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UMMARY Daradigms of the called eology of religions. The next
Dart of the from theory practice: ıt deals

In his article the author deals ith the cChallenge of reli- ith the different types of actua|l enCOUNTer ith religious
ZI0US pluralism. In the introduction the author suggests others, LE interreligious dialogue. The concluding SE(
what he considers he appropriate methodology for tıon of the hack froam practice ([ theory
public heology careful application of the method of and suggests tOpICS, themes and questions IC have
correlation between the questions raised DY O- been raised (Dy the actual involvement In inter-faith dia-
lary situation and answWeTrS oun In Revelation. In the logue and cooperation) for Christian Dnublic theology.
first Dart of the the author describes the contem- The social-ethical type of jalogue IS suggested AS the

sıtuation of religious pluralism al |Ocal, national MOST promising and MOST appropriate Ltype of lalogue,
and international levels and DOINtS Out the ISSUES raised Hoth for biblical-theological CdSOTI1$S and hbecause of the
DY his sıtuation. The nexTt section of the deals ith Contemporary political, ECONOMIC and ecological world
the theoretica|l religious pluralism: different sıtuation.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG verschiedene Paradigmen der genannten Theologie
der Religionen. [ Jer nächste SCHANI ewe ich VOo

In diesem Artikel behandelt der uTtfor die Herausforde- Theorie S: PraxIis: elr efasst sich mit den verschiede-
(ungs des religiösen Pluralismus. In der Einleitung schlägt 111e  —_ ypen tatsächlicher Bbegegnung mMit dem religiösen
der Autor VOT, WAdS$ Gr für eine AaNSCTINESSCNEC Metho- Anderen, mMit interreligösem Dialog. | er anschlie-
dologie für Öffentliche Theologie hält Fiıne sorgfältige en Teil geht zurück VOI der PraxIis ZUrTr Theorie und
Anwendung der Methode der Korrelation zwischen den schlägt Themen und rragen VOTr, die UuUrC tatsächliche
rragen, die die gegenwärtige Situation aufwirft, und den Teilnahme interreligiösen Dialog un Kooperation)
Antworten der Offenbarung. Im ersten Teil des Artikels für eIne christliche Öffentliche eologie autgeworten
heschreibt der UuTtTOr die gegenwaärtige Situation des reli- werden. er sozialethische Dialog ird als verheilsungs-
giöÖsen Pluralismus auf Okalen, nationalen und interna- vollste und angemessenste des Dialogs sowohl| AdUus
tionale Fbenen und verwelst auf die Problemkreise, die biblisch-theologischen wWwIıe auch AUs Gründen der H-
adurch erzeugt werden. |J)er nächste SCHANI enan- wärtigen politischen, ökonomischen und ökologischen
delt die theoretische Reaktion auf diesen Pluralismus: Weltsituation vorgeschlagen.

RESUME |isme religieux les Daradigmes differents de 1Q sOl-disant
theologie des religions. nsulte, de a theorie

“auteur Denche SUur les problemes UJUC VOSC e plura- Ia pratique ET s’Interesse dUuX differentes approches du
Iisme religieux. ans SOM introduction, DFODOSC qu'il dialogue inter-religieux. la derniere partıe revient des
considere Urn  D methodologie appropriee VOUT la questions theoriques et indique des sujets, des themes
theologie sOoCIo-politique UT  (D application rigoureuse de ET des questions quı Dosent matiıere de theologie
1a methode de correlation Ies questions qU! SUrgIS- soclo-politique chretienne Dar SUIte de l’implication dans
sent dans 1E monde contemporailn et les reponses fournies le jalogue eTt Ia cooperation AVEC des SCHS reclamant
Dar ’Ecriture. Arns premiere Dartie, "auteur decrit 1a d’autres CONVICUONS religieuses. LE lalogue SUr 1Es QUC>-
sıtuation contemporaine de pluralisme religieux, d u plan 10NS SsOCIiales et ethiques EST presente le type E
lOcal, national e international, et signale quels SsOont 1es Dlus rometteur, Ia OIS DOUT des alsons bibliques et
problemes DOSES Dar cCelite sıtuation. _a ection sulvante theologiques, ET de Ia sıtuation politique, ACONO-
EexXxamıne quelle reponse theorique apporte plura- MmIque a ecologique contemporaine.Introduction
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As WaYy of introduction before focus ()I1 the IMNCSSAYC nnNgINg (MI: 1L1CW an fresh dımens10ns
of ICS CannnI11allı of thıs artıcle WAant make HIC

methodologiıcal ON how understand hıs fact torces us rethink the COIMNMONMN under-
the ap  TC method of Oo1ng theology. TIThese standıng of the relatiıonshıp between theory 13
methodologiıcal ıdeas 111 then be applıed the theologıcal work. he work of theolo-
theme of thıs 1a0 15 OT JUSt the deductive orderıng aAM ALl

he three essent1a]| ON for SVSTEMATIC theol- 12111g of abstract bıblıcal princıples 1NTLO SV! StEMALIC
AT the Scripture tradıtıon and contemporary wholes U It STATFTS wıth careful but 1T O€es

COT OLT sıtuation.! In the second AT end there Ihe relatıon between theory an
especıally the thırd SOUTCEC eed SOMMC Justification 15 dialectical 1() We eed be ınvolved 111
TIThere 15 110O CONCCTININS the valıdıty of the order do sound theory, applıcatıon 15
Reformatıion princıple sola SCVIDTUA Yes theology A CSSALIV COMPONCNL of understandıng. 11 Chris-
has onlv ONC God’‘s revelatıon AS recorded Can theology trom the dynamıc

WTrIıLfen Word the Bıble Yet aM between AI theory, between OUTr Practi-
unmediated AL the Bıble an 1CS IC cal ınvolvement CONteEMPpPOF arVy world an theo-

INS ıthout disregardıng the ılumınatıng ACTIVILY retical reflection lıght of Scripture aN! tradıtıon
of the Holv Spırıt AS factor bıblı- hıs 15 Iru belıeve about SVSTEMALTILC theology A4AS
cal ınter) PI'CtZ[UOI'I IMUST take ser10usly the LCS- whole It 15 TMOTC 1mportant tor publıc the-
UMONV f OUTr ANCESTOTS 11 faıth other words OlogYy. Bvy definıtion publıc heology MUST
the Wırkungsgeschichte of the bıblical ([GXT NT: the wıth the partıcularıties of CONtEMPOT: ary

SIVINS LISC multıple forms ofworshıp, both the church and the world It MUST be
church creeds of Chrıstian ıfe incarnatıonal 111 the tullest of the word oth-
1UNESss an spırıtualıty Iradıtion sShapec betrays 1CS task
OQOUTr preunderstandıng, forms OQOUrTr communal aM In thıs WAant fOocus OC part1cu-
ındıyıdual Chriıistian CAÄDCI1CNCC AN! therefore deter- Iar feature of (DUIT: CONLEMPOFALVY S1TUAaLIiıON which

the partıcular qualıity of OUrTr hermeneutical untıl recentlv, has NOT een taken ser10usly enough
cırcle of OUr ll'lt€['prth€ horızon 111 kvangelıcal theology“* namely the PrOSrCS-

Moreover 4S the Chrıstian SIVC globalızıng of cCcontem OrarVy world!> an the
ACTOSS the towards the eschaton and AS elated multı cultural Aın multı rel1&10US charac-

1NTLO LICW an NVI[TrONMENT Cr of MOST CoONtem OFrarV SOCIETIES oth
P  TS dıffering ultural and dıfferent and Relıgi0us pluralısm 15 thınk HIC
kınds of Zeıtgeist hıs fact 15 related ICS 11NCAarna- of the MOST urgent LODICS for CONLEMPOFACY theol-
tional character OC SCIISC the church AS the We Chrıstians of the 21Ist CCNLUFY, A be
body of Chriıst 15 the CONTEINUALION of Chrıist 111Cal- FCAaUdV deal wıth thıs sıgnıfıcant and STOW1NS phe-

of descent 1NTO hıstorYy. Ihe dıffering both theoretical an practical levels
cultural aAM hıstorical CONTLEXTS MUST be taken SC It 15 NOT JUSt about whıi Cal be saved AN! under
ouslvy, JUSt AS Chrıst took ser10usly the culture of hıs whıich condıtions Ihe theological dıscussıon
COI'ItCITIPOI'&I'ICS 1 hıs 15 why. 111 SC HSC CVCLIV SCH- about 11O11 Chrıstian rel1g10Ns has been overloaded
eracCıon ofChrıistians 3ER develop N OW SYSTCM- an preoccupıied wıth thıs partıcular soteri1ological
ATiC theology,° under the authorıty of the Scripture TICETN for everal decades unfortunately. ‘ he
under the guldance of the Holy Spırıt drawıng ON soteri10ological 15 VCLY ımpor Tant perhaps
the tradıtıon of 1TS predecessors 2881 (last but NOTLT the MOST} but ‚b 15 certaınlv NOT the only
least) drawıng ICS CONtTeEMPOFC arV hıstorıical and relevant COIMCETN We do much LOTC than ask

who AaN: how Can be saved MUST buıld solıdultural S1TUatiıon In thıs Can legıtımately
SAaV that S1TUALiON 15 NCCECSSALV thırd SCHHI UT tor s\7 - theological toundatıon tor trulv publıc theology
CIM theology, O  5 11 other words, that theology of rel1g10Ns which 111 SIVC usSs practical quıdelınes

be construed ı correlatıon wıth the PartiCU- tor 1n  aC1T1ON COOPCrakioN aAMn dialogue wıth relı-
lar COMNTEXT surroundıng, Chrıstian18 111 others ON local natıonal an internatıonal

LIMAC and place Everv LICW SCNCFALION levels We eed reflect deeply (ın lıght of the
the Bıble wıth L1CW CVCS the shıftıng hıstorıcal Scrıpture) ON how relate COQUT Chrıstian

horız0on of belıeving, readers INTEGTAaCIS wıth bıblıcal VvVer relıg100s ne1ghbours colleagues schoolmates
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AN! famıly members We AaVe develop theologı- Ihe MOST urgent an also est known ATC the
internatıiıonal conflıcts wıth (at least SOMIC extent)cal Dasıs tor interrelig100s dialogue AN! 1551011

ftor solving ethnıc and/or iınternatiıonal conflicts relıg10Us background 1o eSNuON Just ORHG the
wıth rel1g100s background It 15 the MOST practical hıghly complex Near kastern conflıct complıcated
AN! MOST publıc DYy the sacredness of the Holy Land which makes

So after ıllustratıng briefly the contempor arVYy both Chrıistian AN! Jewiısh /10n1sts and ndame-
of rel1g10Us pluralısm (Section nalısts 4S el AS Muslım fanatıcs AaDPDIOVC of OTr

WAant focus ON the Var1ıOus theoretical FCSDONSCS CVGi LISE. violence an terrorısm and employ the
that S1CUAaLiON the dıverse theologıes of rhetorıcs of holy WAar Are MOVINS towards

relıg10Ns whıch ave Gen developed (SEeCHÖN clash of cıvılısatıons (Huntington)? What theologı-
cal chould apply thıs whıch 1511 d P After dealıng wıth the theoretical rCSPONSCS

WAant FfOCUS the practical the S1ICTU- AL the Salııc Lime polıtical rel1g10Us aAM global? Let
of relıg10Us pluralısm the LYPCS usSs O0k briefly E the relevant tradıtional LESOUTCECS

AN! ftorms of interrel1&10Us dialogue (Section I1I1I a AN! ontemporary OPT10NS for Chrıistian heology
Fınally, MOVC back theoretical cCONs1d- of rel1g10Ns

hıch (1 suggest be enriched I1
partıially shaped DYy the insıghts gaıned from pract1-
cal ınvolvement interrelig10Us dialogue (Section Theoretical NSC; theologies of
1V.) relıg10ns

he of O Chrıistian rel1g10Ns 15 NOLT HE I
15 addressed both Old AF New lestaments

Sıtuation: relıg10us pluralısm has Gen discussed Aa varıously dealt wıth the
Let SIVC three examples of interrel1g10uUs 1550U1C5S5 PaLtrıstiCc per10d medieval Reformatıon an

local natıonal AN! iınternatıiıonal levels for whıich afterwards It has 1mportance the
eed find adequate theologıcal In Enlıghtenment partly because of STOW11S er-

COUNTFY, Christians ATC dıyıded CONCCEININS the Attı- GQr of intellectuals 11O11 Ekuropean cultures partly
tude Muslım build ıslamıc CEMEFE because of the M of the last
and INOSYUC Teplıce place where there ATC V1TI- 21 Yet AS already mentioned untıl
tually local Muslıms Of COUTSC the relatıvelv recently the dıscussıon of 110  —3 Chrıstian
after September ] 1lth an the attacks of Muslım relıg10ns ocused primarıly speculatıon about
fundamentalıst LerrOÖOrıSTIs worldwiıde adı the eat the possıble eschatologıcal destiny of those who DYy
of the debate Some arguc OULT of tear AN! xenopho- fault of theır OW AUS NOT receıived the Gospel
bıa SOMNIC Chrıstians would NOL CVECI) Muslıms Ihıs CONMNCETN also SaAVC the basıc categones
the rel1g10Us reedom thev themselves Ihere OTLr LYPCS of Chrıstian theology of relıS10ns namely
dIC pet1t10ns ınıtı1ated aAM sıgned DV Christians exclusıvism inclusıyısm AaN! pluralısm
addressed the local OVeErNMECNLT askıng torbıd FExclusiyism?> has Ben the tradıtıional 1CW of
buldıng of the INOSY AÄAre ready (theologıcally) 110  — Chrıstian relıg10ns VCI MOSLT of the church

respond such sıtuations”? history.“* It buılds ON the exclusıve claıms of both
In internatıonal Chrıstian educatıonal Organı- Old An New lestaments partıcularly the 11-

Satıon for whıich sed work (HES); the eaders ıdolatrıous AaN! polemi1Ccs of Israelıte proph-
had deal (practically AaN! theologically) wıth EFts 25 the Old lestament NOTLION of chosen people
partıcular iınterfaıth Nıgerı1a In that COUN- and the central ıdea of Heılsgeschichte agalINst the
C A1IDS 15 terrıble problem Both Muslım AN! background of general WOr. hIStOrV. In the New
Chrıstian rel1g10Us eaders eventuallv decıded Jestament, the exclusıve claıms of Chrıst ((‘I amn

ftorces aAM design COINMOINN educatıonal DIO- the WdY  E  9 and the truth and the ıfe No OLC

STa helpıng P['CVCIIt the fast spreadıng f the the Father CXCC pt throu h e  A John SCn

HI1 They refer 111 theır mater1als spiırıtual also John Cte.) AN! the apostles (“Salva-
princıples carefullv tormulated such A WdY AS CO tound 111 110 eIse: tor there 15 110 other

HAI under heaven SIVCH bv whichapply both Muslım A Chrıstian believers wıth-
OUutTt offending anybodv. How cshould operate 111 be saved Acts 4, er E ATC sed LO SUup
such S1ITUALIONS that WC on COMPDTOLUISC W pOort the exclusıvıst paradızm AS5 ell AS the claıms
faıth and AT the SALTHE ME MmMeet the needs of W of Chrıst UNIQUCHCSS 17 mediatıng between siınful
neıghbours? humankınd aın God (Eor there IC GOod and
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ONC medıator between God and INCIL the INan INan W 3Aas comıng the world” John E 9l c  the
Chrıst Jesus”. 1 L1ım Z etc) LVINS GOod who made heaven aın earth aAMn SCa an

In the patrıstic per10d, the exclusıvıst 1eW W d5S everything 1n them In the past He let all natıons
combıned wıth ecclesiological and sacramental theır WN WdY. Yet he has NOT eft Hımselfwıth-
consıderations (Cyprıan, Augustine) whiıch TJAaVC OUT test1mONY: He has shown kındness Dy Q1VINSr1se the well known princıple BXIVTOA ecclesiıam You raın from heaven AN! 1ın theır SCAaSO1S,nulla sallus,“' confirmed officıally AL the Fourth He provıdes VOU wıth plenty of tood an fills VOUrFrLateran Councıl and ar the Councıl of hearts wıth JOV.  29 Acts 1  } b-1 “God dıd thıs
Florence (1442) he Reformation preserved thıs that would seeck hım an perhaps reach OUTt for
generally negatıve 1CW of other relıg10ns, though hım and find hım, though he 15 NOLT far from each
1T loosened the t1e between the salvatıon and (vI1S- OINC of us For 1n hım lıve and INOVC AN! VE
ıble) church, the Protestant dıctum WOU. OUr being. SOMNC of YOUFr WN ave saıd,rather sound “outsıde of Chrıst 110 salvatıon”. he We Ar hıs offspring.” Acts /: 2/-28, “For SINCE
exclusıvıst 1e6W W aSs AN! st1ll 1S 11C of the strong— the creation of the world .od’'s iınvısıble qualıities
eST motıivatıonal factors in the world-wide M1S- hıs eternal and dıyıne nNnatfure aV en
S10NarYy IT 15 the desperate lostness of cClearly SCCH, being understood from what has been
non-Christians whıch makes evangelısm partıcu- made, that [LICH ATC wıthout CXCUSE , Rom E 2larly urgent an NECESSATY.““ Exclusivism, perhaps "Indeed when the gentiues, wh do NOT aVeE the
better called partıcularısm (because the exclusıviıst law, do by thıngs requıred DY the Jlaw, theylabel has negatıve connotatıons an W asSs coıned NOT ATC law themselves, CVCNn though they do NOT
DYy exclusıvısts but Dy theır despisers) 1S well bıblı- aV the law, SINCE they cshow that the requırementscally ounded AN: remaıns the MOST COINMON 1eW of the law ATC wriıtten theır hearts, theır COIN-

kvangelıcals. SCIENCES also bearıng wıtness, AN! theır thoughtsIhe second paradıgm, iınclusıvism,? has become 110 aCCUSINS, 110 C VEn defending them _” Rom Zthe officıal 16 W of the Roman Catholıc Church, 14-15 4S el 4S the insıstance GO0d‘s unıversal
partıcularly after the 11 atıcan Councıl. ° he salvıfıc wıll (‘ God: SaVlOr, who all INCIN
PONCNLS of thıs 1eW claım AaVE solıd bıblical be saved an COMNC knowledge of truta?
SUPPOIT for theır IMNOTC soterl10logıcally optimıstıc Tiım Z GLE.)
pErspectIVE.: Ihey pomnt the COINMMON or1gın of Inclusıyists also draw patrıstic resOUTCES. ”all humankınd in God‘s creatıve aCT, the unıver- such 4S Justin Martyr’s notıion of unıversally prescntcq] dıgnıty of INan 4S bearer of God’s ımage (Gen [090S spermatıkos, whıch allows hım speak about
1_3)3 the unıversal horızon of COVENANT “Chrıistians before Christ” (he Heracleıtos
wıth humankınd (partıcularly Noahıc Ccovenant. an Socrates). Clement of Alexandrıa AN! Urigeneswhıich for belıeving Jews constıitutes the theolog1- DUut strong emphasıs the Omnıpresence an Uun1-
cal framework for Jewısh form of iınclusıvism). versal though imıted access1bility of dıvıne truth
They also point the called saınts of Theır ıdeas d1I1C also employed DYy inclusıvısts, Just 4S
the (Jld Testament (Danıelou), ; B the iındıvıdu- Aquıinas’ NnOt10ONnNs of fides ımplicıta An baptısm bydesire, sed DV the Irıdentine Councıl.als wh aVE (ın SOMNC lıkely salvıfic)
knowledge of God yeL thev on *X belong the Among the cross-cultural M1ss1ONArIES of the
chosen people of Israel AN! dıdn't CVCI) rece1lve ALLY 19th9 there the called fulfillment
PreVvIOUS instruction from GOod’‘s people (SEE Job, COTrY of the relatıon of Chrıistian faıth NON-
Melchisedek, Jethro, Bıleam, Abımelech, An ın Chrıstian relıgi0ns.°° These dAIC viewed NOLT AdS5 the

Abram himself”):. Inclusıyvists also point lıes of the Deviıl human C111 An ıdolatry, but
prophetic UiNerance about God‘s self-commu- rather, AS provıdential preparations of cultures aAM

nıcatıon an provıdential Cairt for non-Israelites peoples reCcelVve the Gospel when IT eventually(Amos, 9, / Malachı, ” 1: Isaıah, 1 25-25) and arrıves (Praeparatio evangelıca ).°” TIhere Aarc  D there-
partıcularly Jonah wıth hıs M1ss10N the Nınıvites fore, ın thıs kınd of inclusıvyvism, many Anknüpfung-ete. 25)% the unıversalıst tendency of wısdom lıter- punkte (T elements of truth, goodness and beautyaRarc, suggesting unıversal access1ıbıilıtv of (dıvıne) in non-Christian rel1g10Us tradıtıons (of (OQUTSC
wısdom AN! of “desıre after etermit y ZEccl 1 4) mıxed wıth human CF aAM ıdolatry). OMeEe
Sımıiular claıms about provıdentıial acCtıvitVv and inclusiıvists therefore belıeve that non-Christians
self-communıcatıon Cal be tound also 1n the New be saved (because Chrıiıst dıed also tor them),Testament Hanhe IMI lıght that &1VES lıght IV veL INn SCHSC 1n spıte of theır relıgi0n. Other (more
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radıcal) inclusıvists Sa y that 110 Chriıstian rel1g10ns Ihe alternatıve typology, whıch be
theır socı1al realıty ALC Od’s provıdential- MOTC theological (d less soteri0log1cal) doesn

of salvatıon SO 10 Chrıistians AL saved really solve thıs problem It the labe]
NOT of but Dy of theır relıg10s1ty. eccles1iocentrism tor the tradıtıonal approach chrıs-
A DYy Christ of COUTSC thıs 15 whyY thev Call be L[OGCNELISTIN for (Chrıstıian) inclusıyvısm aAM theo-
called ANONVINOUS Chrıstians AHOLLYINOUS candı- for pluralısm“/ (later the pluralısts realızed
dates for baptısm the monotheıst aS sumpt10n behind the label theo-

hıs the whiıich stumblıng an S they suggested Realıty OT
block the proponents of the thırd paradıgm of OLET 1 1TSs stead)interrel1210Us relatıons namely pluralısm 4.() In the last decade Nanı y theologı1ans became
hould Buddhısts OT Muslıms be saved DY Chrıst understandably dıssatıshed wıth these AN! sımılar
however UunconscI0Usly? Ihıs 15 Iabels and PTFrODOSC several sıgnıfıcant shıfts the-
iımperl1alıstic an paternalızıng claım We ANC ology of relıg10ns wıth whıch wholeheartedlyrıght such claıms SaV the pluralısts human
knowledge 15 sıtuated 1T 15 hıstorıicallv an cultur-
ally condıtioned an iımıted 41 Ihere 15 CC11- preventmg the soteri0ologıcal GCOOHESEEH (though

1T 15 VC ımportant) from domiınantıng the CHLUretral NOrMALTLıIıVe unıversal relıg10Us doectrine
priviıleged ACCce”85 dıvıne truth and/or revelatıon dıscussıon and determinıng 1ITS framework

relıg10ns AA basıcally equa. all rullıllıng theır studyıng carefully the 11OMN Chrıstian relıg10Nns
111 the particularıties of theır creeds ethıcal codesredemptive transtormatıonal role for theır FCSPDCC-

L1Ve adherents Relıgious tradıtıons AdIC symbolıc of COIMMNMON ıte AN! worshıp, spırıtualıty,
rel1g10Us ATT CInICSPONSCS ultımate Realıty, bearıng marks of the

geographical hıstorıical AN! cultural CITCH  NCES takıng ser10usly the dıfferences 0)8 other
of theır bırth 4M development Jesus the only words the otherness of the Other
Savıor VCS but only for Christians Other tradı- 4) reflecting theologıcally the Var1ıOus ınterfaıthVE theır OW) founders AN! salyıfıc figures
Needless S d V, pluralısm CaAaNNOT really claım bıblı-

NCOUNTLErS whiıch AaICc already around the
world such 4S interrelig10us dialoguecal Suppor { for 1CS PresuppOSIL1ONS of such all levels COINMON soc1a| and humanıtarıan aActiıon

attempts AS5 1ıck‘s Myth 0  0 Incarnate hıs Met- mutual 1CENeESSs ultural - |

aphor of God Incarnate Stendhal’s of love
9) lıstenıng carefullv Chriıstians lıvıng C}language account1ng tor bıblıcal exclusıvıst claıms

tor Chriıst UNIQUCHNCSS Arıarajah’s The and where they AT rel1g10Us
eople of Other Faıtls EIC TIhe COTC of the pluralıst takıng ser10usly the dıialectical relatıonshıp of
ar gument 15 NOLT aM doesn CVEGN C be exeget1- anı theory NOT JuUst domg theol-
cal but rather 1T 15 the ethıcal (humanıstıc) Ar‘ for dialogue, but also theology of dialogue
MeEeNT based USTICE love an unıversal takıng the interrel1&10Us NCOUNTErS AS
alyvıfiıc 111 45 CONteEMPOr ary global S1TUALION an workıng also

inductively, NOT JUSt deductiıvely
111 Evaluatiıon an:! proposals

Let ffer NOW SOINC evaluatıve Practical SPONSC;: interrelig10us
Besıides the fact that there ATC dıfferences5all dialogue
three paradıgms ı exegetical plausıbilıty ( Exclusıv- Let us look 1L1LOW d lıttle bıt LLLOTC closely the
15 being strongest 11 thıs regard and pluralısm the interrel1S10Us ENCOLINNTETr O-weakest), al three paradıgms A (HIE COINMOMN Lar Y world CYV CTı be classıhed three basıc
they all deal prımarıly wıth the soter1ologıcal YQUCS- LYypCS
LION (who 111 be saved?) An unfortunately. they 1) interrel1g10Us dıialogue doctrinal conceptualon really take ser10uslv the other rel1g10ns them- levelselves 111 theır partıcularıties and dıfferences
three paradıgms dAdIC essentially aAaPr1OFIST1C, theır spiırıtual FacLiCce, OL AS SO© call thıs,

dialogue OIl spırıtual, experıiential levelPI'OPOHCHIIS aVeEe 110 LCAaSONN studv what the other
relıg10ns actually teach and how thev understand 3) dialogue ON soc1al and ethıcal ı1550U1C5 and Dthemselves. In needs of CONTEMPDOFALYV WOFr
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In both tormal and ınformal er- logue OI1 doctrinal conceptual level thınk IT 15
EeNTS of dıfferent rel1g10Ns MeeTt dıscuss about meanıngful an desıirable but MUSLT be vVery Carec-
theır rCSs pCCUVC belıefs rel1210Ns make ımplıcıt f} ere should NOT be OV€I'-OPUI'I'IISUC COIN-

explıcıt truth claıms SOIIIC of these truth claıms 1CS possıble results Ome scholars ASSUTMNIC
ATC of GBPuLrSC sımılar OTr CONVErgCNT but ATC that rel1g10ns R 1TNGeTl COTMNNMNMON platform
conflicting OTL mutually exclusıve On thıs evVe of that theır adherents Can speak A COMNMLON language
dialogue there 15 tor polemiCcs apologetics OTr rather interrel1&10us MeTta Janguage They
and mutual suggest that rel1g10USs creeds AIC mutually translat-

able and comparable So thev develop2) Some rel1g10Us belevers multı rel1-
interrel1g10us Esperanto® OT CONSIruUEe er-PravVcer AN| worshıp They SAaV that

COINMON spırıtual CAPCI1CHCC helps the PartıCcCıpanNts, rel1g10Us global theology” Yet thınk thıs 15

hıghly questionable thınk Q7e I'CSPCCII therepresentmg dıfferent tradıtıons fOCuUs 0)8! what
15 COIMMMON, the spirıtual 0)8 mystıcal ept of ıdıomatıc character of each relıgıon partıcular lın-

DZUISTLC SYStem We aVe res PCCt the othernessrelıgi0n n  O whiıch ı 11OTE ımportant they Sd V, than of the O NOT translate IT (tOO quickly)the surface of seemıngly conflicting doctrinal e-
JUuSt another CdSC of the Same It 15 desirable ookMENTS for contextual of truth AN! meanıng,°Some belıevers emphasıze the socı1al thıcal but MUST be of the lımıts whıch the 1d1ı-

level of interrel1210Us dialogue It 15 indırect dıa- OMATIC Nature of rel1g10U0s lınguistic codes putslogue SILICE 1T doesn t really FfOCUS OIl the doctri1- such efforts
nal spırıtual CONTENT of I‘CSPCCthC relıg10ns but he MOSLT COIMNMON (and large CXTeIH JUS-rather theır thıcal TESCHITCEN solve tiıfıed) CT1IT1C1ISM of these attemPLs establısh an
actual needs an CL1SC5S5 of CONTEMPOFAFY WOTr interrel1g10uUs COINIMMNON platform C: MmMeta languageIhe 0al of thıs kınd of dıialogue 15 NOT 15 that IT 1S NOLT pluralıst” enough Indeed 1T PICSUD-SYIICI‘CUSth global relıgıon but rather JO1M1 forces all inclusıve theory whıich ACCOUNT of

ımplement hıghest ethıcal ıdeals of rel1&100s the ast dıversıty of world rel1g10ns PUutkng them
behevers ıke USTICE solıdarıt y Chrıis- all under the Sadl1llc umbrella of unıversal NOTLION
t1an iımplement the princıples of God‘ of relıgı0n (1 relıg10n 4S SCHCI1LC term) Manykıngdom (whıiıle respeCUNS AN! actually ll'lSlStl[lg CONtEMPDOF arYy thınkers (and rıghtlythe ırreconcılable dıvergencıes AN! dıfferences suggest the COINIMMONMN PI‘CSUPPOSIUOI'I of MOST PIrO-of PartıcıDant relıg10ns) PONCNETS of thıs approach, that the COTC OE OCSSC1IEG

of relıg10n ı15 prereflective an prever rel1g10Us
CADCI1CENCC, whiıch only secondarıly takes verEvaluatıon 4N! proposals externalızed ftorm. Cultural anthropologists ıke

At thıs would lıke offer SOINC evalua- Geertz SUugSeCst that the externalızed and verbal-
L1VE observatıons all three levels of interrel1g10uUs ızed tradıtıon 15 actually nNnOol seconNdary, 1T 15 ONC of
dialogue. 111 wıth the secOonNd: the spırıtual. the decısıve AN! MOSTT factors CVCLYMUST Sa V that SCS scrıptural basıs for thıs rel1g10Us communıty.°° Relıgions AT of
aCLIVILY aAM actual IMCANINS COIMMNMON W OT- symbols that el  SIVC INCANINS, of ıdentity R8}
Shı1p of people SOMNC of which worshıp the OLC dırection for the iındıyıdual ıfe an for the COT11-
Creator-God SOTIIIC INalıy gOods SOIMNC god ar all Relıgıion 15 socı1ally construed realıty, SaVvSIt makes only wıth the hıghly questionable the soci1ologıst Bergen?” (wıthout excludıng the
pluralıst 8.SSLIITIPUOII that all rel12101s refer the possı1ıbıilıty of revelatıon from above of COUrSE)
SUaInNıc absolute realıty, whiıich SOINC call Allah SOMIC It symbolıc code whiıch
Brahma SOTIIC 1a0 SOIINC Yahweh ETC OWEeVer shapes the Iıves of rel1g10Us belıevers, iıncludıng
sa problem the God of the Bıble theır ıfe style, ethıcs An of rel1&10Us CXDC-whıle people of other taıths dIC present (thıs could ITEHEST Some scholars fruntfully apply ON relıg10Nnsactuallv be A effectıve torm of wıtness?’) But 1L rıghtly S  , thınk) the Wıttgensteinian CONCCDTE
MUST be understood Dy al that WC ATC NOLT CHNSAS of language 635 rel1S10Us tradıtion ı15 Par-
INS A SYNCFrETISTN COTINMNLMMON worshıiıp addressed ticular USsSs«c of language, wıth 1TS WT ept. L[aInl-
the OC (commoOn) Absolute bevond all symbolıc ITLAL, an wıth correspondıng form of ıfe whıch ı1T
CXDICSS1ONS CNCOUTASZCS and shapes 111 rel1g10Us belıevers

Concerning the YrSt of dialogue dıa- It 15 1nterestmg and SULPI1SINS that the
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work of SOMNC of the MOST infÄuential phiılosophers, syncretistic unıty of rel1g10Us belıevers. Its xoa] 15
Jo1n forces work tor AN! Justice local,;sociologists N anthropologists of the twentieth

(Wıttgenstein, Berger, Geertz an theır natıonal AaN! iınternatıonal evels, broadly 1ın
of Nıebuhr“s famous notion of “CArist transform-followers) SUPPOTTS what has eecn tradıtionally
ng culture”./* In other words, COOPCI'CHC in NSs-known 4A5 rel1g10Us (Chrıistıian) partıcularısm.

IThe famous Protestant theologıan Barth also formıng the world ın accordance wıth the princıples
INS1ISts (though for dıfferent, 16 theological TCAd- of od’'s kıngdom. T ’herefore, the eschatologiıcal
SONS) the decısıve ımportance of proclaımed regnOo-centric (Kingdom-centered’“) approach
MCSSASC (verbum externum).°’ Ihe shared lınguistic be the MOST appropriate paradıgm COINN-

cerning the goals of interrel1g10Us dialogue. hısparadıgm, the COMMMNMOINN meta-narratıve (T the Dar-
ticular verbalızed V1IS1ON of realıty 15 the definıng approach allows Chrıistians face an respond
factor of each partıcular relıg10N2. 1T 15 exactly the urge Nt needs ofCOHtCIHPOI‘EII'Y world wıthout
thıs verbum that GrEAÄLES corresponding compromısıng 1ın the aATCa of doctrine aM wıthout
inner experience AN! shapes the forms, patter NS and waıltıng tor basıc agreem«Cnt wıth other relıg10Nns

doctrinal level In other words, T AaTCc ableof rel1g10Us practice. TOM the PEISPECC-
t1ve of thıs cultural-Linguistic 16W of religion®® IT 15 find agrcement concernıng basıc human rıghts AaN!
iımpossıble 4SSUMIEC pri0r1 COMNMMOIN ESSNCAIGE of ethıcal guidelines”” (Golden ule for example), ıt
all rel1g10Ns in the depths of mystıcal EXDEMNENGe  69 doesn’t IMAaLter that the Jjustification for thıs COMISCIH-

Such assumptıon 15 speculatıve A aprıor1istic. SUS wıll be tradition-specıfic, what 15 ımportant ALC

the ethıcal AN! motivatiıonal FESOUTCECS of lıving rel1-Relıgions ATC AS dıfferent AN! incompatıble AS the
anguages thev ;peak. CIr Janguages ATC arge 100 tradıtiıons (LE theır hıgh aMn noble ethıcal

standards AN! ideals‘) It ATIC able wıthCX iıdıomatıc, aM A theır correspondıing
ıfe ftorms. Jews, Muslıms, ındus, Buddhısts basıc Princ1-

Mar O€s thıs ımply for mutual translatabılıty? ples ofglobal ethıcs (ın the of Küng's L1OW

famous notion of gylobal ethıcs, SCC the documents(One CAaNNOT take relıg10Us claım (such 4A5 the Bud-
dhıst bharunda doctrine) OUuUT of CONTEXT AaN! COM1PDALC of the Parlıament of World Religions, Chicago,
It wıth another seemıngly correspondıng CONLEXT 1993, aM tollowıng meet1ngs 1n 1999 AN!>
riıdden COI’ICCP1T (such 4S the Chrıstian Agape) OTr Cal Jo1mm forces iımplementing these princıples
translate OC 1ınto the other. rel1&g10Us claıms wıthout compromıisıng the integrity of partıcıpat-

ng rel1S10Us tradıtions.derıve theır meanıng an actually only make
in the CONLEXT of the entıire symbolıc unıverse (lan- Moreover, the rich motivatıonal TFESCHHEGEEGS of
SUASZC world) of the partıcular rel1g10Us tradıtion. rel1g10Ns ÜL NOT Just creatıve an posıt1ve. They
One CANNOT dıvorce the alleged prelinguistic CADC- Call actually be VCLY violent aMn destructive” (ter-
riential (spirıtual) TEn of rel1g10Us ıfe from 1ts rorısm, Opress1ve fundamentalısm ELE) FEncour-

agıng interrel1&10Us dialogue the socı1al-ethicallıngulstic (outward) STratfum (as the pluralısts do),
these ATICc closely tied aAM actually inseparabile. v has therefore double PUrLDOSC. addressing

Ihe doctrinal-conceptual dialogue therefore the needs of CONTEMDOFALY world an pacıfyıng
has ser10us lımıts aMn COQOUT expectations concernıng CT tamıng the potentially destructive of
ItSs AA GESS cshould be rather modest. But belıeve relıg10ns, which VCLY often derix_zes 1ts appecal from

xenophobıa (eıther CNSALC dialogue, (TChristians cshould CNHALC ıIn IF We aVE know
relıg10Us others well, from rSst hand experi1ence, ın cshoot AT each other‘).
order be able chare the Gospel 1n WdY that
15 meanıngful (and NOL unnecessarıly OffenS1ve) for Reshapıing theory in lıght of practicalthem an in Order be able COOPCI'QIC wıth
them ın COMMON tasks. iınvolvement in ogue

1lo conclude IMY evaluatıon of dıfferent LYPCS of But IT 15 NOT enough Just COOPCI‘EHC wıth the 110O

Chrıstian belıevers COMMMOIMN ethıcal and sOc1a|interrel1g10uUs dialogue, aV 5Sd V that 64 the
thırd C, 176e the socı1al-ethical (indırect) dialogue 1SSUeES. Such A0 ALC necessarıly transtorma-
AS the MOST fruutfüul AaN! CCCSSAaL Y Ikınd ofdialogue”” tional, those who AT ınvolved ın them unanı-

mously wıtness. hat 15 whYy wan dedicate theAN! the ONC that 15 MOST relevant tor publıc theol-
IfSs xoal 15 BTeE establısh COIMMMONMN platform inal paragraphs of thıs suggestiqns and

of 4] rel1g10Ns, undermıne dıfferences, CrG41 claıms made DV Christian theologıans, wh ATC

A COTINIMOINMN meta-language CT LIOVC towards actıvely iınvolved ıIn interrel1®10uUs dialogue. 1 hıs 15
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what 15 DY the dynamıc dıalectics of practice the princıples of od‘s kıngdom and work OM
aın theory O DY domg NOLT Just theology for dıa- transformıng the world 1ts lıkeness an PICDArC
logue, but also theology of dialogue., Mat fol- thereby Its eschatological comıng?”"

As E there 15 lot of work ahead oflows then AIC SOMNI1C of the MOST ımportant themes
of systematıc heology whıch INAaYy perhaps eed us Il In fact: belıeve that developıng kvangelı-
SOMNIC rethınkıng 1n lıght of the ONgO1INS ınterre- cal publıc theology of rel1210Ns aAM interrelig10us
l11210US ENCOUNTEr 1ın : fastly globalızıng WOTr dialogue 15 IC of the MOST ımportant tasks ftor
hıs 15 i least what the systematıc teologıans kvangelıcal theologıans 1n the EeXTt decades ”4 As
iınvolved in interrel1g10uUs dialogue suggest they tried show, IT COHECTI IS al] maın tOPICS of 5SyS-reflect what 15 Zo1INS ematıc theology, NOT Just mınor FeVISIONS of M1S-

Revelatıon: what 15 the an possıble sıologıcal strategy.”°
salvıfıc value ofgeneral relevation. ‘‘ orıgınal ICV-

clatıon.” revealed WPCS79 an what 15 the rela- Conclusıiont10N between thıs and specıal revelatıon”
Irmity: Oes the trıinıtarıan pluralıty ın deıty thınk ır 15 safe conclude 1ın lıght of what has

provıde basıs for inclusıvıst theology of relı- een saı1d far that certamly should CENSZAYC ın
g10N8?* How should respond the claım that interrel1g10uUs dıalogue. should do IT
the trinıtarıan doctrine 15 Just partıcularly Chris- both doctrinal-conceptual an soc1ı1al-ethıical levels
t1an eXpression of the unıversal cosmotheandrıc (not the spırıtual level 1n the syncretistic 5
realitve® suggest Ö We need NOW an study other

Anthropology: what ATC the implıcatıons of rel1g10Ns well, MO Just ftrom textbooks, but from
humankınd“s unıty an dıgnıty based 1ın being CIC- rSt hand experi1ence, In order wIıtness theır
ated ımage? What 15 the NAature of human adherents effectively and COOPCI'3tC wıth them 1n
cognıtıve Capacıty after the Fall and what 15 the COINMMON tasks. Moreover, dıalogue meetings ATITC
NaLıre of man’‘s perceptivity towards Gi0d‘s unıver- actually good opportunıty for OUr WItNess take
sa| self-communıcatıon (Tiıllıch CONTra Barth Net- place Yet MUST NOL be naıvely Optimıst1ic about
and CONTra Plantınga) the mutual translatabılıty of the languages dıfferent

Hamartiology: O€s the bıblıcal doctrine of the relıg10ns spea We MUST reSspECL the otherness of
Fall A uman depraVvıty allow for the soter10log1- the Other.
cal optımısm of Evangelıcal inclusivists?®% finally, thınk the ManYy problems, tens1iONnNs

Soter10logy: AA the Roman Cathol1c noti1ons of an Cr1ses of CONLEMPOFALY WOTr should motıvate
implıcıt faıth AN! baptısm DYy desıre ( Irıdentinum) uSs Jo1n wıth all people of g0o0d wı11”+ work tor

EVEN AHNOMNYINOUS Chrıistianıty®® bıblıcally defen- Justice, 9 love an solıdarıty e developsıble? Can speak of unıversal translatabılıty 288l an apply solıd publıc theology local, natıonal
of the Chriıst princıple (or18. “rhe of 2881 internatıonal levels. In thıs effort, should be

Christ ” )e OPCH AN! able (Le qualified) work wıth honest
Chrıstology: 1S the proposed chıft from tradı- adherents of other relıg10ns, because rel1g10Us Lra-

dıtıons A ethıcal an motıvatiıonal ICSOUICCS,tional Chrıistology sacramental Chrıistology OTr

Spırıt Chrıstology bıblıcally defens1ible?®> How usually much aMı IMOTC effectiıve than
cshould respond the proposal demytholo- those of secular humanısm. Ihese motiıvatıonal
o1Ze the myth of God incarnate AN! decıpher the FESOUTCCS ATIC ambıyalent,”? they Cal be both VCLYmetaphor of God incarnate?®6 posıtıve AN! vC negatıve. he desirable OUTCOME

Pneumatology: C A defend bıblıcally AIl ınde- of the socı1al-ethical dialogue 15 therefore twofold:
pendence of the Spirıt OI the Word CT CVEeEnNn reject address together the needs of CoONntem OTrarVythe nlıoque phrase 1n Ur trinıtarıan creed?®/ WOFr AN! 2) reduce xenophobıa AN! LTAME the

Ecclesiology: who belongs the invısıble related interrel12g10us anımosıty AN! work therebychurch?®S Whart 15 the balanced Dıblıcally ounded for global Thıs cshould al be done wıthın the
relatıon of Its 1Ss1ıonN and dialogue?”” How should eschatological horız0on of INASSLO Der. of

develop contextual, incarnatıonal theology in mand ımplement the princıples f Hıs eternal
non-European contexts” kıngdom, untıl He

Eschatology: ( Al legıtımately Jo1n forces As ATIC faıthful in thıs CNSASCMENL, the foun-
wıth responsıble adherents of other rel1g10ns in datıons for publıc theology oft relıg10Nns 111 orad-the eschatological NE of ımplementing ually CIMCISC and take shape, WC interact wıth
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