FACI NG RELI G QUS PLURALI SM | N ASI A

James W HEISIG
Nanzan Institute for Religion and Culture

From 13 to 17 September of this year the Second Inter-Religio
Conference was hosted by the Tao Fong Shan Ecumenical Centre,
located in Hong Kong’s New Territories, bringing together some
20 members and associates of the Inter-Religio network
throughout Eastern Asia to discuss the theme: “Facing Religious
Pluralism in Asia: Models, Problems, Prospects.” Several of the
papers presented on that occasion will appear in this and future
issues of the INTER-RELIGIO bulletin. The following 1is a
general overview of what took place at the Hong Kong Conference

and a selection of the views expressed in the discussions.
RecoLLECTI Ons

To you, Yahweh, | lift up ny soul,
O ny God,...mke your ways known to nme, teach nme your paths.

Set me in the way of your truth, and teach ne.

Citing the words of the 25th Psalm Rev. Edward Khong of the Catholic
di ocese of Hong Kong raised a voice in prayer to inaugurate the Second
Inter-Religio Conference. For those who stood around the conference—tabl es,
already strewn with papers and reports and proposals that would fill up the
next three days of neetings, it was the first nonent of quiet we had
experienced together. The dizzying rush through bus stops and train
stations, airports and taxi stands that nost of us had gone through to nake
our way from home to Hong Kong, and through the noise and bustle of the
city up to the restful hilltop retreat of Tao Fong Shan, the enotion of
seeing old friends and neeting new ones, the nonths of preparation and
anticipation—all of that was now to be set behind us.

...inall that is right he guides the hunble,
and instructs the poor in his way...

M/ eyes are al ways on Yahweh,

for he releases ny feet fromthe net.
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Try as one nmight, there are few things so difficult as making do with so
brief a silence to snap the heart free fromits anbitions and preoccupati ons
in order to make roomfor a nonment of grace. No matter how high up into the
heavens the words may reach, the nets still seemto wap thenselves just
as snugly about one's feet.

W sat down, and after a nonentary rustle of papers, all eyes turned
to the chairperson for the opening session, Jan Swyngedouw, expecting the
first item of business. “Before we begin, let us pause another nonment to
honor one not anobng us today,” he began, “nor ever to be anbng us again...”
No one needed to be told who was nissing, |least of all those who had been
at the first Inter-Religio Conference in Manila sone eighteen nonths
previous. Ever since the nenbers had started arriving at Tao Fong Shan the
ni ght before, the name of Peter Gow ng had been circling around from nouth
to nouth, but this time it took on a special solemity as the story of his
sudden passing of a cardiac infarct in June on the eve of his departure for
a sabbatical, the funeral, and the renanming of the Dansalan Institute in
his menory were recounted briefly by his coll eagues from Marawi . One coul d
feel the nets beginning to slack, and a gl ance about the assenbly was enough
to know that others felt the sane. There was nore room for grace in that
nonent than perhaps at any other throughout the neetings. The very absence
of Peter’s contagious enthusiasm strangely enough, put events in
perspective. O nore characteristically, put them en theos.

After coordinating the agenda for the final session, the attention of
the group was directed to the proposals nmade at the Manila Conference (see
INTER-RELIGIO No. 1, pp.20-21). At this tine recommendations for expanding
the Inter-Religio network to other organizations were nmade and warmy
encouraged. Al bert Poul et-Mthis apologized for the delay in conpleting
docunentation on interreligious organizations in Asia and announced plans
to circulate a questionnaire and collate the results for publication in the
spring of 1984. He also announced that whereas the CEIA had not yet had
occasion to nmeke concrete use of the network as a source of research
consultants for its ongoing semnars, plans to do so in the future were
underway. The group reiterated its interest in the educational program
being run by the ORCI at Santo Tonas, and asked for nore regular and
detailed reports of their need for supplenentary staff, financial
assi stance, and the like. Finally, mention was nade of the interest
expressed by a nunmber of European based fundi ng agencies in the work of the
net wor k, which included the financing of the present conference.

KeynoTE ADDRESS
The Director of the Tao Fong Shan Ecunenical Centre and our host for the

Conference, Dr. Peter Lee, took up the thene of religious pluralismin the
realistic context of the current Christian mission in [continued on p.37]
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[continued fromp.35] Asia, arguing that as obvious a fact as it is in the
Asian context, it will never be adequately acknow edged | et al one becone a
source of creative inspiration until Christians in Asia can “break away from
the theol ogical nold and the missiological framework that we have inherited
fromthe past” and enbrace the challenge to forge a new and broader under-
standing of the centrality of Christ. Together with this call for new
t heol ogi cal understanding Lee continually stressed the prinacy of religious
experience and the need for detachment from the Western predilection for
| ogi cal systematization. (The text of the paper is reprinted in this issue
of INTER-RELIGIO.)

In his response. Jan Van Bragt stated his agreement with the general
direction of the paper and his gratitude for the tone it set for the
di scussions to cone. After expanding on the theme at certain points, he
raised a final question concerning the remark that Western m ssionaries,
even the “enlightened” ones, are apt to get caught in biases inported from
the West in the attenpt to confront religious pluralism Van Bragt wondered
whet her the Asians thensel ves were not |iable to biases of their owninthis
regard, even w thout the influence of Wstern training, and asked for
further clarification of what is in the Asian approach that the Wst seens
to | ack.

In reply, Lee was careful to note that the “Western” nentality he was
criticizing is not something peculiar to Westerners, but is often upheld
nore vigorously by Asians thenselves. In particular he cited the frequent
oblivion or even outright intolerance anong Chinese Christians, pastors,
and theologians to the fullness of their own religious inheritance as
Chi nese. In sone

INTER-RELIGIO 4/ Fall 1983 37



detail he recounted his own experience as a Chinese trained as a theologian in
the West and returning home, only to discover that his attenpts to recover a
Chi nese style of thought and witing were resisted by his fell ow Christians.

Notto Thell e observed that while nbst of us, whether Asian or Western,
are “guilt-ridden Christians” when it cones to our record of encounters with
religious pluralism we should not forget that a good many Asian religions
show the same attitude by reducing Christianity and other conpeting
traditions to a second-rate expression of a truth nmore fully present in
their own faith. He asked, however, whether a commitment to the ultinacy
of one’s own way is not really a better basis for dial ogue than a standpoi nt
of tolerant relativism that refuses to speak in superlatives of any

religious way. “lI do not resent when Muslins tell me that Christianity is
a sort of ‘middl e school’ whose adherents have not yet graduated to Islam”
he comrented. “Vat | resent is when | am not given an opportunity to

respond to such clains.”

Taki ng up the point, Peter Lee insisted that we not conflate the notion
of “ultimacy” with that of “conquest.” The forner allows for dialogue,
confrontation, and productive argument; the latter inhibits them Here
Thelle intervened with the short comment that all the “mlitaristic”
| anguage that has surrounded the Christian mssion effort should be
elimnated precisely because of the way it helps to bolster that conflation
of ideas.

Thomas | nmoos pointed to the case of the “East-Wst Spiritual Exchange”
that the Nanzan Institute had been instrumental in arranging, in which
Japanese Buddhi st nobnks and nuns from a variety of sects were invited to
spend time in traditional European nonasteries. The fact that some of the
participants reported afterwards that it had been the first tine they had
come into serious contact with Buddhists of other traditions, he comented,
woul d seemto offer clear proof that the problemwe have here is not nerely
a probl em of East and West.

Jan Swyngedouw asked fromthe chair that we perhaps give nore careful
attention to the word “dial ogue” before proceeding. Jim Heisig responded
with the remark that religious pluralismis not only a fact—which requires
only different religions functioning within the same cultural donai n—but
an institutionalized fact in virtue of the cultural structures that
religions have devised to sustain and develop thenselves within that
pluralistic situation. At the sane time, dialogue is also a fact, so |ong
as there are people, and there nust always have been at least a nminority
at the fringes of the mmjor world religions, who attenpt to deal
constructively with those outside of their own faith. The question is: How
can we institutionalize dialogue? At present, interreligious dialogue is
nore widely spread than ever before in the history of humanity, but that
is because it has becone dependent on nodern conmunication nedia and
transport, in the same way that the sale and distribution of commodities
is dependent on them In order to institutionalize dialogue, that dependency
has to be broken, or rather transferred into the heart of a religious tradition
itself. Wat Heisig wanted to know, then, is whether there is any nodel
anywhere, East or Wst, religious or otherw se, that we mght adopt
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to give interreligious dialogue cultural, institutional roots, and to
protect it frombeconing a |leisure enterprise that will pass with tine.

While objecting to the term “institutionalized dialogue,” Albert
Poul et-Mathis supported the basic idea of strengthening the base for
di al ogue. He insisted, however, that we not let our idealismblind us to
the other fact that had been nentioned: that ordinary Christians, as indeed
ordinary believers in any tradition of Asia, have no exposure to
interreligious encounter. That the broadening of the base of such exposure
needs conceptual foundations to survive he did not question. H's point was
only that it nmust not become a branch of expertise in the process.

Raynond Renson objected to the term on the grounds that it mght
suggest a “di al ogue between institutions” which he reckoned practically
i mpossible. Dialogue is necessarily an event that takes place between
persons or it does not take place at all. Dialogue, after all, presunes a
readi ness to change, and that is precisely what an institution by its nature
cannot be ready to do.

Heisig intervened briefly to clarify that what he nmeant by
“institution” was sinply a structured transm ssion of habits of belief and
action. In an age like our own, in which the awareness of religious
pluralismin the technol ogi cal | y advanced nati ons has gone hand in hand with
a weakening of the ampunt and depth of religious tradition being
transmitted, the structural bases of that transm ssion needs careful
rethinking. And that rethinking, he reiterated, has to include an
interreligious dimension if it is not to turn its back on pluralismor be
left to a small mnority in academia or on its shirttails, which seens to
be the only cultural noorings interreligious dialogue has at present.

Bar t hol omew Tsui of fered the sobering observation that a conmitnent to
di al ogue says sonmething about a particular religion' s self-definition,
which may not in fact be shared by others and may not always be taught
wi t hout endangering alternative self-definitions. Mreover, he went on, to
instruct the young in interreligious dialogue the way they have
traditionally been instructed in a particular religion's beliefs and
customs would lead to a confusion of identity, or perhaps set the stage for
the creation of new religions.

Thomas | nmoos took a sonewhat different tack here, noting fromhis own
experience of contact with Shinto scholars that contact with Christianity
has | ed some of themto begin thinking of their tradition as a “religion,”
and to search about the world of religious speculation for nopdels of
interreligious contact appropriate to Shinto. For |nmmpos the devel oprment
is a positive one, and the catalyst has come from Christian theol ogy.

Hei sig, too, acknow edged the weight of Tsui’'s concerns, but repeated his
point that incorporating interreligious dialogue into a tradition involves a
revolution in the way a tradition is passed on, and does not nean teaching an
absolute relativism or teaching nothing at all. Such a new way would give
structural support to the experiential dinmension of religion, encourage
academcs to carry on dialogue at their own level, relate religious realities
to social life, and expose children to the religious pluralism of their own
culture as a positive and profound influence on human society.
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At this point Jan Swyngedouw questioned the apparent assunption that there
is in fact no dialogue at all going on anbng ordinary people in everyday
life. H's own viewwas that a basis for dial ogue does in fact al ready exist,
and that the real issue was how to connect it to what we are calling the
“interreligious” dinmension of dialogue.

Poul et - Mat his agreed and stated his view that the broadening of the
“dialogue of life” already occurring into a dialogue of spirituality and
religious experience would give it a notivational base and help uphold it
intime of conflict or upheaval. At all events we cannot renain content with
a mere dialogue of life. It needs deepening.

Edward Khong wondered whether the use of the word “dial ogue” can be
extended to the sense of a “dialogue of |ife” without doing violence to the
facts. The nutual toleration and respect that exists anobng people of
different religions in Asia in their ordinary comings and goings seens to
survive precisely because questions of religion are left to one side. In
Tsui's opinion, to see it as a preparatory stage for interreligious dial ogue
may be going too far.

AN Asl AN PERSPECTI VE ON | NTERRELI G oUS ENCOUNTER |

Two alternative Asian perspectives on interreligious encounter were
delivered at the conference by M chael Sastrapratedja and Dol ores Sikat.
In his presentation, Sastrapratedja stressed the cultural diversity of Asia
and the need for caution in assigning the adjective “Asian” to any
particul ar node of thought or behavior. At the sane tinme, he attenpted to
give a broad outline of two key features of Asian societies relevant to
interreligious encounter: (1) the emergence of religious consciousness; and
(2) the struggle of the people to overcone nisery, oppression, and poverty.

Regarding the fornmer, Sastrapratedja observed that the nature of the
upsurge in religious consciousness differs w del y—eovering everything from
the contenplative and nystical to the fundanentalistic and the
political —and does not readily suggest a single explanation. For exanple,
some see it as a sign of protest against rationalistic, technol ogical,
bureaucratic society, others as a protest against legalistic or noralizing
religion. He hinmself took a nobre basic and positive approach to the
phenonenon, arguing that it points to the irrepressible urge within the
human being to understand its situation in the world and search for the
truth, and denonstrates how religion is necessarily a historical task and
not an absolute doctrine. “An Asian perspective on interreligious
encounter,” he concluded, “excludes any fundanmentalism”

Concerni ng the struggl e agai nst poverty and oppression, Sastrapratedja
insisted strongly that one cannot look at religion in Asia wthout
remenbering the inhuman conditions and unjust social systens to which the
majority of Asian peoples are subject at present, since these sane people
are the living religious pluralism of Asia. The fact is, however, that
religion in Asia tends unconsciously to legitimze the status quo and
bol ster the injustice. The ide-
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ol ogy of “haves” that equates poverty with lack of dignity and reduces the
responsibility of the “haves” to a sharing of their dignity with the “have
nots” is conpletely mstaken, and insofar as religion steps in to nystify
the value of poverty it too ignores the true source of the dignity of the
poor and oppressed. For theological reflection to close its eyes to social
structures is to endanger its entire enterprise and to cripple the power
of religious consciousness. An Asian perspective on interreligious
encounter, therefore, nust stress a prophetic and liberating commtment to
the side of the weak and the poor.

In his response, Albert Poulet-Mthis expressed full agreement wth
the conclusions of the paper, but thought nore attention should be given
to the way in which they were argued. He wondered whether an anal ysis of
the religious situation in Asia in fact enabl es us to speak of an “energence
of religious consciousness” as one of its main traits. Mght it not be, as
sonme are saying, that Asian people are losing the religi ous awareness that
had for centuries been part of their lives? A though a Wsterner, his
twenty-five years of experience in Asia would confirm that view Poulet-
Mat his asserted, and this in turn raises a question about the evidence for
the serious quest for self-understanding on the part of the Asian individual
today and the openness to other approaches to truth. For this sane reason,
Poul et-Mathis felt that to exclude fundanentalism from the picture woul d
not only be to exclude certain Western religions but a considerable deal
of Asian religiosity as well. Finally, he offered the brief remark that the
struggl e against poverty and misery is not a najor issue for those living
in countries |ike Japan, Korea, and Taiwan, and therefore would not serve
theminmrediately as a basis for interreligious encounter.

Sastrapratedja took up the objections by noting that any attenpt to
construct a perspective on the phenonenon of religion in Asia requires that
we first clarify the general context of religion, «culture, and
soci o—political conditions, as he attenpted to do. The anmount of
construction of tenples and nobsques going on, as well as other signs of
religious fervor, seemto him fromhis vantage point in |Indonesia, to point
to a resurgence of religious consciousness, he noted, even though it is
difficult to assess such things objectively. As to the openness to the
truth, he pointed to his own educational training in which he was taught
not to begin an encounter by arguing one’s own point of view but by
listening to the other. A great deal of the religious pluralism of Asia,
he went on, is itself not sinply the result of a clash between religions
but of a confluence and assimlation anong traditions. That fundanmentalism
exists in Asian religion is beyond doubt, but Sastrapratedja saw this |ess
as a characteristic of the Asian mnd than as a reaction agai nst social and
political structures. In these cases religion serves to consolidate the
identity of a people, particularly in their effort to position thenselves
relative to the West. Lastly, he admitted that poverty and oppression are
not universal in Asia, but insisted that to leave it out of the picture for
that reason would be to mss sonething of great inportance to the reality
of religion in Asia.

Fromthe chair, JimHeisig opened the floor to discussion by appl audi ng t he
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breadth and bol dness of the paper, and asking that the assenbly direct
further attention to the critical issues left open by the exchange between
aut hor and respondent.

Jan Swyngedouw al | uded to an international synposiumheld at the Shinto
university in Tokyo in January of 1983, in which he and Professor Ryu had
taken part. Aside from Robert Bellah and Peter Berger, all the other
participants were fromAsia. One of the nain thenes taken up on the occasion
was secul arization in Asia, concerning which the group concluded that it
is extremely difficult to speak of “Asia” as a unity with respect to
probl ens of socio-cultural change and religion. He asked whether, in the
mdst of all the interest in national identity in Asian lands, it is
feasible to speak at this time also of an “Asian identity.”

Jan Van Bragt directed a question to Sastrapratedja regarding his view
of the emergence of religious consciousness, asking whether he felt that
this included a reaching out by religionists in Indonesia to their co-
religionists in other Asian lands. The response was in a cautious
affirmative, citing the case of recent contacts between Buddhists in
I ndonesi a and Thail and. Here Thomas | nmpos made reference to his experience
at the First Wrld H ndu Conference held in Sri Lanka in April of 1982
(reported on in INTER-RELIGIO No.2, pp.30-32), which raises serious doubts
about the state of the cooperation between co—eligionists of differing
national and political affiliations.

Paul Sye turned the discussion to fundanmentalism noting that the
problemw th this approach to religion is one of nethodology in that it is
concerned primarily with texts i ndependently of their current context, thus
isolating religious identity from cultural identity and rendering it
sterile. The solution, however, is not to choose one or the other, but to
realize their codependency, to allow sacred texts both to interact with our
present concerns and to set them agai nst a broader horizon.

Sr. Theodore Hahnenfeld noted that in the case of the Theravada
tradition in Thailand, the scriptures are held to strictly and all
adaptation to the present is considered out of place. Those who show
openness to other religions, such as Buddhadasa Bhi kku, are a rarity. Paul
Clasper recalled fromhis time in Burma that the Buddhi st nonks there took
their scriptures extrenely literally, eschewing synbolic or poetic
interpretations of texts. But beneath this fundanmentalism there seens to
be a layer of relativism that opens them up to other religious ways. He
wondered whether this might not be a nore wi despread phenonenon, indeed
whet her all of us do not contain a layer of fundamentalism somewhere in our
spirituality. In any case, he went on, the “fundanentalisnf we find in Asian
religions does seem to be different from what we find in Wstern
Christianity. Sr. Theodore concurred with the point, remarking that the
sane Buddhi sts who hold strictly to their own scriptures allow for a wide
interpenetration of folk rituals and superstitions that have nothing to do
with their own doctrines but give them a sort of cultural depth, whereas
Christianity in Thailand is nore likely to introduce the elenent of the
cross—ultural and the international while, at least officially, avoiding this
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sort of interpenetration. Magdal ena Villaba suggested that the “l|evels” of
whi ch O asper had been speaking, whether or not in fact they are present
in each individual, would seem to be an essential ingredient for any
religion that has both an intellectual, reflective dinmension and a popul ar,
non-reflective but “lived” dinmension.

To the question posed by the chair whether sonething similar has in
fact taken place also in Asian Christianity, Edward Khong poi nted out that
one of the reasons it has not is that Christian education in the faith in
Asia places a greater enphasis on catechetical instruction than, for
exanpl e, Buddhismis wont to do. This, too, would argue against the sinple
transference of the Western notion of fundanmentalismto traditional Asian
religions, though it might be nore fitting for some of the newer religions
which follow the Christian pattern of instruction. As Van Bragt was quick
to mention, the same would hold true in Japan where those belonging to the
newer religions are nore likely to be articulate in their faith than those
bel onging to the ol der Buddhi st sects.

At this point Villaba added the coment that perhaps we should
di stinguish between a fundanentalism that grows out of a religion placing
a high priority on rationalism and one that shows up in a religion that
does not nake so nuch use of intellectual structures to preserve its
heri t age.

Returning to the question of the awakening of religious consciousness
in Asia, Peter Lee referred to the situation in mainland China, where
Christianity has seened to offer an outlet for dissatisfaction with the
ruling ideology in a way that Confucianism and Taoi sm have not been able
to do. The situation with Buddhi sm needs closer exami nation, but given its
long history one might well expect sonething of a renewal there as well.

Moctar Matuan asked that we distinguish between religious
consci ousness as an awareness of one’'s own religion and an awareness of the
religion of others. The awakening that has occurred anobng the Filipino
Mislinms is partly a result of the fear of |osing the younger generation to
Western ways on the part of Muslins trained in the Mddl e East and returning
home. Far froma renewed sensitivity to the religion of others, what we are
seeing is a new closure of that broader sense of religious consciousness,
since the nodel for true religion is inported fromthe Mddle East.

Hei sig suggested here that the point be broadened to distinguish also
bet ween i ncreases of religious consciousness neasured in terns of practice,
in terms of depth of reflection on tradition, and in terns of attention to
spiritual experience, all of which may include or exclude the others.

Poul et - Mat hi s recommended that the category of the “search for truth”
presented in Sastrapratedja's paper be included as another neasure of
increase in religious consciousness, even where it is not directly related
to a specific religious system To this M chael D anond advi sed that we take
care here not to confuse the quest for certainty, which is at the root of
fundanmentalismin both Islam and Christianity, with the search for truth.
While the latter may be a genuine measure of the rise of religious
consci ousness, the former is not.
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An Asi an Perspective on Interreligious Encounter - |1

A second Asian perspective on interreligious encounter was offered by
Dol ores Sikat, currently at the Ricci Institute, who began by offering
apol ogi es for the absence of Fr. Raguin who was at the tinme busy attending
to the celebration of the 400th anniversary of Mateo Ricci’s arrival in
China. Her paper was conposed in the form of a collage of personal
reflections, as an Asian raised in the Christian mlieu of the Philippines,
on the shock of encountering the richness of other religious ways in Asia
and the Mddle East. Inpossible as it is to summarize such a report without
transcribing it in full, the nature of the discussion which it provoked
shoul d denonstrate how fertile a seedbed of suggestiveness it laid before
the assenbly.

Raynond Renson began his response by expressing full agreement with
the statenents that the formation of a dialogical attitude among Christians
begins with the devel opment of our own humanness and our own Christianity;
that the success of dialogue should be gauged primarily not by the depth
of the scholarship it produces but by the inpact it has on the ordinary
believer; that one of the critical elements here is the introduction of
training in dialogue into our sem naries, both Catholic and Protestant; and
that dial ogue cannot survive if it does not bring an increased interiority
to those npost actively engaged in it. He then went on to single out a few
of the questions the paper raised in his own mind. He wondered about its
tendency to | ook upon Asia as a “self-sufficient and self—ontained” unit
of religious and philosophical traditions, particularly since it is through
the affinities that Western Christianity recognizes with these traditions
that a way to dial ogue and nutual enrichnent has opened up, a way of benefit
to both sides. Further, he asked that we look a little nore closely at the
vi ew, however widespread it be anmong Asians of all religions, that
Christianity has brought disunity, chaos, and war to Asia. It is not nerely,
he noted, a matter of nustering historical evidence to re—examnm ne our
Christian past and give that popular opinion a fair hearing, but also of
| ooking at the record of other religions in Asia with the sane critical eye.

Magdal ena Villaba opened the discussion by reinforcing Renson’'s
insistence that a nore objective treatment of Church history in Asia, as
wel | as greater exposure to other religions, should become part and parcel
of sem nary training.

Notto Thelle asked for a clarification of the situation in the
Phi I'i ppi nes, whether it was not nore inportant that they study Islamrather
than, for instance, Buddhism which has no real foothold in its history and
culture. Sikat responded that one of the nost inportant agenda in Philippine
Christianity is its mission dimension within Asia, and that if it is not
to end up in a nere exportation of Filipino Christianity, future
m ssionaries nust be given a deeper understanding of the religions of their
Asi an nei ghbors. Jan Swyngedouw was quick to note how the same nay be said
of Japan and ot her Asian countries as well, and Thomas | mmoos refl ected that
what interest there is in Japan for foreign religious ways is nost often
not an interest sparked by the conscious-
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ness of being Asian, nor does it produce, as one mght expect, a greater
spirit of openness and cooperation with other religions wthin Japan.

Paul Sye asked that the point not be lost that the “young Churches” in
Christian Asia do in fact still wear the shackles of foreign masters, so
that the search for “self-understanding” often ends up being a further
attenpt to acquiesce to the views of an older, foreign tradition. The
controls in Catholicism are nmade visible by the presence of a central
headquarters in the Vatican, but they are present in Protestantismas well.

Francis Cark voiced his surprise that the word “inculturation” had
not once been used in the discussions. Wien is Christianity going to be
al |l oned, he pleaded, to take root in the popular religiosity of Asian | ands?
Fear of “syncretisni may be real, but that fear nust not beconme the basis
for our choices, lest it rule us as strongly as if we gave in to it. What
has happened to our fear of not taking root anobng the people? So |long as
we cling to accidentals as if they were essential, Christianity wll
continue to give a foreign inpression in Asia and not to touch the hearts
of the people.

Notto Thelle added his inpression that it is the foreign missionaries,
not the local Churches and their |eadership, that are nost interested in
inculturati on—+ndeed, in dialogue, as the conposition of the present
assenbly testified—and nost vocal in their views. He cited the case of the
Protestant missions in Japan, where it was nore the strong Confucianist
training of the early Japanese Christians, and their bias agai nst Buddhi sm
that dictated how they would adapt Christianity. The missionaries had to
break through the bias of the national Christians before the |ocal Church
could be taught to recogni ze Buddhismas a vital force in the culture. How
to apportion responsibility, therefore, is not always a sinple natter. But
the question still remains how we are to break through the deadl ock that
evol ved.

Paul Sye reiterated the point that one of the principal reasons
di al ogue with other religions fails to make any headway anong the Christians
of Asia is that they have been taught an exclusivity by foreign
m ssionaries. The fact that they pass this attitude on to those after them
in many and novel ways, mmy indigenize the agents of the foreign
i nfl uence—though Sye was less willing to see these as the key figures—but
does not alter the fact of its foreignness.

Ji m Hei si g asked whet her breaking this deadl ock m ght not have to begin
with a reappraisal of where leading Asian Christian thinkers get their
education. At present the best protection the Churches can give their bright
and upcom ng scholars is a Western diploma, for without that certification
their advance in Asian Christendom is foredooned. Watever good may come
from exposing an Asian scholar to religious education in other Asian |ands,
those in positions of |eadership in the Churches know that no anount of such
experience can grant the character of “Christian” that two years of graduate
work in Europe can. Now understandably, teachers begin their careers by
teachi ng what they know best and witing about what is nost famliar to them
so that it is only natural that Barth and Bul t mann, Rahner and Schill ebeeckx
have an
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easy time edging out local conpetitors for a space in the theol ogical
curricula of our Asian seminaries. The process becones conplete when this
procedure is defended as a display of the “universality” or
“internationalisnf of Christianity wholly appropriate to our grow ng gl obal
i nterdependence. In fact, it is only as international and universal as
col oni al expansion can be. Any international structure that restricts
possession of a national identity to a minority of the participants is
nothing | ess than the crassest formof nationalism

Jan Van Bragt asked whether from his wi de experience of semnary
education in Asia Al bert Poul et-Mthis mght say sonething about how nuch
effort is being given to evaluating Catholic seminaries in terns of
preparation for interreligious encounter. Poulet-Mathis lamented in reply
that efforts in this direction have not been very enthusiastic until now
The nwj or obstacle, he noted, was that curricula are still so largely filled
up with courses denanded by Rone that little time or inportance can be given
to other areas. Understandably, the rectors and deans of the seninaries are
reluctant to strike out on their own. The policy of the OBIA has been to
try to build up a consensus anong seminary | eaders and voi ce this consensus
again and again before authorities in Rome in the hope of a breakthrough.
Three or four years ago the office and its collaborating bishops were
optimstic about its chances for success, Poulet-Mithis recalled, but now
that they have net the opposition they are much less so. So long as
preparation for priesthood has to be the same all over the world, Europe
will continue to supply the nodels for Asian |eadership.

Jan Swyngedouw ventured the idea here that it nay not be so nmuch actual
Western missionaries in Asia but sonething in the structure of the Churches
themsel ves, or at least in Catholicism that obstructs process here. The
di scussion at this point unleashed a variety of exanples from other areas
of Church life where the chafe of the foreign leash is felt concretely by
those in the Asia Church eager to strike out in new directions.

Thomas | nmpos then raised the interesting question of what sort of
t heol ogi cal education was being given to Christians in China, where there
is no visible outside control. Peter Lee, who has been followi ng the problem
for a nunber of years, replied with a brief account of the state of
Protestant Christianity in China before and after the “Three-Self
Patriarchate” nmovenment in the early 1950s. Call it the left hand of CGod if
you will, Lee reflected, but the outcone was an abrupt halt to foreign
controls, finances, and ideol ogies. On the one hand, there was a fair degree
of political pressure that the Protestant Churches had to cone to terns
with, and this nmeant being deprived of accustonmed supports; on the other,
the nove effected a certain degree of liberation at the sane tine. Pockets
of resistance there were, but they did not amount to nuch. In the 1960s and
1970s the Churches di d undergo consi derabl e hardship, but in 1978 they began
to surface nore visibly, and contrary to the expectati ons of everyone, not
only did not die but experienced a resurgence in the |last few years. The
Chi nese Churches can now rightly say, he concluded, “W are rooted in
Chinese soil.” In this context, the themes of resurrection
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(after having passed through the valley of death) and creation (understood
much nore optimstically than the usual Protestant preoccupation with the
depravity of the human condition allows) are central to the self-
under st andi ng of these Churches. By our standards, sem nary education there
may | ack appreciation for current theol ogical trends, but Lee expressed the
view that if the Churches in China be allowed a few nore years to continue
as they are, they will come up with something still nore substantial in this
l'i ne.

Heisig noted here that in the absence of such conditions, the
devel oprment of an openness to native sources of theology or to other native
religions depends upon a demand arising from within the Churches—whether
from sem narians or their teachers, from parishioners or their pastors, or
fromthe hierarchy—for change. He asked whether there are any signs of this
denmand surfacing other than from anong those who have made a career of
pronoting such a demand.

Poul et-Mathis reported that a decision had been taken anobng Catholic
bi shops of the FABC gathered in Ml aysia some two nonths previously that
the priority assigned to pronmoting dialogue in the seminaries these past
few years be shifted to a priority to offer semnars on the theol ogy of
di al ogue for the bishops thenselves. He admtted, when questioned, that a
nunber of the bishops felt that too much enphasis had al ready been put on
pronoting interreligious dialogue, but added that the |eaders of the FABC
itself did not share that view

To Raynond Renson’s question about the part that the EAPI can play in
this process, Francis Cark stated that to date any inpact nmade on the few
bi shops who actually choose to participate in the courses offered at the
institute, was individual in nature and did little to build up solidarity
anmong the bishops thensel ves.

H deo Yuki reported on the state of Protestant senminary teaching in
Japan by giving a brief report on the history of attenpts at the
i ndi geni zation of theology during the war years, which ended up in an
extreme formof nationalism As a result, Protestants |ater becanme hesitant
of such directions, to the point that the study of other religions has at
best only a token presence in theological schools at present. At his own
university, Doshisha, new but still cautious attenpts are being nade to
recover from this over—reaction. But in general when Japanese Christian
schol ars today tal k about indigenization, it hardly exceeds the |evel of
the intellectual dreamof scholars to beconme ordinary people. No real effort
i s being made.

Thel l e next turned the discussion to the comrent nmade in Sikat’'s paper
that authentic Asian Christianity requires having “clear and concrete goals
and objectives.” For him this smacked of Western organizational nodels
that, at least from his experience in Japan, was not appropriate to the
Asian mind. Sikat clarified that she had intended the remark only as a
criticism against the tendency to exhaust our energies in clarifying
theories and |ogical connections w thout bringing them to bear on Iived
reality. The apparent underdevel opment of netaphysics in Chinese thought,
she remarked, needs rather to be seen
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as a deliberate inpatience with the abstract. The sane may carry over into
the Asian concept of dial ogue.

Edward Khong commented that for himan invitation to dial ogue al ways
nmeans something extrenely concrete, sonething like “Let’s play cards.”
Bef ore begi nning, one has to assess how much one has and how nuch one is
willing to lose. As Christians we are very conscious of what we already
possess as truth, and often sit down at table with the attitude of enjoining
the others, “Don’t touch ny pot.” Wre dial ogue nmerely a form of broadening
one’s circle of friends or one’s know edge, it would be sinple enough. Wre
it nerely a question of selling wares at our own prices and on our own
terms, there would be no problem But if it is to be the case that we are
transformed by the encounter, we need first to becone conscious of the
concrete goals of dialogue and enter it with our eyes open.

To concl ude the discussion, Thomas | mmpos indicated the inportance of
the psychol ogi cal dinmension of this dialogical transformation by show ng
how “di al ogue with the other” only really cones about when it is at the
same time a “dialogue with oneself.”

ReLI g ous PLurALI SM I N CHI Na

The first of three “case studies” on religious pluralismin Asia was to have
been presented by Wialen Lai of the University of California at Davis, but
unexpected last mnute conplications with his travel docunents prevented
himfromattending the conference. In his stead, Peter Lee offered a summary
of Lai’s interesting and informative paper to open the discussion.

Noting the two conflicting tendencies in the three Chinese religions
(or “Teachings”) of Confucianism Taoism and Buddhismto syncretismon the
one hand, and to conflict and persecution on the other, both of which
crystallized nost clearly in the Mng period, Lai attenpted to resolve the
contradiction by placing it in socio-historical context. In doing so, he
argued we find the same dynamic principle at work in both syncretism and
persecution: the subservience of religious tradition to civil order through
an ideol ogy of “consensual orthodoxy” pronmoted by those in authority. What
we find in Mng, however, cannot be called religious pluralismin the strict
sense of the term and due to Mng influence true pluralism appears to be
absent throughout the nineteenth century and perhaps the twentieth as well.
For Lai, whatever the benefits of consensual orthodoxy for civil order, its
danger is that it pronmotes uncritical identification of the nmoral good with
the particular nores of a society, as we see fromthe adverse attitude it
produced towards the Christian nissionaries. The question now, he
concluded, is whether a half century of peaceful coexistence within Mng
culture and a political upheaval that has brought both religion and culture
into question offer a backdrop against which the Three Teachings can
revitalize thensel ves as China faces the future.

Bar t hol omew Tsui opened his response with three areas he felt deserving
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of further discussion. First, he noted the chronol ogical correspondence
reported by Lai between each of the Three Teachings and one of the stages
of human life, and wondered to whom we might ascribe belief in the schene
as a whole: to Buddhist monks? Taoi st nonks? Neo-Confucians? Second, he
questioned the apparent conclusion that the failure of Christianity in
China was due to the self-—sufficiency of the Three Teachings syncretized
into a unity, since such a judgenent overlooks the nore conplex dynam cs
of the conversion process. And finally, he thought it would be worth while
to apply the notion of “consensual orthodoxy” to the current regime in China
to see if any pluralism in the strict sense, can be said to exist there.
Tsui ended his response by drawi ng a number of distinctions he felt m ssing
but on which, unfortunately, it was not possible to have the author’s own
views: between rel ations of each of the religions to the ruling authorities
and rel ations anong thensel ves; between the scholar’s view of religion at
the time and that of the people; between synthesis, eclecticism and
syncretism and between the religious division of hunan needs into natural,
social, and transcendent, and other possible interpretations of human need
that woul d not share religious presuppositions.

Thomas | nmpos, who expressed his appreciation for the originality of
the paper, nevertheless felt that nore attention mght have been given to
the role of economic factors in accounting for such things as the
persecution of Buddhismin China, an idea that has |ong been in circul ation
anong scholars of the M ng period.

To Notto Thelle's questions about how nuch of the spirit of the Mng
era spoken of in Lai’'s paper was |ost during the Marxist era in China, Tsui
and others provided further background information. From there the
di scussion turned to the role of Christianity in China, on which point the
assenbly was drawn into the long and devoted China-watching tradition of
Tao Fong Shan for a brief but fascinating overview

Jan Van Bragt took up the first of Tsui ‘s questions to note that the
question of who the agents of religious synthesis or religious persecution
are is one that applies to the partners in interreligious dialogue as well:
are they the scholars, organizational representatives, common believers,
i ndi vi dual subjects of religious experience, or perhaps some conbination
of these? Dol ores Sikat pointed out here that as long as we tell the history
only of the upper classes who had access to the courts of political power,
as in the case of the Mng era, we are touching no nore than a fraction of
1% of the population. Folk religiosity, she suggested, has a history all
its own which consists in far nmore than mere consunption of crunbs falling
to themfromthe tables of the literati. This is not to say that it is not
syncretistic —gquite to the contrary, it tends to be nuch nore so—but only
that the preoccupation with questions of religious “pluralisnf or
sel f—+eflective synthesis would not be of any interest to the “uneducated”
masses, and even ventured the view that the sanme might well be said of the
ordi nary educated Tai wanese to this day for whomreligion remains a category
apart.
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The difference between the so-called great tradition and the mnor tradi-
tions into which it filters dowm is always present, Tsui was quick to
observe, but the dynamcs are so confused and the data so scanty that one
woul d hesitate to say too nuch on the subject. Paul Casper recalled the
experience of initiating a course, with Tsui, on the study of folk religion
in the Religion Departnent of Chinese University. It raised not a few
eyebrows anmong their coll eagues (“Wiy woul d anyone want to go to university
to study superstition?”), opened the eyes of not a few students to places
and events they had been unaware of in their own nei ghborhoods, and nade
the two professors thenselves nore sensitive to the inportance of these
“little traditions,” even anong a highly educated people.

Edward Khong introduced a | ess optinmistic point of view here with the
remark that the Chinese people are fundanentally nore interested in achiev-
ing certainty than in the quest for truth, which facilitates the fusing of
di sparate teachings into a unity and promptes nutual tolerance anbng a
variety of traditions.

Jan Swyngedouw was anxi ous to know what the consequences for interreli-
gious dialogue are if one agrees to bring folk religiosity into the picture.
We know sonet hing about organizing dialogue anong scholars or official
representatives, Swyngedouw said, but what would it nmean to “dial ogue” with
Buddhi sm at the |evel of folk belief?

Khong was the first to reply to the question, from the Hong Kong
context, noting that much of the interreligious display that is graced with
the nane of dialogue in fact anounts to little nore than certain religious
| eaders making friends with other religious |leaders. As far as this may be
renoved fromthe grass—roots reality of belief, it is still further renoved
fromthe genuine spirit of dial ogue.

Cl asper next conplained of the resistance within Christianity against
a di al ogue between theol ogy and fol k belief, while Poul et-Mthis enphasized
that what we nean by dialogue is an encounter between persons self-con-
sciously committed to the search for truth, whatever particular tradition
they belong to. When that dialogue reaches the level of doctrinal
di scussion, we discover a limt to the dialogue with folk belief because
there is no single tradition to be discussed here but only a scattered body
of loosely constellated habits of belief and practice. This is not to say
we should not be interested in popular religiosity, only that it is not a
proper partner for dial ogue.

Heisig felt that the challenge of folk religions entails nore than
nerely how to draw theminto the dial ogue already going on. After all, the
notion of dialogue as the enterprise we are engaged in represents the
attenpt of certain religionists (notably, the Christians) to encourage
other religionists to look at their tradition in a new way for nutual
benefit. The fact that we neet a formof religious Ilife that does not fit
into the pattern should first nmake us have another |ook at the pattern. It
may be that there are tacit assunptions in interreligious dialogue that
generate those sentinents of self-dissatisfaction at being too acadenic,
too renoved fromlife, too narrow, and so forth that
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keep com ng up at neetings like this.

Lee mentioned the difficulty of conducting formal dial ogue anong those
who lack a religious self—dentity, at the same time as he adnmitted that
there are different | evels of dialogue, each with its own proper procedures.
In his owmn experience, it is really a quite restricted nunber of people who
are able to conmmuni cate with one another in dialogical fashion, even though
they may find the concept appealing for one reason or another. He also
stressed the fact that in our admration for the often renarkabl e synt heses
achieved in the course of Chinese religious history due to the flexible
tenperament of the Chinese people, we should be wary of sinply accepting
the syncretic process in religion uncritically, be it at the level of folk
religion or anong the schol ars, since there are no doubt undesirabl e aspects
toit as well. The question for us is then: Can Christianity synthesize the
positive elenents in Chinese religiosity in a creative fashion so as both
toremain fully Christian and yet becone fully Chinese?

ReLI ¢ ous PLURALI SM I N J APAN

Notto Thelle's condensed but tidily organi zed paper treating Japanese
model s of religious pluralism attenpted to outline the form of separate
co—existence that the three traditions of Shinto, Confucianism and
Buddhi sm have cone to achieve with one another on an organi zational |evel,
as well as the organic intermngling of all three that is part of the ethos
that nost if not all Japanese inherit unconsciously from their society.
Wiile the forner may classify as a “pluralisnf in the sense of a cultural
system recogni zing the right of nore than one ultimate worldview to exist
within its confines (and which is mrrored in various ways within the
traditions thenmselves), it is difficult to speak of a pluralismin the case
of the latter. Christianity, with its demand for absolute and exclusive
al | egiance, has a long history in Japan of resistance agai nst both nodels,
obviously an easier task at the organizational |evel than at the popul ar
one. What prohibits the great religious diversity of Japan from advancing
to self-conscious and creative encounter with one another and the
individuals within society is not to be sought in any of these nodels,
however, but in other values and traditions “of nore ulti mate character than
religion.” The primary concern under which a plurality of religions are
allowed to coexist, Thelle suggested, consists of an unsophisticated
acceptance of social harnony, which both weakens the conmitrment to ultimate
values within particular religious traditions and strengthens the ultimcy
of nationalistic sentinents.

Jan Swyngedouw began his response by noting how difficult it is to
comment on an analysis one agrees with so fully. He then attenpted to add
still nore weight to the notion of social harnony—er what the Japanese call
wa, and by whi ch they nean harnony w thin Japan—by arguing that it is itself
religious in nature. Hs own viewis that all religions in Japan can in an
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i nportant sense be called “sects” of this one religion of “being Japanese.”
Prior to the war, it was the state that had given recognition to the various
religions within the general social order, but after the separation of
religion and state inposed on Japan by the occupying forces, the religions
thensel ves stepped in to fill the void. Wthin this context, the
interreligious dialogue so flourishing in Japan has largely to be seen as
a further attenpt to preserve and contribute to this wa, which is why it
so often gets trapped at levels of social fornmality and why it is wel coned
by those in power. At the sane tine, Swyngedouw, concluded, the state of
di al ogue would seem to indicate an awareness on the part of those
participating of the overall lack of influence by religion on Japanese
society.

After considerable discussion related to details of the religious
situation in Japan, the question was raised by Thonas | mopos whether the
phenonmenon in Japan might not be a nobre w despread phenomenon anpbng
devel oped nations of the world, where traditional ties to a particular
religion have slackened to the point that all that remains is a sort of
weak and woolly “UNESCO religion,” hardly a self-conscious pluralism
conducive to interreligious dialogue. Ganting the point, JimHeisig still
wonder ed whet her we should | ook at forns of pluralismopen to criticismfrom
a point of viewthat val ues conscious, reflective religion and tends to give
rise to deliberate aggression or deliberate cooperation as altogether
negative. In reply, Thelle and Swyngedouw in turn spoke eloquently of the
truly positive aspects of wa as a “religion of the blood” Japan.

Yuki Hideo reconfirmed nmuch of what had been said, noting how
foreigners living in Japan for nmany years often perceive crucial dynamcs
to which the Japanese thensel ves are blind. The usual practice of thinking
of religion in Wstern terms—as affiliation with one organization and
conmtment to a transcultural ultinmate—does not apply to Buddhism Shinto,
or Christianity in Japan, despite attenpts to adopt the Western nodel. As
pointed out, there is really no pluralism in Japan, but only different
facets of the one religion of being Japanese. In a sense, therefore, our
efforts should go to “destroying” the Japanese concept of religion as social
har nony.

Swyngedouw noted a certain anomaly in the fact that Christian attenpts
at di al ogue in one sense contribute to the probl emprecisely insofar as they
do not also enbrace that radical task Yuki had spoken of, but tend to slip
away fromlocal problens to the safer areas of “Wrld Peace” and the Iike.

Yuki went further to point to the linitations of what he called “Rotary
Club” dialogue, calling for a new form of dialogue, signs of which are
al ready beginning to appear. Those religionists engaged in human rights
i ssues, for exanple, have begun to recogni ze Japanese harnony as one of the
strongest enemies of human rights. It is an issue that forces dial ogue away
fromthe conference tables and out into the world. The call for change does
not mean that we fail to appreciate the inportant role that formal, parlor
di al ogue can play, only that we do not remain content with achieving that
| evel of encounter.
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Paul Sye observed certain affinities between the situations in Japan and
Korea, and also the inportance of any interest in the question of human
rights. As a people that had suffered at the hands of Japan, forced to
change their nanes and | anguage and to pronounce allegiance to the Enperor
of Japan, the Koreans welcone all attenpts by the Japanese to re-exam ne
the ideol ogy behind such practices.

M chael Sastrapratedja remarked on el enents in Indonesian society com
parable to the Japanese wa where the role of religion is concerned. The
“secular religion” of which Robert Bellah speaks, relative to Anerican
society, as an underlying ideology unifying a situation of religious
pluralism is applicable also to Indonesia and posits many of the sane
probl ens as those nentioned in the discussion for Japan.

Thelle returned to the question raised in the previous discussion of
who the proper partners for dialogue are. Yuki's suggestion of broadening
the dialogue out into issues such as human rights in fact anpunts to an
engagenment with different partners and can have a positive effect on
religious dialogue overall. In the sane line, Immos cited the opinion of
Prof essor Doi, director of the center to which Yuki belongs, that in
choosing partners for dialogue we should be conscious of the danger that
interreligious dialogue be expropriated by those with the strongest
financial base and used to their own purposes. Sr. Hahnenfeld, chairperson
for the session, tried to get the assenmbly to speak nore directly to this
i ssue, but there was a general hesitancy to do so, the feeling being that
nore research and preparation is called for in this rather delicate issue.

Peter Lee asked that we not let the inportance of Yuki’s observations
on the need for a new formof dialogue slip by too quickly or fade off into
the nmore familiar concern with who might be the proper partners for
di al ogue. It touches the very core of the nmlaise that nuch of the
interreligious dialogue in Hong Kong suffers from and he was anxious that
Yuki return to say nmore in future sessions regarding the shift from
intra—religious preoccupations to concern with subjects of a w der social
nature neither directly generated by nor under the control of organized
religion.

Dol ores Sikat drew attention to the problem of wonen's rights in many
of the countries of Asia as a specific area of human rights that could
becone a focus for interreligious dialogue.

Stating the question in nore general terms and returning to a comrent
along the sane lines nade by Thelle, Heisig noted that in addition to the
traditional category of “orthodoxy” with its concomtant notion of heresy
as a departure from doctrine, we now feel the need to incorporate the
category of what is called “orthopraxis” whose acconpanying heresies of
failure to act in accord with belief may well be applied to the enterprise
of interreligious dialogue insofar as it fails to nake the shift of which
Yuki was speaking. At present, we |ack adequate criteria within religion
to apply the category in the concrete conparable to those that we have
forged for orthodoxy.
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ReLI & ous PLURALI sM AND | SLAM I N THE PHI LI PPI NES

M chael Di anond began the sunmary of his paper on Islamin the Philippines
by noting a major difference between the tradition of dialogue in Maraw ,
of which he is a part, and that in nost of the other countries represented
at the conference: “Wile you are engaged in dial ogue because you choose
to do so in accord with an ideal you ascribe to, our dialogue originated
in the conflict and killing. | envy you. It is sonething we often forget.”
Since first going to the Muslim area of the Philippines in 1969, D anond
said, there has been continual fighting. O ficial governnent figures Iist
100, 000 dead, but the real totals are nmuch higher. Under such conditions,
the mere fact of being present as Christians in a Mislim environnment and
living there without strife is the nost inportant contribution we have to
make, even if a contribution whose val ue goes unrecogni zed by the Churches
and which is viewed with suspicion by nost Islamic officials as a covert
operation aimed at converting the region to Christianity. After detailing
the history of Islam in the Philippines, which goes back sone 200 years
before the arrival of the Spanish in 1565 and grows into a story of
continued persecution under first one governnent and then another up to the
present, Dianond tried to highlight some of the main spiritual and cul tural
values in Filipino Mislim society that conflict with those of the
capitalistic, Christian majority, and further to stress the inportant,
reconciling role that attenpts at di al ogue have to play.

Moct ar Matuan, speaking as a Filipino Mislimhinself, responded to the
report by giving us a closer look at the concrete nethods used by the
non-Miuslim state to expropriate Miuslin wealth and | ands and to reduce them
to the status of a political mnority in their own region, tranpling in the
process on tinme-honored and sacred beliefs. “To the eyes and minds of our
grandparents and even to sone present-day educated Mislinms in the
Phili ppines, the Spaniards, Anericans, and Christian Filipinos are one
because of their religion and commonality of purpose to subjugate the
Miusl i n8 under a Christian dom nated governnent.”

To Jan Swyngedouw s question about divisions between “npbdern” Mislins
and those who follow an older and stricter line, D anond and Matuan spoke
of the growth of Arabic influence in the education system and anong the
religious |eaders, but noted that the friction this aroused cannot be said
to reach the level of open conflict.

Magdal ena Vil | aba asked how t he apparent awakeni ng of the Marcos regi me
to the “Muslim problenf and attenpts made to amend oppressive laws are
actually received by the Mislins thensel ves. Matuan said that nmost Muslins
woul d see the changes that have occurred as a minor victory at best, ainmed
at appeasing the masses and attracting some of the intelligentsia to its
side. The real danger lies not in what the government (whose Mnistry of
Mislim Affairs is headed by a Christian) is saying but rather in what it
is not doing, in the fact that changes in law are not actually executed,
whi ch makes the situation worse than if nothing at all had been done.
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Ji mHeisig wanted to know of Matuan what the notivations for Mislimdial ogue
were, to what extent they were political in the sense of providing a
foothold anong the ruling Christian majority, and to what extent they can
be said to be mainly religious in nature. Matuan pointed to the fact that
it is not the Muslins themselves who are initiating any dialogue, to the
best of his know edge, and that those who do participate do so in response
to Christian initiatives, as at their own Centre.

M chael Sastrapratedja contrasted the situation in Indonesia with that
of the Philippines. There Islamis not so deeply rooted in the culture,
having arrived only in the fifteenth century after which its efforts at
inculturation had to contend with Dutch colonialism while H nduism and
Buddhi sm go back to the sixth century and have hel ped nuch nore to shape
I ndonesian culture. In addition, the formation of the state does not create
the problemof a national identity forned in favor or in opposition to any
particular religion, except for a minority of Muslins who would prefer an
Islamic state to the current secular one. Though commonly spoken of as a
“Muslim country,” in fact it is nerely a country in which Mislinms are in
the nmajority. In fact, the governnent avoids the terms “mgjority” and
“mnority” when it conmes to religious belief.

Matuan found it hard, as a Muslim to accept such an expl anation, since
I sl am under st ands government, society, and religion as one. To depart from
that unity would be too | oose an understanding of Islamfor him In reply,
Sastrapratedja reported that the Mnister of Religious Affairs in fact had
recently nade the statenment, shocking though it be to Miuslins, that I|slam
has no relation to political form no political conception.

Sr. Theodore spoke of a conparable problem in the south of Thailand
where a heavy concentration of Mislins occupying a small strip of land are
seeki ng secession from Thailand because of infringenents on their rights
and | sl am c custonms. Governnent opposition is adamant but it has not sparked
the level of conflict that we see in the Philippines, and a certain |evel
of dialogue anong Muslins and Christians is able to go on there through
youth work and the like.

At this point the discussion turned to the way Mislins el sewhere in
the Philippines relate to the majority Christian culture, and the inpact
this has on the Muslimcause. Contrary to expectations, it was reported that
this did not, by and large, lead to any breakdown in Muslim identity nor
create any pockets of Mislins content to |live under conditions simlar to
those just described for Indonesian Mislins. The migrations are generally
seen as tenporary.

Sastrapratedja volunteered the idea that the root of the problem may
be less cultural-religious than it is economc, which afforded Di anond the
occasion to show nore explicitly, by way of a vivid contrast between
“l oW and” and “hi ghland” cultures in the Philippines, the connections that
exi st between econonic wealth and soci al —fel i gi ous consci ousness.

Si kat argued, fromexanples she was familiar with, that it is inportant
here that we not identify all the doings of the current reginme with the
Christian mpjority, since a fair share of injustice occurs precisely
because of
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political forces that intervene between Filipino Mislins and Christians,
even to the point of pitting soldiers against the Mslim “rebels” for
reasons that the soldiers thensel ves do not understand.

RELI & ous PLURALI sM AND KOREAN SHAMANI SM

Tongshi k Ryu approached the question of folk religion and its role in a
religiously plural society by focusing attention on the case of Shamani sm
in Korea, its history, traits, and neaning. He showed, through draw ng
careful distinctions between the beliefs, rituals, and manner of
transm ssion of the Shamanistic tradition how it came to be a virtually
universal element in all religious phenomena in Korea, including
Christianity; how it provides the basis on which religions other than one’s
own are approached; and how it continues to function, in his term as a
“religious guerrilla” teaching the Christian Church how to survive in the
conplicated, pluralistic society of Korea. Ryu left no doubt, in his solid
and bal anced paper, that despite the superstitions and nmgical elenents
that have accrued to Shamanism and need to be recognized as negative
elements, it is nevertheless a source of revelation that the Christian
Churches need to learn to listen to, interpret, and respond to. It has
offered and continues to offer a means of expression for the cries of the
oppressed reaching out to the heavens for justice, for the gratitude and
joy of a people blessed with abundance, for the ordinary problens and
frustrations comon to us all as hunman bei ngs.

Paul Sye responded to the paper with a note of admiration for the depth
and clarity of presentation it brought to so conplex and still living a
tradition as Korean Shamanism H's own study of scripture, he told the
assenbly, had constantly suggested parallels between practices recorded in
the Bible and those of Shamanism He did, however, take exception to Ryu's
statement that it was the elite classes who were the first to adopt the
high religions that cane to Korea from abroad, offering the case of
Catholicism which originally appealed to many of the poor and oppressed
preci sely because it offered them an alternative to the ruling system of
privilege and caste. Finally, he stated his agreenent that current
attitudes towards Shamanismin the Christian Churches can only be sustai ned
by shutting one’s eyes to the reality of Korea today. During tines of
persecution by native and foreign powers, it has been the Shamans nore than
any other religious group that has tended to adapt its religious practices
to voice the political will of the people and criticize their oppressors.

After fielding a nunber of technical questions on the state of
Shamanism in Asia in general, its attitudes to nature and cosnps and
afterlife in its Korean form the role of ecstasy in this and conparable
folk traditions, and points of contact between the beliefs of Shamani sm and
Christian theology, Ryu replied to Peter Lee’s concern about how dial ogue
with a tradition |ike Shamanism can becone a personal encounter, and how
it can be realized anbng those who | ack
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the expertise to see beneath its surface to its deeper history and nmeani ngs.
Though there are said to be 20,000 Shanans in the Seoul area al one, he said,
the nunber of Shamanists who believe in the practice as a way of life are
al nost inpossible to find and initiate dialogue with. He sees the study of
folk religion as sonething basically for us , which is where it differs from
other forms of interreligious dial ogue spoken about at the conference. He
cited his own experience of having taught a course on the subject at the
Catholic seminary in Kwong-ju as one step in that direction. Sye stepped
inat this point to applaud the move and to insist once again that Catholic
pastors must know somet hi ng of Shamanismif they are to understand the m nd
of the people.

Jan Swyngedouw and Hi deo Yuki spoke of the fact that in Japan there
are comonly persons of Shamanistic traits (e.g., those belonging to the
Shugendo tradition) participating in neetings of dialogue, in spite of the
typical resistance to new religions founded by Shamans, even if they were
later to beconme far renoved fromtheir origins. Ryu noted that there are
some 200 to 250 new religious novenents in Korea, sonme of which have also
been originated directly by Shamans. Even the Unification Church, where the
gnostic elenent is nore in evidence, shows the presence of Shananistic
sentiments.

To Jan Van Bragt’'s query about ties between governnent and Shamani sm
Ryu noted that up until the fourth century, the King was consi dered a Shaman
possessed of special charismatic powers, in strong contrast to the present
where since 1970 Shanmanistic practices have been openly discouraged by the
government, as well as by many new religions, as “superstitious,” which
nmakes it all the harder for Christianity to encourage greater attention to
these traditions.

M chael Sastrapratedja noted the presence of Shamani smin present-day
I ndonesi a, where the enphasis is on cosmic order, adding that for a long
time the Christian Churches failed to see that for all their preaching of
sin as an act against God the |ndonesian was predisposed to see it rather
as an of fense agai nst the cosnic order.

Dol ores Sikat suggested that in the Philippines devotion to the saints
and to the “Nino Jesus," even though of Christian origin, functions in
quasi - Shamani stic fashion. Magdalena Villaba added that we have to
recogni ze the fact that these custons survive first and forenost because,
in one formor another, they are efficacious in a way that official religion
and science are not.

Moct ar Matuan infornmed us that sinmilar el ements were al so present anong
Filipino Mislims in the past, as a result both of an assimlation by I|slam
of the native systemof belief it encountered on first arriving in the area
and of later Christian influences. As nore and nore | eaders receive training
in Egypt and the Arab world, however, a desire to purify I|slam of such
foreign elenments has gained strength, even though there is no denying the
efficacy of certain practices, as Villaba had pointed out.

Francis Cark stated his inpression, from his Philippine experience,
that the element of fear was dominant in Shamanistic attitudes to higher
power s,
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and thought that the enphasis Christianity placed on love in this regard
m ght be liberating inits owm way. Ryu, however, preferred to characterize
the basic attitude in Korean Shamani sm as one of neither |ove nor fear but
of a “recognition of dignity” inspiring reverence in many forms, including
| ove and fear.

Livine OpTions FOR THEoLogy: A CatHoul ¢ VIEW

After admtting that the tine is not yet ripe for an el aborated theol ogy
of religions consistent with the change in attitude within Christianity
towards other religious ways, Jan Van Bragt approached the subject by neans
of “13 Theses,” condensing what he felt were the principal prescriptions
and proscriptions applicable to such a venture. Basically they fall into
three main areas of concern: (1) that a noral and spiritual conversion on
the one hand, and a concerted reflection on concrete practice on the other,
acconpany our nore academc efforts; (2) that, beginning from the
standpoint that all religions are inperfect instrunents of what transcends
them a Christian theology should not only grow organically out of its own
total past (both Catholic and Protestant, though Van Bragt saw nore hope
for the former), but grow into closer organic unity with “theol ogi es” and
reflections on the human condition belonging to traditions other than the
Christian; and (3) that the overenphasis on salvation dynamics to the
negl ect of creation dynam cs be redressed or perhaps even reversed, so that
sal vation not be made to serve as the pivot for a theology of religions.

Respondi ng to the paper, Yuki Hideo called into question the idea that
a theology of religions would show nore continuity with the traditional
Catholic and G eek Othodox accents than with Protestant ones. He preferred
to refornulate the thesis in such a way that each has “its own
possibilities” distinct from the other. The enphasis on l|ocalization,
variety, and particularity that nmarked the time of the Refornmation, he felt,
was one that carried on to the present and provides a link between our
current concerns and Protestant tradition. The commitnment to a priesthood
of the laity so strong in Luther—hough often enough of fended i n Protestant
practice—s another area that should help | oosen theol ogical frontiers for
its encounter with other traditions. The dangers of the principle of “sola
scriptura” to this end are often pointed to, but Yuki thought we shoul d al so
attend to the positive side:

that it enabled Protestants to be far |ess selective in their dial ogue
with science, philosophy, the arts, and other religions than Catholicism
had been because of its proliferation of traditional material and their
papal system of controls.

The point was well taken by Van Bragt and the rest of the assenbly,
and the discussion that followed focused attention accordingly on others
of the theses. Edward Khong asked for further clarification on the shift
from salvation to creation dynam cs spoken of in the paper, to which Van
Bragt replied
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by noting both how sal vation-theol ogies tend to close our eyes to the way
in which religion—+n religious ways other than the Christian may be clearer
here—seeks to place humanity within a wider nature and its correspondi ng
responsibilities to that larger picture. Jim Heisig added a comment in
support of the thesis to show that the “anthropocentrisni inherent in
theol ogies that stress the relation between God and the individual or God
and a chosen people tend to relieve us of our primary duty to the earth in
a way that religions stressing the total redenption of “nature” or “sentient
bei ngs” do not. Restoring the tradition of a theol ogy of creation to a place
of greater inportance would be the Christian way of reinstating a sense of
that duty.

Paul Cl asper agreed with the thrust of the thesis, paraphrasing it in
ternms of Tillich's idea that each period of Christian history can be
characterized by its notion of salvation. It may be that it is not the
notion of salvation itself that is obsolete, but the particular sense we
have given to it. To this Van Bragt insisted, nonetheless, that the proper
tactic at this tine would be to | eave the notion of salvation to one side
in attenpts at a theology of religion precisely because what its present
neani ng | eaves out of the picture is central to such attenpts.

Jan Swyngedouw argued that the entire discussion may |ead us back to
the fact that the solution to the problem may not be resolvable within the

confines of religion, or still nore seriously, that even if religions turn
outside of thenselves for a solution, it may not nake any difference at all
except to the world of religion itself. In short, to assume a posture of

openness to nmoral and intellectual concerns not inmediately generated by
or related to religion wuld seemto reconfirmthe growi ng indifference to
religion in the contenporary world. Van Bragt replied that we conme here to
a mninmm presupposition for interreligious dialogue: that religious
traditions constellate in a special and inportant way a range of human
aspirations and a depth of awareness that is not so constellated el sewhere
in other traditions. Not to hold to that prem se, he stressed, is to doom
our di al ogue fromthe very outset. In addition, religions woul d appear still
to be the locus for transcul tural dial ogue.

Thomas | nmos expressed his doubt about that final point, given the
efforts going onin this direction outside of the world of religion, |eading
Van Bragt to restate the point in terms of religious traditions representing
the “deepest” locus for transcul tural dial ogue.

Notto Thell e spoke fromthe chair to ask for further input on the shift
of enphasis Van Bragt was calling for, stating his own conviction of the
poverty of Christian creation theology in the face of the present world,
and wondering how other religions mght enrich us here.

Paul Sye remarked from his own experience with teaching A d Testanent
in Korea that the nmost difficult concept to teach is not that of a universal
salvation from the world of sin and sorrow, but the call of the prophets
to see the creative hand of God at work in tine and history for those
outside of Jewish tradition.

Clasper referred to his time in Burma, where the greatest majority of
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Christians are Karen (the largest minority group), a people with confused
identity despite a heritage of stories about their greatness. Becom ng
Christian galvani zed them as a people and supplied them with a “national
identity” in opposition to other tribal groups. Their sense of affinity with
the O d Testanent is uncanny, since they have no trouble applying the story
of a chosen race protected by God to thenselves. At the same time, this
shows a real danger of retribalizing Christianity even as it becones nore
concrete in tinme and history, and thus closing it off froma broader sense
of creation spoken of here.

Francis Clark noted that such developnments do indeed neglect the
broader scriptural notion of creation. It has |ong been one of his w shes,
he noted, that a feast of Creation be installed in the liturgical year
precisely to cel ebrate the dinension of “all things groaning to give birth”
and to bal ance our enphasis on God' s providence over our particular hunan
history. Alas, the liturgists are opposed to the idea.

Raynond Renson brought up the practical suggestion that a group |ike
ours mght take positive steps to organize ideas relative to a theol ogy of
religions growing out of its cunulative experience with interreligious
di al ogue for presentation to the w der theological comunity. Thelle
observed here that efforts in this line woul d al so be of service in hel ping
to counteract caricatures of Christianity still ranpant anong
representatives of other religious traditions.

Livine OpTions FOR THEOLOGY: A PROTESTANT VI Ew

Paul Cl asper began the resume of his talk with a disclainer to be
representing the Protestant view On the contrary, since Jan van Bragt’'s
“Catholic” view had already made such heavy use of the likes of Langdon
Gl key, WIfred Cantwell Smith, Donal d Dawe, Carl Braaten, and John Tayl or,
he begged forgiveness for drawing his inspiration from such as Bede
Giffiths, WIIliam Johnston, Anthony de Mello, and Thomas Merton. After
arguing that the plurality of worldviews common to Asian cultures nay itself
suggest a paradigm for people throughout the world living in a global
intellectual environment, where the plurality of “plausibility structures”
makes it possible to choose and practice nost any faith in npbst any place.
Recent breakt hroughs showi ng connections between nodern physics and
traditional forns of Eastern nysticism enhances this possibility, but far
fromrelieving us of the responsibility to make fundanental options of faith
and worldview, only heightens it. Casper then singled out what he saw as
three mandates inplicit in this situation: (1) that Christian faith be nore
closely related to the “perennial philosophy” and hence to the nystical
traditions of Asian Wsdom (2) that the study of Wsdom traditions
extricate itself from the Babylonian Captivity of the scientific mnd-set
that has for too |ong dom nated the disciplines of theology and history of
religions; and (3) that a “paradigmshift” occur fromthe fragnented
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worl d of the scientific mnd towards a holistic vision touching every aspect
of life.

Thomas | nmpos centered his response on a key el enent in the paper close
to his own concerns, the resurgence of interest in the nystical tradition,
and tried to showthat its study teaches us that the paradigns shift called
for are not so new or so radical a break fromthe past as we may have been
led to believe. He entered into a brief but fascinating excursus on the
neeting of the scientific intellect and Eastern wi sdomthat took place over
four centuries ago in the person of the Swiss esoteric philosopher and
founder of nodern medicine, Paracelsus, and after himin CGoethe, Novalis,
Carus, Schlegel, and certain key figures of German nysticism This stream
of “pan-sophia” is comng back into its own thanks to the encounter of the
West with the East, |mmpos observed. He concluded with the question of how
parts of the Christian revelation, such as the cosnmic Christ, that have |ong
been shunted aside as “esoteric,” can be brought again to the fore in our
t heol ogy.

O asper wel comed the suggestions of Immos, only to note that they are
still held in high suspicion by the Christian circles in which he noves. Wile
rejecting attenpts like those of the anthroposophical noverent to break away
fromthe tradition out of which they grew, he felt that we should enbrace the
esoteric and nystical elements in our past as an essential, organic dinension
to Christianity which provides a real link to other religions.

Bart hol onew Tsui turned the discussion to the use of the term“Eastern
Wsdom” anxious to know concretely what contribution it night make to
interreligious and intercultural encounters, whether they are being
enbraced nerely because they support current habits of thought or whether
they are seen as potentially transforming in a way that mi ght otherw se not
be open to us.

Here Clasper and others were firm in reasserting the openness to
transformation, while admtting that it is an ideal far nore preached than
practi ced.

Francis Oark cited the words witten in the Fore-Words to the first
edition of INTER-RELIGIO as apropos of a problem he sensed with the ideals
being expressed. Referring to the growing interest in interreligious
encounter as comng to a world equipped with previously undreanmed of
technol ogi cal equi pment for negotiating relationships with one another, the
passage goes on:

If the turning of those tools to constructive use requires that we
recogni ze our dual citizenship as nmenbers of one country and of a
common earth, it also seens to require that we no |onger nerely
belong to one religious tradition but recogni ze ourselves as heir
to the entire religious wealth of the world. Never before have the
dangers been so great. Never before have we so needed to confess
a common spiritual reverence for life in all its rich but fragile
variety.

For Cark it is not a question of taking exception to the viewoint, but
only of
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asking if it does not entrust the responsibility for the future of religious
tradition to a highly educated minority who have opportunities for travel
and reflection.

Clasper felt, in reply, that the struggle of ordinary Christians in
Asia—and their nunbers are increasing—+to integrate their religion into
their own cultural past, to reconcile the differences and oppositions in
their own minds, in some sense represents the nost inportant |evel at which
this process is taking place. The primary task that the wi de—travelled and
educated Christian has is to attend to that struggle, give it a voice where
it lacks one, and build up fromthere.

Van Bragt, too, felt that the fact of dual-citizenship remains a fact
whet her or not particular individuals happen to be conscious of it yet. This
is certainly the case in Japan. Dol ores Sikat observed sonmething simlar
in the Philippine situation, where the eagerness for contact with other
countries is growing increasingly stronger, wi t hout necessarily
jeopardizing one’s sense of being Filipino. Merely to conplain of a |oss
of former patterns of thought and mobility is to mss the fact that
sonet hing of great nonment is taking place.

Thell e asked that we not forget in all of this that for all those who
dream of international travel and contact, it is but a small mnority who
can actually realize their dreans, while far nore significant nunbers of
peopl e are being uprooted fromtheir honel ands by war or fam ne or natural
di saster w thout any such idealismto inspire them

Cl asper stepped in here once again to stress the potentially de-
provinci ali zing power of the Christian nessage, not only with regard to the
sense of space but also to the sense of tine so that we can become cont enpo-
raries with those of other centuries. To this Mgdal ena Villaba added the
observation that the inportance of the “dialogue with the self” that Sikat
and | mmoos had stressed in previous sessions takes on broader neani ng when
encounters with the “other” are of such a nature as to pronote the sort of
de-provincializing and universality of which C asper was speaking.

THe Soci AL | MPACT oF | NTERRELI Gl ous Di ALOGUE

Sr. Theodore Hahnenfel d began the next discussion with a summary of the nain
points of a paper prepared for the conference by Seri Phongphit, who was
not able hinmself to attend the meetings. Taking the Thai situation as the
context for his remarks, Seri gave a brief history of interreligious
contacts in the country. He focused in particular on the precarious teeter-
totter of Buddhist- Christian relations which has proved itself only
recently to be far from over, despite positive advances nade in the past
two decades through the efforts of such organizations as the Coordinating
Group for Religion and Society and the Thai Interreligious Comm ssion for
Devel opnent. The forner continues to be active today, particularly in the
area of human rights, while the |atter has been concerned to pronote nodel s
of devel opnent based on religious princi-
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ples, offering a forum where intellectuals and social activists can neet
and discuss. What the Catholic Church is finding, as a result of its
participation in these novenents, is that the construction of a contextual
theology for Thailand cannot grow out of a Catholic mnority seeking,
consciously or not, to “absorb” Buddhist elenments into itself from a
superior point of view, but needs to understand and develop out of the
“logic of the majority,” 90% of whom are Buddhist. In this sense Seri |ooks
upon recent Buddhist-Christian conflict as a good opportunity for both
sides to re-exanmine their conplicity in the tensions.

Jim Heisig's response was divided into two parts. First he pointed to
Seri’s peculiar use of the “mpjority/mnority” nodel in evaluating
Christian notivations for collaboration with other religions extrenely
hel pful as a way to state a common bias in the way Christians face religious
pluralism If the “context” for a contextualized theology is itself only a
partial or selective reflection of the whole cultural reality, excluding
in principle traditions of religious values not Christian, then it is not
a context but a ghetto wall. \Watever consolation may come from inporting
theol ogi cal ideas from foreign lands where Christianity enjoys majority
status only helps further to isolate religion fromsociety in the mnd of
the Christian mnority. In the evolution of things this may be a necessary
first step, but its necessity is only justified when the mnority' s self-
image is reexposed to the dom nant cultural reality for exam nation. It may
wel | be that the nost difficult task contextual theology in Asia has to face
is forging a Christian “minority” standpoint out of the stuff of a
“majority” religious tradition that is not Christian. Second, Heisig noted
how Seri’s analysis of the Buddhist-Christian conflict in Thailand reni nded
himthat in all our talk of respect for the heights of “w sdonf in the East
we should not neglect to recognize the depths of “stupidity” to which
Eastern religion is no nore naturally imune than our own Christian
tradition is.

After a number of requests for further information on the Thai
situation were answered by Sr. Theodore, Francis Clark voiced his
di sappointment with the all too common Christian inpatience with religious
traditions that resist enthusiastically enbracing the “call to dial ogue.”
H story leaves its scars and those who refuse to take them seriously are
being grossly unfair in a way not so different from the straightforward
fundamental i stic approach to other religions. Wat is nore, he went on,
there may well be “mssion” situations in the Church where it is less
di al ogue than instruction in the faith and baptismthat is the felt need
of a people. By what standards do we stifle that call?

Jan Swyngedouw added that the ampunt of contradiction present in
official Christian documentation on other religions, even within a single
Christian Church, nust be a further source of confusion to those of other
Asian religions and nake them all the nmore wary of heeding our call to
di al ogue. Along another line, he observed that it is not uncommonly
perceived as a threat to a cultural majority when a foreign religion of
mnority status begins to | ook and act and speak indi genously.

Asked what steps the Catholic Church is taking to counter recent protests
| odged agai nst “Vatican interference” by some Buddhi st groups, Sr. Theodore
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noted that the present approach is to weather the stormsilently rather than
attenpt to initiate further dial ogue.

Magdal ena Villaba, chairperson for the discussion, directed the
group’s attention to problens of the betrayal or squandering of religious
heritage in the East suggested by Heisig's reference to the “stupidity of
the East,” and wondered what role interreligious work m ght have in the |ine
of mutual purification.

Thomas | mmoos repeated Rudolf Otto’s fanmpus injunction agai nst conpar -
ing the ideals of one religion with the reality of another, to remark that
Western ent husi asts of Eastern thought frequently bolster their infatuation
with its wi sdomby denouncing the failures of present Christian |eadership.

In reference to nodels underlying Mnjung theol ogy in Korea, Paul Sye
noted the influence of South American theology, but said that the chief
inspiration seems to cone from Korean reflection on the experience of
oppression, both Christian and ot herw se, which may then be adopted to shape
a Christian point of view As a ninority people, of course, the Christians
have their own history of persecution, even at the hands of other religious
| eaders, which beconming fully “inculturated” should not sinply obliterate
fromtheir nenory.

Peter Lee told the group that he has been facing with fear and
trembling a com ng workshop on “Asian Spirituality” at which he is supposed
to direct a discussion on Chinese spirituality, since the assunption is that
Chinese religions have sonething at present to offer. The historical fact
is, however, that practically all of China' s religions have undergone
crises leading to a degeneration—he hesitated to call it outright a
“stupidity”—that cannot be overlooked in the attenpt to single out what is
of positive value, nor can the question sinply be avoided of whether our
Christian faith can serve in some way as a purifying force.

Wth regard to the problem of “mpjority/mnority” nodels relative to
Christians in China, Lee noted how organizational growh and stability
tends to establish a minority and reduce the urgency of coming to grips with
the surrounding majority culture and its val ues.

Asked how he would envisage the creation of a minority Christian
theol ogy on the basis of a different mgjority religious value system Heisig
stated that his own tendency would be to follow the |ines suggested in
earlier discussions of probing beneath the skin of Iliving religious
tradition to unearth common traits of popular “folk” belief, rather than
begin with the devel oped doctrinal systemof a non-Christian religion.

ConeLust oN

A nunber of agenda, deliberately set aside for the end of the conference,
were taken up by the assenbly in a final general session. Anbng them were
an airing of views regarding proposed plans for a Pan-Asian Center of
M ssi ol ogy
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in the Philippines, progress towards an Interreligious Center in Thail and,
a discussion of the currently debated problem of “ancestor worship” in
Japan, suggestions for revising Christian catechetical texts in the Ilight
of interreligious dialogue, the coordination of efforts towards an Asian
theology of religions, and the place and thene of the next neeting of
representatives of the network. As the conclusions reached there take nore
concrete shape, they will be reported in the pages of these INTER-RELIGIO
bul I etins.

Wiile it may not be appropriate to speak of a deliberate “consensus”
having enmerged fromthe four days of neetings, there were clear signs of a
growi ng concern with two areas of interreligious dialogue. On the one hand,
new wei ght and inportance were given to the place that “folk religiosity”
or “indigenous spirituality” merit in the construction of nodels for
interreligious research. For all the concrete conplications this m ght
cause for current patterns of dial ogue, the frequency with which the subject
appeared and reappeared in the discussions would seemto indicate a conmon
feeling that it is a dimension that cannot sinply be shunted to the
peri phery.

On the other hand, a fresh sense of urgency was expressed time and
again for shifting the central focus of interreligious concerns away from
strictly intra-religious nmatters and out into i nmedi ate, concrete problens
of society. This too, was seen to be an ideal upsetting to present nodels
of dialogue, but one that fidelity to the reality of the Asian situation
requires us to face.

As trying a task as it has been to sift through all the rich variety
of opinion expressed at the Hong Kong Conference and commit it to print,
the rewards of being forced to recall the words and feelings we shared
toget her at Tao Fong Shan have proved nore than conpensation. | amreni nded,
too, that when the Norwegian nissionary Karl Ludvig Reichelt first
established the Christian community in Nanking in 1922 which five years
later was to relocate in the New Territories of Hong Kong, atop a scenic
nountai n he called “The Mountain of the Logos (Tao) Spirit,” its doors were
thrown open wide, offering a “Brother House” to religious seekers of all
ways. In a way, it is a story that one who has been to Tao Fong Shan is not
at all surprised to hear. It just makes one all the prouder to have wal ked
through those open doors with one’s friends.
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