The true Christians ahdiftneighbours of
other faiths] offer to a busy world values arisfrgm God’s message
when they revere the elderly, conscientiously tearyoung, care for the
sick and the poor in their midst, and work togefloeisocial justice,
welfare and human right$.

In the 28" century, there is the need to shift focus of imédigious relations from
scholars and religious leaders to ordinary belgatithe grassroots. In this paradigm
shift, priority ought to be given tife praxisand we should therefore speak more of
inter-faith praxis than dialogue. And as praxi® finocess refers to actions taken in all
the various aspects of human life embracing natgoe but the many practices within
the social realm. This should be so because adghtgemong believers in God can take
many different forms. In point if fact, within thrican context

When people of various faiths live together—notg@inco-habiting the
same town butogether—the question of dialogue or proclamation doesn’t
arise. When they work, study, struggle, celebrane, mourn together and
face the universal crises of injustice, illness dadth as one [as in the
case of the devastating effects of HIV and AID8gytdon’'t spend most

of their time talking about doctrine. Their focgson immediate concerns
of survival, on taking care of the sick and neextycommunicating



cherished values to new generations, on resolvioglems and tensions
in productive rather than in destructive ways, @conciling after
conflicts, on seeking to build more just, humamel dignified societies . .

And again in Africa,

... when believers are actively cooperating ichsactivities, at certain
rare but privileged moments, they also express vghd¢epest in their
lives and heatrts, that is, their respective faivtsch are the sources of
strength and inspiration that form the motive fondgch drives and
guides all their activitiet®

Inter-religious relations or dialogue is to be urstigod as the sharing of life at all
levels among believers of different faiths. Thisigraxis which brings enrichment to all
partners when it is carried out in a consciouslyalitsh way.

Some Advantages of Inter-Religious Dialogue and Risa

In the political context, dialogue is understosdl@e opposite of conflict; while
entry into dialogue could bring conflict and hasigk to an end, the abrupt end of
dialogue resumes conflicts and even war. Amongbels of God of different faiths,
enmity has been created because of the prejudickstareotypes that have been handed
done from generation to generation; and even tatiaye is the reinforcement of such
caricatures that generate religious intolerancefandamentalism. In the name of
religion, crimes are committed against humanitytidMes reasons have been given why
inter-religious dialogue is not only important la$o necessary; and here, | examine just
a few of these.

Pluralistic and Peaceful Co-existence

In a multicultural and multireligious global eneiiment, dialogue becomes
necessary as a means of promoting understandingcapehintance with our neighbours.
Without dialogue, we will all end up in all kind$ situations of conflict. In a pluralistic
situation, dialogue then becomes a contentiomio rinutual basis for peaceful co-
existence.

Unless we learn how to walk together in harmony p@ace, we will drift apart
and destroy ourselves and others simply becaudeelieve differently. In Africa, inter-
religious engagements after conflicts and civil sMaave produced encouraging results in
countries like Liberia and Sierra Leone. Arnold Tée) describing the West African
situation writes:



There are stories of success of the Inter-religldosncil of Sierra Leone.
As a result of its engagement, the Inter-faith Galuf Liberia won the

All Africa Conference of Churches Desmond Tutu Reaaze in 1997. In
Sierra Leone, the Inter-religious Council contintlesir engagement in the
process of reconstruction of a devastated commdthity

It is the aim of inter-faith relations, dialoguedgoraxis in Africa to rid the continent of
all religious disputes and conflicts so that alll \we able to live in peace and harmony.

Clarifying Our Own Beliefs

In dialogue, all partners as “believers” are iadito deepen their religious
commitment; to respond with increasing sincerityid’s personal call and gift of the
Divine Self. For us Christians, this comes thro@jtrist Jesus by the power of the Holy
Spirit. For us to engage in meaningful and seraiakbgue, we must then be well-
grounded in our faith and have strong belief. Tdmae thing is expected of all dialogue
partners. This calls for adequate preparation irthvitve have to ask ourselves questions
concerning our own faith. For example, questiormuakthe Doctrine of the Trinity and
that of the Incarnation—about Jesus béfiege Deus, Vere homo

In all these, there is the need to formulate aliebin such a way that the
stranger or the non-Christian can understand aleMee The dialogical process therefore
helps to clarify and makes us understand our Isefedre and, thus, makes us stronger:
“Being involved in inter-religious dialogue,” saidogen Amstrup, “always raises new
questions about our own beliéf’In inter-religious dialogue, all the faith traditis are
challenged by the encounter with others.

Searching For The Truth

In inter-religious dialogue, we are not only segkihe truth in our own faith but
also, in that of our neighbours. Dialogue is therefto be viewed as “a common
pilgrimage toward the truth, within which each itaxh shares with the others the way it
has to perceive and respond to that trd®{Truth,” it has been argued by Thomas
Thangaraj, “is nothing we know” and it is also ‘@fpof eschatology and we are living in
the eschatology, but we don’t know all of {.”

By emphasizing the eschatological dimension ofghistemology of truth,
Thangaraj is reminding us that in eschatology tletke “already” as well as the “not
yet” or the “yet-to-come.” Therefore in inter-rabbgis dialogue, all the partners become
pilgrims walking together towards truth.

Dialogue As Mission



Dialogue is not antithetical to mission; on thattary, it promotes mission. If
one does not take one’s belief or religion serpushe will not be so eager to talk about
it and tell other people about it. Mission is there part of dialogue because we share
and tell others about our faith. In point of fanotreal life situation, dialogue and
witnessing cannot be separated. They are all paénedife that we share together. Just as
Thomas Michel has observed:

In a shared life, we are all constantly influencomge another and learning
from each other, all growing and being enricheagbgountering the acts
and attitudes which God produces, through our @sefaiths, in each®

Dialogue as part of the Churctggcoumenic missiors well established in
ecumenical circles. Arnold Temple, for instances bantended that inter-religious
dialogue is not an option against the Church’s imminssSuch thinking, according to him,
is a “myth.” Rather, to the contrary, “dialogueaisital aspect of the mission of the
Church . . . [and] is for the sake of missidn.”

Again, following questions raised at the WCCAssembly in 1975 in Nairobi, a
theological consultation was held two years late€Chiang Mai, Thailand which affirmed
that “dialogue is neither a betrayal of mission adsecret weapon’ of proselytism but a

way ‘in which Jesus Christ can be confessed imibid today’.”?°

To a certain extent, progress has been madedanfaith dialogue especially,
between Christians and Muslims which has yieldeahgelistic fruits. For instance, as a
result of dialogue, a Christian Church has appeaneg again in Ben Ghazi, Libya. On
the other hand, a mosque has been built in Ronteléofirst time in recent history*

Mutual Enrichment

Some have affirmed that in the dialogical proc#ssie is mutual enrichment of
the life of believers of God coming from differemstigious traditions. Each believer, it is
argued, becomes spiritually richer than beforer¢figious encounter and therefore
becomes a better believer as Christian, Muslimradifionalist.

Furthermore, such encounters assist people tavey with stereotypes and to
overcome prejudices. Thomas Michel has undersabeethct that

Dialogue provides believers with the opportunityei@mine together
those universal human tendencies towards exclysotiauvinism, and
violence which can infect religious identity anchbeiour?

When enough room is created for the partner igicls dialogue, each will have
confidence in the process and genuine sharing falkes. In dialogue, new rooms need
be created in the residence of our mind and th@kas well as in our actions. This
encourages sharing together which also brings rhatuachment.



Challenges of Theology of Religions and Dialogue—QWadis Africa?

Two movements or trajectories of thought quicldyne to mind when discussing
theology of religions, namely Evangelicalism andiBenicalism. Evangelicals have
strongly opposed the theology of religions andatjak and have denied the presence of
God in other religion&® They argue that words like “dialogue” and “pres=naften
serve as replacements for key words of Scriptuseirfstance, the Frankfurt Declaration
states:

We refute the idea that ‘Christian Presence’ antbegadherents of the
world religions and a give-and-take dialogue witbrh are substitutes for
a proclamation of the Gospel which aims at coneersbuch dialogues
simply establish good points of contact for misaigncommunicatiof?

Such an evangelical view is not also absent wittnecumenical movement
itself. At the World Council of Churches Sixth Assaly in Vancouver (1983), while
there was no serious disagreement on the needtésreligious dialogue, there was
much controversy over ttiheology of religionsThe debate was whether other religions
were the “vehicle of God’s redeeming activity” amadumber of participants challenged a
statement in the report that spoke of “God’s hastiya in the religious life of our
neighbours ®

In Africa, one of the strong evangelical voiceattstill challenges our theological
community and cannot just be dismissed is thatyafng Kato, who, writing three
decades ago made a sharp distinction betweenprigtic ecumenism and modern
ecumenism revealing the “pitfalls” in the lattere Mrote:

Unlike the true type of early ecumenical coung@igsent-day ecumenism
plays down doctrinal issues. Their thesis is tleatighe divides, but
service unites. The drive, therefore, comes mahmgugh service. To the
ecumenicals, unity, almost at any cost, is thetgstdhing that could
happen to the Christian Church. Any group thatse$uo join the
bandwagon of liberal ecumenism is considered ara@pia sectarian, or
uncooperative grouf.

According to Kato, from the very outset, orthodokristianity has been interested
in fellowship and unity with people of other faittes long as doctrines are not
compromised . . . Doctrinal truths cannot be smexif at the altar of unity?* Kwame
Bediako captured the full picture of Kato’s theat@y enterprise against the ecumenicals
when he said:

Kato therefore concluded that there was “poisoreeents” in the
“theology of ecumenism”—basically “syncretism” ahohiversalism’—at
both the world-wide level of the World Council oh@ches (WCC) and



the local level of its African manifestation in tAd Africa Conference of
Churches (AACC) . . . Kato’s major concern washovg how the
“poisonous elements” in the “theology of ecumenisn@te progressively
replacing what he saw as “the essential basic idestof the Church?®

Eugene Smith, himself an ecumenical, has enumetiadeglvangelical charges against his
fellow ecumenicals:

The most frequent charges against us were theald@eralism, loss of
ecumenical conviction, universalism in theologyh&itution of social
actioggfor evangelism and the search of unity atekpense of Biblical
truth.:

Ecumenicals, on the other hand, have not onlyrdiefe themselves but also
criticized the exclusive attitude of Christians &ds other religions; and have argued
that the challenge to the Christian faiitbww come not from other faiths, but from anti-
religious or secular movemerifs.

The Ecumenical voice within the context of EATW®&ds been very strong.
According to Sergio Torres, “It is wrong for Chrasts to ignore the existence of other
faiths that provide spiritual homes for hundredsndfions of persons” including African
Traditional Religions. These religions, he conteridsallenge the institutional churches
of the Christian tradition with very important qtiess.”* And for Diego Irarrazaval the
current President of EATWOT, he gets spiritual msument when participating “in
indigenous rituals and celebrations that have syistic and non-Christian feature¥.”

The argument of EATWOT is that the vast majorityrbird World population is
non-Christian who “perceive their ultimate concarmd symbolize their struggle for
liberation in the idiom of non-Christian religioasad cultures.” Thus speaking through
the voice of the Sri Lankan theologian AloysiusrBieEATWOT declares that “a
theology that does not speak to or speak throughmtin-Christian peoplehood is an
esoteric luxury of a Christian minority” and empizasthe need for a theology of
religions that will go beyond the existing bounearof orthodoxy?

EATWOT therefore advocates the disengagement astidn theology from
Western dominant moorings and relate to otherimglgy But in doing this EATWOT
cautions and calls for the need to be aware ohégative and oppressive elements as
well as the diversity in and within these religioRsirthermore, EATWOT calls for inter-
faith praxis that will go beyond mere dialoguels academic level to promote integral
liberation and development. The Final StatemefATWOT'’s 5" Conference in New
Delhi (1981) declares further:

We favour ongoing dialogue between Christians &edtembers of other
religions. But this dialogue cannot remain onlyammintellectual level
about God, salvation, human fulfillment, or othecls concepts. Beyond
dialogue there must be collaborative action foritiiegral liberation of
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the oppressed . . . Our common praxis with the lgeaipother faiths is a
valid source of theology in the Third Worid.

Revelation and Salvation

There is less agreement among Christians on shessof revelation and salvation
and how these doctrines relate to other religidhgse differences are seen not only
within the corridors of the evangelical-ecumenuti@ide, but also, between Protestants
and Roman Catholics.

While some Christian thinkers following Karl Baitisist that Biblical faith based
on God’s encounter with humanity is radically diéfet from all the other religious faiths
as we find in the works of the Dutch missiologignidrick Kraemer and the African
Conversative-evangelical Byang Kato; dissenting&sicoming mainly from
ecumenicals also disagree that the gospel is codiguity with other religious
traditions. For Kraemer, the divine will may onlstiine” through other religions “in a
broken way” but the “only true way to know the rekesl will of God is by responding to
the divine intervention in history in Christ>”

Providing a sharp Afro-evangelical critique, Bydtato—referring to the
traditional religious beliefs of his own Jaba pe&opf Nigeria—writes:

With the coming of Christ, all other revelationsr@®to an end. It is most
unlikely that either Jaba or any other non-Chnspaoples have received
a direct revelation from God . . .There is neitteglemption nor evidence
of direct divine revelation to individuals in Jatedigion.

He then concludes,

There is emphatically no possibility of salvatitidugh these religions.
But . . . many theologians today are trying hardl&vate these non-
Christian religions to the same status as Bibl@adistianity . . . ‘African
theology’ gives that impressiofi.

Veritably, statements such as these cannot judisbeissed merely as
conservative jargons. Even if this Barth-Kraemete<stance in its most conservative
sense does not appear appealing or sophiscatedretmthe modern mind, its call for
doctrinal purity and “back-to-the Bible” are sslarkly challenging. If contemporary
theology in Africa is to have any meaningful impantthe poor in spirit, and the spiritual
authority to overcome the forces of death and det@ge challenges have to be taken
seriously.

EATWOT disagrees with this stance. In its New D€I983) Final Statement, it
contends that the Sacred Scriptures and tradibbogher faiths are also “a source of
revelation for us”; and this consideration of devirevelation “enables us to see that the
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concept of the ‘people of God’ should be widenethttude not only believers of other
faiths but the whole of humanity”

Another difference in the Christian soteriologioakntation towards other faiths
is the distinction between Protestants and Cathdihile Protestant missions tend to be
Christocentric, that of Roman Catholic is Ecclesittcic. Protestants place emphasis on
the need to believe in Christ by responding togibgpel message as a way of salvation.
Although the Protestant attitude to other faithsasentirely negative, it tends to be
neutral at best on the question of salvation oattie response to Chriét.

For Catholics, salvation is a free gift of Godewéfd in Christ to all who have faith
in Him. But this faith is expressed by receivingptiem and becoming part of the Church.
The Church is therefore the sacrament of the savor§ of Christ available to all
humanity. Roman Catholic theology is able to previor the possibility of salvation for
those outside the Church. For instance, those whd before Christ, and those who for
no fault of theirs never heard the gospel, Cathtbkology has developed a concept of
“implicit faith” or “faith by intention” so that n@ne is excluded in the Church. Thus

Salvation offered in Christ is mysteriously avaitato all who seek to
fulfill the will of God; it is possible to be incporated into the sacrament
of the paschal mystery, the Church, by intenfion.

All these different positions doubtlessly, challertbe African theological community,
whose constituency consists not just of Catholics Rrotestants, but also, of
evangelicals and ecumenicals.

Conclusion

Africa today is a multi-cultural and multi-religis society. As such, our very
survival depends on how we learn to live and waflether in harmony with our non-
Christian neighbours or, drift apart and destrogselves and others. In inter-religious
dialogue and praxis, we learn how to live and watiether with our neighbours—how to
struggle together; face the crises of poverty, epgion, injustice, racism, and sexism
together; face diseases, death, and mourn togethéhow to celebrate life together. In
all this togetherness, we also articulate and cptivat which is deepest in our lives and
our hearts—that which has been the source of @piretion, empowerment and
resilience in the face of death and decay—nameiryfaith which has guided all our
actions.



12

END NOTES

! Emmanuel Martey, “Theological Education as Gesalor Ecumenical Formation in Africa: The Role of
Associations of Theological Institutions—The Ca$®\AATI,” Ministerial Formation 98/99,
July/October, 2002, page 17 cf. page 18.

2. J. A. Jongeneel, and J. M. van Engelen, “Conteany Currents in Missiology” iissiology: An
Ecumenical Introduction—Texts and Contexts of Gl@aistianity edited by F. J. Verstraelen et. al.,
(Grand Rapids, Eerdmanns, 1995) pages 453f.

%' S. Wesley Ariarajah, “Interfaith Dialogue” Dictionary of the Ecumenical Movemeif Edition,
edited by Nicholas Lossky et. a.. (Geneva, WCC ieatibns 2002) page 314. The expressions “inter-
religious dialogue” and “inter-faith dialogue” ansed here interchangeably.

“ . Ibid. p. 312. It must be pointed out, howevkatthere were some participants at the Jerusaleetimy
who disagreed with the positive affirmation of atf&ths and maintained the uniqueness of Chridgian
Therefore the Christian attitude towards othegrelis faiths became highly controversial shorttgiathe
Jerusalem Conference in 1928.

® . Ibid. p. 314.

® . See Douglas Meeks, “Globalization and OikoumieriEheological Education” in Russelle E. Richey
(ed.)Ecumenism in Interreligious Perspectives:Globalirain Theological Educatio(Nashville,
Quarterly Review Books, 1992) pages 5-6

. Aloysius Pieris, “The Place of Non-Christian ig&lns and Cultures in the Evolution of Third World
Theology” inlrruption of the Third World: Challenge to Theolg@gdited by Virginia Fabella and Sergio
Torres, (Maryknoll, New York, Orbis Books, 1983)geal14.

8  Emmanuel Martey “Ecumenism in the*X2entury and the Reconfiguration of the Ecumenical
Movement—A Reflection” in WCCReflections on Ecumenism in the'Zlentury(Geneva, WCC, 2004)
pages 62f.

° . Pieris, “The Place of Non-Christian Religionsi@ultures in the Evolution of Third World Theolqlyy
page 113.

10 Mark K. Smith, “Praxis: An introduction to thdda Plus an Annotated Book List” on website at
www.infed.org/b-praxis.htpaccessed 24/1/2005, p. 3. Cf. W. Carr and S. KispBecoming Critical:
Education, Knowledge and Action Research (LewesnEg 1986) page 190.

1 Arnold Temple, “Inter-Faith Praxis in the Afrit&Context,”Voices From the Third WorJd/ol. XXV,
Nos. 1&2, December 2002, page 51.

2 Thomas Michel, “Towards a Pedagogy of ReligiBnsounter” on websiteiww.puffin.creighton.edu
/Jesuits/dialoguedocument/articles/michel_religegsunter accessed 23/1/2005, p. 1 citing Federafion
Asian Bishops’ Conference, “The Second Bishopditute for Interreligious Affairs (BIRA 1), 1979ih
For All the Peoples of Asjaol. 1 edited by G. Rosales C. Arevalo (Manil&gré€tian, 1991).

13 Ibid. p. 2. What Thomas Michel says here is vtang of the African situation.

14 Temple, “Inter-Faith Praxis in the African Coxti& page 48.



13

5 Mogen Amstrup, “Lecture on Inter-Religious Digi®, Multiculturality and Multireligiousness”
delivered at a Seminar on Spirituality, 11-18 OetoP003 at Dikonhojskolen, accessed on website
www.oekumeniskungdom.dk/seminar266323/1/2005 p. 4.

18, Ariarajah, “Interfaith Dialogue,” page 315.

7 Cited by Mogen Amstrup, “Lecture on Inter-Retigs Dialogue, Multiculturality and
Multireligiousness” page p. 4.
18 Thomas Michel, “Toward a Pedagogy of Religious@mter,” page 3.

19 Temple, “Inter-Faith Praxis in the African Coxit& p. 51.
20 Ariarajah, “Interfaith Dialogue,” page 315. TB&iang Mai Consultation led to the formulation of
“Guidelines on Dialogue” which was adopted by WCé&n@al Committee in 1979 and was commended to

all Churches for study and action.

2 Maulana Wahiduddin Khan, “Progress in Inter-Relig Dialogue” on website
www.alrisala.org/articls\es/papers/progress.htaccessed on 23/1/2005, p.1

% Thomas Michel, “Toward a Pedagogy of Religiouseemter,” page 4.

% David J. Bosch has identified at least six mesedifferent strands dvangelicals namely; (1)
Confessional Evangelicals; (2) Pietist Evangelicgy Fundamentalists; (4) Pentecostals; (5) Coadize
Evangelicals or Neo-Evangelicals; (6) Ecumenicaiigelicals; and (7) Radical Evangelicals. See his
“Ecumenicals and Evangelicals: A Growing Relatiop8hThe Ecumenical Reviewol. 40, Nos. 3&4,
July-October 1988, pp. 458-9 for more details.

24 Jongeneel and van Engelen, “Contemporary Cigiiarilissiology,” page 454.

% See Ariarajah, “Interfaith Dialogue,” p. 316.

% Byang KatoTheological Pitfalls in AfricgKisumu, Kenya, Evangel Publishing House, 1975),30.

2" Ibid. p. 133.

8 Kwame BediakoTheology and Identity: The Impact of Culture Updmi€tian Thought in the"

century and Modern AfricéOxford, Regnum Books 1992) p. 393.

29 Eugene L. Smith, “The Wheaton Congress in thesiyf an Ecumenical Observelmternational
Review of Missionwol. 55, 1966, pp. 480-482. Smith was an obseatv¢he Wheaton Congress.

%0 See Ariarajah, “Interfaith Dialogue,” p.312

31 Sergio Torres, “The Irruption of the Third Warldl Challenge to Theology” itrruption of the Third
World: Challenge to Theologdited by Virginia Fabella and Sergio Torres (Neark, Maryknoll, Orbis
Books, 1983) p. 10.

% Diego Irarrazaval, “Treads of Faiths in a Tetof Life,” Voices From the Third World, vol. XXV
Nos. 1&2 December 2002, p.59; see alsow.sedos.org/english/irarrazaval.hfrp.1 accessed 23/1/2005.

33 Aloysius Pieris, “The Place of Non-Christian i§&lns and Cultures in the Evolution of Third World
Theology,” pp. 113-114.

3 See the “Final Statement” irruption of the Third World: Challenge for Theolgp.202f.



14

% Ariarajah, “Interfaith Dialogue,” p. 312. Amorige dissenting voices from H. Kraemer for example,
are A.G. Hogg; H.H. Farmer, T.C. Chao and others.

% Byang KatoTheological Pitfalls in Africapp. 44 and 45 respectively.
37 “Final Statement” irruption of the Third World: Challenge for Theglg p. 202
3 Ariarajah, “Interfaith Dialogue,” p. 313.

%9 Ibid. p. 313. These thoughts were developedbyFrench Cardinal Jean Danielou and the German
theologian Karl Rahner in the 1960s following tpé&isif Vatican Il.



