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INTRODUCTION
The phenomenon of religion is one of the most significant aspects
of culture. Religion is universal, yet has great variety in its expression and
interpretation. As long as cultures are in relatively infrequent contact with
one another, this pluralism of expression has little significance; but when
contact increases, and when mobility and change create situations of
religious diversity within societies, the claims for universality and the fact
of variety are confronted. The realization of such diversity creates the
problem of the “Other” 1 and more specifically, the problem of recognizing
and co-existing with the Other. Three approaches have recently received
considerable attention as responses to the problem: exclusivism,
inclusivism, and pluralism. 2
Exclusivism affirms that complete truth is found only in one
religion, usually in one’s own (the home religion). The believer perceives
his or her religion to be true and only those who share the same belief can
be saved since only their religion contains the entire truth. Therefore, there
is no salvation, for instance, outside Christianity, or Islam, or Judaism and
so on. This is the traditional and age-old self-understanding of the world’s
major religions.
Inclusivism, as a theoretical framework, expressed especially in
Roman Catholicism after the Second Vatican Council, expands the
hermeneutical circle and maintains that the saving and self-revealing God
of Christians is present and at work in and through the world’s religions.
Whatever truth and saving power are found in the other religions, however,
are already found in Christianity more fully and more certainly.
Pluralism, as formulated especially by John Hick, sees different
religions as equally valid paths to the same goal. In its extreme version, all
religions are considered to be formally true and basically equivalent. The
advocates of this approach do not deny, for instance, that Jesus is unique.
Rather, they believe he is unique to Christians, as Muhammad is unique to
Muslims. In this regard, every religious figure is regarded as a contact point
with the divine Reality or Ultimate Reality. 3
Although these three approaches are responses to the problem of
religious diversity in their unique ways, they, nonetheless, fall short in
explaining the phenomenon of religious diversity in a religiously diverse
1

The terms other and horizon, which are the two key concepts in this
study, will be examined in the second chapter to determine the senses in which
they are being used and understood throughout our exposition.
2
A detailed examination and critique of these approaches will be
presented in the first chapter.
3
John Hick, “Religious Pluralism and Salvation,” Faith and
Philosophy, 1988,366-9; See also, J. Hick, God Has Many Names
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1980)
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world. The underlying cause for the insufficiency of these approaches is the
lack of a genuine interest in understanding the Other. This lack of interest
results in ignoring the radical diversity of various positions. The fact that
each category may represent a broad spectrum of opinions from outright
rejection through inclusivist accommodation to radical pluralism even
within the same approach or theoretical framework is undeniable.
Therefore, perhaps the best way to study these categories is to refer to the
views of several of the leading thinkers, representing each category, such as
K.Barth, K. Rahner, and J. Hick, to reduce the risk of presenting another
reductionistic approach to a minimum level.
This study therefore aims to achieve two goals: first, to deconstruct
the current stance, which categorizes a priori the diverse conceptual
schemes (categories, approaches) as if they were impenetrable and clearly
circumscribed totalities in themselves; second, to explore the possibility of
presenting a hermeneutical framework that can lead the discussion to a
more open dialogical understanding--an understanding that results in the
recognition that the knower cannot know everything a priori, nor can one
be certain in an absolutist sense about what one knows. Such an
understanding implies an awareness of the contingency of even our most
cherished beliefs whether religious or otherwise, which means a certain
capacity for overcoming a blind investment of ego in them.
The two goals mentioned above will be achieved by examining the
philosophies of two important thinkers of not only different cultures, but
also of different epochs. The first, Abu Raihan Muhammad Al-Biruni (9731048), from Khiva, then called Khawarism in Central Asia was one of the
most influential thinkers of his time. 4 Biruni’s contribution to human
civilization is immense. Having become well versed in Greek, Manichean,
Babylonian, Zoroastrian, Hindu, and Arabic texts, he was able to produce
treatises on a variety of subjects. For the purpose of the present study,
however, his cross-religious interest and the comparative method he
developed in the process of studying religious traditions is the most
significant.
Al-Biruni’s willingness to explore other religions is remarkable if
one considers the time and the milieu in which he lived when the
predominant interest of scholars was directed at heretical movements within
4

The pronunciation and transliteration of Al-Biruni’s name is a
disputed subject. While a majority of the scholars spelled his name “Al-Biruni,”
some prominent scholars such as E. C.Sachau, and Aydın Sayılı, however,
spelled it “Al-Beruni” and “Beyruni” respectively. Since the primary objective
of this study is to investigate the contribution of Al-Biruni to the study of
religion in a comparative perspective, it will not go into the depths of this
dispute. Instead, following the majority of the scholars, his name will be spelled
“Al-Biruni” except in quotations. For a detailed discussion of the subject, see
Aydın Sayılı, “Doğumunun 1000’inci Yılında Beyruni,” in Beyruni’ye
Armağan (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Basımevi, 1974), 1-40.

Understanding Other Religions

3

both the Islamic and non-Islamic traditions. Al-Biruni’s study of Indian
culture, which can serve as a test case to concretize Al-Biruni’s contribution
to the study of religion, reached its climax in his major work Tahqiq ma
li’l-Hind min maqbulatin fi’l-‘aql aw mardulatin, known in the West as AlBeruni’s India: An Account of the Religion, Philosophy, Literature,
Geography, Chronology, Astronomy, Customs, Laws and Astrology of
India. 5 It is also his sincere openness to the Hindu culture in particular and
other cultures in general that led him eventually to accept at least some
segments of this “new culture” into his moral world. 6
The other thinker that will be subject of this work is Hans-Georg
Gadamer (1900-2002) of Germany. To analyze Al-Biruni’s contribution to
intercultural
understanding,
the
“fusion
of
horizons”
(Horizontverschmelzung), outlined by Gadamer in Truth and Method
(1960) 7 and in the subsequent literature will be used as a hermeneutical
framework, for it explores the possibility of understanding the other by
entering into the world of different cultures through textual and personal
encounters. The project, fusion of horizons, also presupposes a dialectical
play between one’s own understanding and the culture one is trying to
understand. Based on these conceptions, successful interpretation and,
therefore, understanding is conceived as a dialogue between the interpreter
and the text (history, culture, person, language, event, a piece of music,
etc.), reaching a new understanding of the subject-matter (Sache) in a fusion
of horizons. As a result, one not only comes to realize the possibilities of
understanding the what-ness and who-ness of the Other in its genuine
otherness; but also by this expansion of horizon, even better understands
oneself, projecting his/her possibilities and recognizing his/her limitations

5

Al-Biruni, Tahqiq ma li-l Hind min maqula maqbula fil-‘aql aw
mardhula., ed. E. Sachau (Hayderabat, 1958). English translation, Al-Beruni’s
India: An Account of the Religion, Philosophy, Literature, Geography,
Chronology, Astronomy, Customs, Laws and Astrology of India, E. Sachau
(London, 1910). (Henceforth India and Tahqiq, respectively)
6
Although nowhere does Al-Biruni explicitly state that he considers
the Hindus as Ahl al-Kitab or Ahl al-dhimmi, a careful examination of his
insights into the differences between the educated and uneducated classes will
reveal that he regards the educated class, “those who march on the path of
liberation …those who desire abstract truth which they call sâra, are entirely
free from worshipping anything but God alone, and would never dream of
worshipping an image manufactured to represent him,” as the worshippers of
the God of Islam. See Al-Biruni, India, vol. II, 113. This subject will be dealt
with in a more detailed manner in a later chapter.
7
Hans-Georg Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode: Grundzüge einer
philosophischen Hermeneutik, 5th ed. (Tübingen: J.B. Mohr, 1986). English
translation, Truth and Method, 2nd rev. ed. Joel Weinsheimer and Donald G.
Marshall (New York: Continuum, 1995). (Henceforth TM and WM,
respectively)
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as a human being along with other fellow human beings irrespective of their
religious, political, ideological, and ethnic background.
The first chapter will analyze the three typical responses to the
problem of the coming of the Other, namely, exclusivism, inclusivism, and
pluralism with a view to showing why and how these categories fail to
serve as valid paradigms that help us appreciate the religious diversity as
creative rather than problematic.
As a response to the previous chapter, the second chapter will
present an in-depth analysis of the concept of the fusion of horizons. This
plays a central role in Gadamer’s thought as a visual metaphor to support
his argument, and ours, that understanding others in their genuine otherness
is possible and intelligible although we are never sure that this
understanding is ever complete, and therefore objective. In this context, the
development and the use of the terms horizon and other, and the possibility
of a fusion that would render understanding perceivable, will also be
examined.
The next chapter will be an exploration of the unique contribution
of Al-Biruni to interreligious understanding and cultural hermeneutics in
the light of the insights gained from the previous chapters. The analysis will
follow the study of Al-Biruni’s thought within its historic context and
analyze what questions he was trying to answer. To achieve this, the
chapter will focus primarily on the key subjects in the Al-Biruni literature
that promise to offer avenues leading to a better understanding among the
world’s leading religious traditions.
The final chapter will attempt to revisit the so called objectivismrelativism and exclusivism-pluralism debate to determine whether the
notion of the fusion of horizons, as philosophized by Gadamer and
exemplified by Al-Biruni in his treatment of other religious traditions, will
lead the discussion beyond the current debate to a more open-ended
dialogical understanding in the discourse on the cross-cultural study of
religion.

CHAPTER ONE

WAYS OF ENCOUNTERING THE OTHER
BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM
That we live in a world of racial, cultural, ideological, and religious
differences is a fact of our human existence. This is not new since previous
generations also lived in a religiously diverse world. In fact, if one takes a
broad perspective, one realizes that no major religion has ever lived except
in a religiously diverse world. 1 Although information about and contact
with, other religions has a long history, in a great majority of the cases the
contact was at best polemical and at worst confrontational. What is new,
however, is the growing appreciation of differences among religions and
cultures, and the realization that, in a significant sense, difference is
creative and so must be celebrated.
Difference is also challenging, especially when that diversity of
religions has plunged each religious tradition into a new conceptual crisis
forcing each religion to question its identity in the face of “Other” religious
traditions. 2 This context raises formidable questions of how to encounter
the Other, and of what attitude to take towards the people of other religious
traditions.
Over the last few decades a number of general surveys have
appeared on the issue of how to confront the coming of the other in
different fields of study including philosophy and theology. These surveys
summarize a vast amount of material not only from all sides of the
Christian tradition but also from different religious traditions of the world.
1

Judaism was but one religion among a host of other religious
traditions with their own territorial gods in the Ancient Near East. Christianity
came into existence within the context of Judaism. Later, Christianity
encountered many religious traditions, beliefs, and practices, including classical
paganism. Alister E. McGrath, Christian Theology: An Introduction (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1994), 458; It was in the midst of the then Meccan admixture of
Jews, Christians, Zoroastrians, Manicheens and others that Islam came into
existence. Again, Buddhism emerged as a major religion out of a
Brahmanical/Jain/Materialistic/Agnostic
atmosphere.
Harold
Coward,
“Religious Pluralism and the Future of Religions,” in Religious Pluralism and
Truth: Essays on Cross-Cultural Philosophy of Religion, ed. Thomas Dean
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1995): 45-46,45-63; Lesslie
Newbigin, “Religious Pluralism: A Missiological Approach,” Studia
Missionalia (Rome: Editrice Pontifica Universita Gregoriana, 1993): 227, 227224
2
Stephen J. Duffy, Encountering the Stranger: Christianity in
Dialogue With the World Religions (Loyola: Loyola University, 1994), 1.
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Literature on the coming of the Other seems to show a remarkable
agreement about “the map of the area.” 3 In this context, three approaches
(attitudes) have received considerable attention as responses to the problem
of the coming of the Other: exclusivism, inclusivism, and pluralism. 4 This
chapter will examine each of these approaches. 5
Before entering into a full discussion of the subject, however, we
must call attention to two difficulties involved in our investigation. The first
one has to do with the task of definition because:
Definitions are only tools; they are to some degree
arbitrary; they lay stress on similarities within a delimited
area and on the differences outside it, thus giving emphasis
to one aspect of reality. 6

3

Michael Barnes, Christian Identity & Religious Pluralism: Religions
in Conversation (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1989), 11.
4
A lengthy discussion of the subject can be found in the following
surveys: Alan Race, Christian and Religious Pluralism: Patterns in Christian
Theology of Religions (New York: Orbis Books, 1982); Gavin D’Costa,
Theology and Religious Pluralism: The Challenge of Other Religions (London:
Basil Blackwell, 1986). Paul F. Knitter, One Earth Many Religions: Multifaith
Dialogue & Global Responsibility (New York: Orbis Books, 1995). The most
comprehensive treatment of the three approaches, however, has been Knitter’s
book, No Other Name?: A Critical Survey of Christian Attitudes Towards the
World Religions (New York: Orbis Books, 1986)
5
Similar attitudes with different expressions can be found in almost
every major religious tradition. As we have noted earlier, these paradigms and
definitions are functional. They help us understand the subject under study by
laying stress on similarities within a delimited area and on the differences
outside it, thus giving emphasis to one aspect of reality. So, it is possible to see
similar categories within, say, the Islamic or Jewish traditions. However,
because these paradigms were created within the Christian tradition in the
West, we are in a sense compelled to utilize them to find our way around in an
unlimited ocean of ideas. Otherwise, neither Christianity nor any other religion
is inclusivist, exclusivist or pluralist in principle. All the religious traditions
show a great variety of attitudes not only towards an “alien” religion but also
towards denominations or sects within their own cultural and religious
environment.
Investigating the subject from a cross-cultural perspective, making two
or more religions the subject of investigation, would be a great contribution to
the discourse on contemporary study of religion, but it would go beyond the
scope of this project. Therefore, we have to examine the issue only within the
Christian tradition.
6
J. M. Yinger, The Scientific Study of Religion (London: The
Macmillan Company, 1970), 4.
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If what is being defined is a concept, or a pattern of thought, the task
becomes even more difficult. Therefore, definitions used especially in this
chapter are considered as working or functional definitions.
The second one is closely related to the first. Our attitudes towards
the Other occupy a broad spectrum of opinions. These attitudes range from
the exclusivist to inclusivist, and pluralist accommodation. Between the
exclusivist and pluralist ends of the spectrum lie a variety of psychological,
political, and religious attitudes. This is true also for theology since
theology has become polarized between positions of radical exclusivism 7
and various forms of relativism. Therefore, it is impossible to begin by
assuming that there are “right” and “wrong” places on what is really a
whole spectrum of opinions except, perhaps, at the extremes. Although it is
impossible to avoid these difficulties altogether, I hope to minimize the risk
of misrepresentation by giving a general description of each response
(attitude) and focusing on one or more of its representatives.
Exclusivism: Karl Barth
Let us start by asking the question why there are different
responses to the coming of the Other in the first place? As often is the case,
the fundamental issue turns out to be philosophical rather than theological
because what is involved here is the issue of knowledge. As human beings,
and/or as believing human beings we need to know the ultimate answers to
the ultimate questions to feel secure – questions like who gets saved? How?
By whom? Simply put, we need to know the truth of the matter. Each
approach, therefore, seems to give different answers to similar, if not the
same set of questions.
Exclusivism affirms that truth is found in only one religion:
Judaism, Christianity, Islam, and so on. Therefore, salvation and true
revelation are found, say, only in Jesus. Under Christianity, therefore the
Christ event is constitutive of any authentic encounter with God, always
and everywhere. This has been expressed in the axiom of the Roman
Catholic Church, “Extra Ecclesiam nulla salus” (Outside the Church no
salvation). 8 Until recently, this axiom has played a decisive role in shaping
7

For a fine discussion of the different shades of exclusivisms, see
Alvin Plantinga, “Pluralism: A Defense of Religious Exclusivism,” in The
Philosophical Challenge of Religious Diversity, ed. Philip L. Quinn and Kevin
Meeker (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 172-193; For a lengthy
defense of the exlusivist paradigm see Harold A. Netland, Dissonant Voices:
Religious Pluralism and the Question of Truth (Michigan: Eerdmans,
Company, 1991); Kenneth Kracknell, Towards a New Relationship, Christians
and Peoples of Other Faiths (London: Epworth, 1986).
8
Scholars agree, however, that this notion (Extra Ecclesiam nulla
salus) has not been the only position the Church has taken towards other
religions. In fact, the attitudes of the Church towards other religions is
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the Church’s attitude towards the adherents of other religious traditions. 9
This attitude presupposes a marginalization of other religions as flawed
human attempts at salvation and, therefore, to truth. 10 Understandably, the
purpose of encountering or dialoging with the adherents of other religious
traditions is then to save their lost souls. So, any encounter with the Other is
considered to be an occasion to convert others to one’s own religion that
contains whatever is called truth, which is the ultimate and only way for
salvation.
Although there are different representatives of the exclusivist
paradigm not only in Christianity in general, but in Protestantism in
particular, we will limit our investigation to Karl Barth’s theological
approach to other religious traditions since there is tendency among
scholars to see Barth’s theology as the most extreme form of the exclusivist
theory. 11 P. Knitter, among others, presents Barth as the prime
representative of what he calls the “conservative evangelical model.” 12
In order to understand Barth’s theology of religions we must first
analyze briefly the context in which he developed his theology. Two
significant developments, which threatened the traditional selfunderstanding of religion, shaped the times in which Karl Barth wrote.
The first was the increasing influence relativism had on every field
of science including theology. The second one was the newly established
field of religious studies or comparative religion and its attempt to treat
religion like any other social and cultural element in society without giving
one religion any priority over the others.
One of the representatives of relativism in theology was the
prominent German liberal theologian and historian of religion, Ernst
Troeltsch. 13 In his later writings, Troelstch, like Schleiermacher before
described, from the patristic age to the twentieth century, as, what Knitter calls,
“a teeter-tottering between two fundamental beliefs: God’s universal love and
desire to save, and the necessity of the church for salvation…. It is with
Augustine, however, that the balance begins to shift towards an exclusivity of
revelation and grace within the Church.” Paul Knitter, No Other Name? A
Critical Survey of Christian Attitudes Towards the World Religions (Markynoll,
New York: Orbis Books, 1986), 121.
9
Race, Christians, 10; D’Costa, Theology and Religious Pluralism,
52. Knitter, One Earth, 26.
10
Duffy, Encountering the Stranger, 2.
11
Race, Christians, 11-17.
12
P. F. Knitter, No Other Name, 80-87.
13
Troeltsch’s theology of religions is particularly difficult to examine
since there seem to be two differing stages in his writings. In his earlier
writings he presents Christianity as the highest religion because it represents the
highest point of human development. In The Absoluteness of Christianity and
the History of Religion, for instance, he states: “Christianity must be understood
not only as the culmination point but also as the convergence point of all the
developmental tendencies that can be discerned in religion. It may therefore be
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him, finds in human subjectivity an innate orientation towards the Divine,
which was the religious apriori that was common to all religions 14 This led
him to ask the question of how our finite humanity can come to know that
which is Unlimited and Ultimate: the Divine. After all, are we not
essentially historical beings who can exist and experience ourselves only
within a particular history? 15 Also, have not Christian mystics in general
and theologians in particular argued that God is absolute Mystery? 16 While
at first Troelstch seems content to see Christianity as the culmination of all
religious endeavor, later he realized that this will not do. The only way of
distinguishing between religions is in terms of cultural appropriateness and
personal commitment. It follows then that truth can be truth for me, for my
culture and for my religious tradition. 17
If our understanding of the Divine is culturally, historically, and
religiously conditioned, then no historical manifestation of the Absolute can
be absolute. Thus, no religion is capable of comprehending the Absolute in
itself (an sich), 18 including Christianity. Thus Christianity is not, argues
Troeltsch, a changeless, exhaustive, and unconditioned realization of that
which is conceived as the universal principle of religion. 19 He goes even
further by placing Christianity on the same par with other religious
traditions of the world in the following passage:

designated, in contrast to other religions, as the focal synthesis of all religious
tendencies and the disclosure of what is in principle a new way of life.” See
Troelstch, Absoluteness of Christianity and the History of Religions, trans.
David Reid (Richmond: John Knox, 1971), 114.
One of the later examples of his writings is the following article: E,
Troeltsch, The Place of Christianity Among the World Religions,” in
Christianity and Other Religions, ed. John Hick and Brian Hebblethwaite
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1981), 11-31. Here Troelstch is clearly reflecting
the traditional self-understanding of Christianity not only as one religion among
others, but as the embodiment of true religion per se. In a similar way he argues
that it is impossible that a new religious orientation will arise and nullify
Christianity. See, Troeltsch, Absoluteness of Christianity, 108. This meant that,
for Troelscth, Christianity is the final stage in the development of human
religiosity.
14
Knitter, No Other Name?, 25.
15
He makes his position clearer when he argues that “…absolute truth
belongs to the future and will appear in the Judgment of God and the cessation
of earthly history. Thus even on its premises, the absolute lies beyond history
and is a truth that in many respects remains veiled. See, Troelstch, Absoluteness
of Christianity, 114-115; Knitter, No Other Name?, 26
16
Knitter, No Other Name?, 34.
17
Troeltsch, Absoluteness of Christianity, 86-106.
18
Knitter, No Other Name?, 26.
19
Troelstch, Absoluteness of Christianity, 115.
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The Christian religion is in every moment of its history a
purely historical phenomenon, subject to all limitations to
which any individual historical phenomenon is exposed,
just [like] the other great religions. 20
In a similar vein Troelstch states that “…it cannot be proved with absolute
certainty that Christianity will always remain the final culmination point
that will never be surpassed.” 21 As this line of argument has made clear,
Troelstch started with the absoluteness of Christianity and came to a point
where he challenged the traditional self-understanding of Christianity as the
only way of salvation. It is no wonder he is regarded as the father of
relativism in theology.
The second groundbreaking event was the establishment of
religious studies or comparative religion towards the end of the nineteenth
century. Representatives of this new science, which in fact reflected the
spirit of the Enlightenment, treated religion as a subject-matter to be
investigated. This “new” interest in religion intended to study religion as a
social phenomenon; “as a special, unique area of culture and experience,
alongside art, politics, and other human symbols.” 22 This meant that
religion itself was to become the subject of interpretation, losing its
privileged position as the sole interpreter of the universe. It is against this
background that Barth developed his massively articulate theology of the
word of God. In other words, Barth’s is a reactionary dialectical theology to
the two tendencies that we have just explained.
In order to present Christianity as the sole way for salvation, Barth
carefully differentiates revelation from religion. He does this to prove that
religions are not necessarily ways that lead their adherents to salvation. On
the contrary, Barth argues that religion, which is man’s attempt to know
God apart from revelation, is an act of unbelief. Therefore:
The genuine believer will not say that he [she] came to
faith from faith, but from unbelief, even though the
attitude and activity with which he[she] met revelation,
and still meets it, is religion. For in faith, man’s religion as
such is shown by revelation to be resistance to it. 23
Here Barth seems to have in mind the definition given to religion by the
scholars of comparative religion, according to which religion as a general
category that can be examined as, say, an element of culture or as a social
20

Ibid., 71, 81.
Ibid., 114.
22
William E. Paden, Interpreting the Sacred (Boston: Beacon Press,
21

1992), 5.

23

1956), 302.

Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, vol. I/2 (Edinburgh: T.&T. Clark,
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phenomenon. This new understanding of religion did not see any difference
among the religions of the world; they are all equally subject to
interpretation. Barth clearly agrees with what the scholars of comparative
religion had to say about religion in general. Therefore, he makes a clear
distinction between religion that these scholars were referring to, and
revelation, which he sees as the foundation of God’s religion. For him,
religion is “clearly seen to be a human attempt to anticipate what God in
His revelation wills to do and does do. It is the attempted replacement of
the divine work by a human manufacture.” 24
With this interpretation Barth did not hesitate to put the animistic
religions, Islam, Buddhism and any other religion in the same category as
false religions. 25 Barth’s criticism included institutionalized Christianity if
it failed to obey the faith with which it was entrusted. In other words, even
the Church, as an institution only, has no theological justification to view
itself as superior to other faiths. 26 “In our discussion of ‘religion as
unbelief’,” Barth declares, “ we did not consider the distinction between
Christian and non-Christian religion. …Whatever we said about the other
religions affected the Christian similarly.” 27
Why is religion “unbelief” is the basic question whose answer
would shed light upon the discussion. The answer is that “the divine reality
offered and manifested to us in revelation is replaced by a concept of God
arbitrarily and willfully evolved by man.” 28 As a result, theology has lost its
object, revelation. This is shown by the fact that it could exchange it, and
with its own birthright, for the concept of religion. Thus a “godless man,”
cannot know God by himself without the grace of God, without revelation;
plain and simple.
We have established thus far that, for Barth, only revelation makes
any difference among the religions of the world. In what sense, then, is
Barth regarded as the extreme representative of exclusivism in Christianity?
After all, every adherent of every religion sees revelation as the basis of
his/her religion. Barth puts Christianity, as an institution in the same
category with other religions as unbelief. However, according to Barth,
Christianity is superior to all of the rest nonetheless, not as a religion, as
defined by a scholar of comparative religion, but because it is the sole
receiver of revelation--a revelation through which God made Himself
known to us. Here, of course, by revelation is not meant a revelation as
understood in Islam, for instance, as a divine message sent by God to God’s
people through prophets in a continuous chain at different times and places,
reaching its culmination in the Prophet of Islam. Rather revelation has a
“unique” meaning and place in Barth’s theology. Revelation is God’s self24
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offering and self-manifestation in Jesus Christ. 29 Thus, the Christ event is
the basis of any attempt to understand God and God’s purpose in creation:
The revelation of God in Jesus Christ maintains that our
justification and sanctification, our conversion and
salvation, have been brought about and achieved once and
for all in Jesus Christ. And our faith in Jesus Christ
consists in recognizing and admitting and affirming and
accepting the fact that everything has actually been done
for us once and for all in Jesus Christ…He alone is the
word of God that is spoken to us. 30
This passage makes it abundantly clear that in Barth’s theology revelation
is synonymous with what the life, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ
have unveiled of the Father’s nature: Jesus is the Grace of God. 31
One of the characteristics of Christian revelation, which makes it
superior to all other religions, is the fact that while the human role is
passive, God is the active part because through revelation “God reveals
himself. He reveals himself through himself. He reveals himself.” 32 In other
words, Christian revelation is unique because every step of it is conducted
by God alone. It is an event from above, not below. It is this historical event
that elevates Christianity from the status of a false religion to the true
religion, abolishing the religion as unbelief, hence the “Revelation of God
as the Abolition of Religion.” 33
It is safe to argue from Barth’s perspective that what makes the
Christian understanding of revelation, and therefore Christianity, different
from other revelations is its indissoluble union with the person of Jesus.
The name of Jesus Christ has created Christianity; eliminate the Christevent and the religion is blunted and weakened. Eliminate the name Jesus,
and Christianity is reduced to the status of the religion of the scholar of
comparative religion like any other religion. 34 It is only because of the
Christ-event that Christianity is unique and it is superior to any other world
religion as the only way that leads to salvation both in this world and the
29
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hereafter. To be sure, Barth is not alone in his explanation of Christian
revelation (the Christ-event) as the only way for salvation. William L.
Graig, among others, echoes similar views.
Craig’s exposition relies heavily on the Bible in his defense of the
exclusivist approach. His is an answer to John Hick’s universalistic
question when Hick asks “is it credible that the loving God and Father of all
men has decreed that only those born within one particular thread of human
history shall be saved?” 35 In other words, is it fitting, a pluralist asks, that a
loving Father discriminates among his children based on their place of
birth? Whereas for Hick the answer is “No,” Craig’s answer is in the
affirmative 36 and for two reasons.
The first reason emanates from the literal reading of the Bible.
According to Craig, the Bible makes it clear that human sin is universal,
and all persons stand morally guilty and condemned before God, utterly
incapable of redeeming themselves through righteous acts. 37 But God, as a
loving Father, provided the Christ-event as a necessary means for men to be
saved. To reject Jesus as the sole savior is to reject God’s grace and
forgiveness, to refuse the means of salvation provided by God. 38 It is not up
to us to decide which way leads to salvation and which one leads to
damnation. It was made clear by Jesus when he said “I am the way, and the
truth, and the life; no one comes to the Father, but by me” (John 14.6).
Again, “There is salvation in no one else, for there is no other name under
heaven given among men by which we must be saved” (Acts 4.12).
The second reason is both biblical and logical. Contrary to Hick’s
position, Craig does not see any problem with God’s condemning persons
who adhere to non-Christian religions. 39 True, argues Craig, God the loving
father does not desire any of God’s children to suffer. That is why God gave
people two options to choose: (1) accept Jesus as the savior and be saved,
(2) refuse Jesus and be condemned; plain, pure, and simple. Moreover, not
only did God, the loving Father, gave God’s children two options but also
told them via the Gospels which option is right. So, if one desires to take
the wrong path that is unfortunate, even tragic, because “those who make a
well-informed and free decision to reject Christ are self-condemned since
they repudiate God’s unique sacrifice for sin.” 40 In other words, it is the
35
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person who shuts out God’s mercy and seals his/her own destiny.
Therefore, it is the person, in the final analysis, who is responsible for one’s
own condemnation, since both salvation and damnation are in one’s own
hands.
Craig wishes that Hick’s universalism and pluralist theories were
true, but they are not. Craig summarizes the status of the non-Christians and
his own objective in the face of the coming of the Other as follows: “My
compassion towards those in other world religions is therefore expressed,
not in pretending that they are not lost and dying without Christ, but by my
supporting and making every effort to communicate to them the life-giving
message of salvation through Christ.” 41
In sum, according to the exclusivist paradigm the non-Christians
are lost and they need to be saved. It is incumbent upon every Christian
believer, therefore, to communicate the life-giving, life-saving message of
Christ to the adherents of other religious traditions. Thus, according to the
exclusivist paradigm, it is only the Christians who are going to be saved;
and they are going to be saved only through Jesus.
Inclusivism: Karl Rahner
Inclusivism, 42 which has been the official position of Roman
Catholicism since the Second Vatican Council, is a break from the
exclusivist paradigm, and it is in a sense unique to Catholicism. This point
led some scholars, like P. Knitter, to call it the “Catholic Model” 43 in their
exposition of different attitudes of various Christian denominations towards
non-Christian religions.
The position taken at the Second Vatican Council is considered to
be a watershed in Christian relationships with other religions 44 because it
breaks with the traditional exclusivist self-understanding of the Catholic
Church vis-à-vis other religions. It also represents what Knitter calls “the
end point” in confessional Christian efforts to come to a more positive
theology of other religions, 45 since this seems to be the boundary no
theologian has attempted, at least officially, to cross.
Those who adhere to the inclusivist paradigm maintain that the
saving and self-revealing God of Christians, “ who desires everyone to be
41
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saved and come to the knowledge of truth (Timothy 2:4), is present and at
work in and through the world’s religions. 46 If this is the case, the question
arises in what sense an inclusivist is different from a universalist or a
pluralist. The answer lies in the following formula: true, God’s saving
power and grace is operative in other religions, but whatever truth and
saving power to be found in other religions is already included in
Christianity and found there more fully and more certainly. 47 Other
religions may have elements that are comparable to that of Christianity, but
they are either superseded or fulfilled by those of Christianity. 48 This is so
because Christ encompasses the others by being present in them
anonymously or by fulfilling them. Therefore, this approach has been
characterized as “one that affirms the salvific presence of God in nonChristian religions while still maintaining that Christ is the definitive and
authoritative revelation of God.” 49
One of the most influential figures, if not the single most
influential one, in the development of the Catholic Model before and after
the Council was Karl Rahner with his much-discussed theory of
“anonymous Christians.” This portion of the chapter, therefore, will
investigate specifically Rahner’s contribution to the discussion of the
coming of the Other.
What led Rahner to explore the possibility of extending the
hermeneutical circle to include other religions was the need to come to
terms with the diversity of religions. By diversity of religions Rahner does
not mean the diversity of Christian denominations, but of religions other
than Christianity. 50 He believes that Christians have an obligation to
address the issue of religious pluralism because:
[I]t (diversity) is a greater threat and a reason for greater
unrest for Christianity than for any other religion, for no
other religion--not even Islam--maintains so absolutely
that it is the religion, the one and only valid revelation of
the one living God as does the Christian religion. 51
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Things have changed so dramatically in every realm of life, including
religion, that the West no longer can see itself as the center of the history of
the world. Neither is it possible to argue that it (the West) represents the
final stage in the development of human culture. The same can be said not
only for matters of religion in general, but for Christianity in particular.
With this in mind, Rahner asks the question of whether a Christian can
believe that the overwhelming mass of his/her brothers/sisters are
unquestionably and in principle excluded from the fulfillment of their lives
and condemned to eternal meaninglessness? 52 His answer is “No.”
Having analyzed the then current situation, Rahner sought to
respond to the issue of religious diversity with a theory that would retain
the unique status of Christianity on the one hand, and would appreciate the
partial value of other religions on the other. In order to do that, he aimed to
hold together two equally important premises.
The first is that salvation is universal. God’s grace is operative in
all the great religions of the world because “God desires everyone to be
saved and come to the knowledge of truth (Timothy 2:4). Every human
being has, what Rahner calls, a “supernatural existential” that makes it
possible and necessary for even a non-Christian to receive God’s grace
unless he or she says in his/her heart “there is no God.” 53 This means that
there is a potential in every human being to receive the “transcendental
revelation” 54 through which God intends to save God’s children.
There are two premises involved at this stage of our discussion that
are in constant opposition to each other. The first one is that salvation is
something specifically Christian, which had been the traditional selfunderstanding of Christianity. The second one is that God desires salvation
for everyone. How can a Christian, living in a religiously plural world,
juxtapose these two notions?
Rahner believes that these two premises cannot be reconciled. 55 If
God really desires to save all mankind, then God fulfills what God intends.
If God’s grace is extended to all humankind, then it is necessary that
salvation must be offered to all humankind as well. So, Rahner concludes
by suggesting that “Christians should be animated by a Heilsoptimismus;
they should ‘think optimistically’ about the possibilities of salvation outside
Christianity, no matter how much error and evil they seem to find in the
52
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world. To think ‘pessimistically of men’ is to underestimate God’s love,
grace, 56 and therefore power and intent to save all humanity.
The second premise is that Christianity sees itself as the absolute
religion. However, God’s universal grace, and therefore salvation willed by
God is the salvation won only by Christ. 57 It is by virtue of the Christ-event
that Christianity sees itself as the absolute religion, which has no equal,
intended for all humankind at all times. 58 In other words, salvation is
intended for all humankind because God, as the loving father, intended to
save His children. However, this salvation is brought about only by the
Christ-event, which is unique to Christianity, which also makes Christianity
unique among other religious traditions of the world. Thus, Jesus’
crucifixion on the cross, in behalf of all humankind, and his triumphant
resurrection, are the two indispensable elements of Christianity upon which
the whole Christian theology depends.
Rahner’s theology of religions makes it clear that the adherents of
any non-Christian religion will be saved in their own way. There is a sociohistorical link at this point that makes this argument plausible. It is that
because God desires all humankind to be saved and that no one should be
lost unless he/she in his/her heart says, “there is no God,” 59 every human
being is intended to find salvation within his/her socio-historical condition.
Every human being lives and receives religion within his/her particular
individual and social environment from which no one can escape. 60
Seen from this perspective, it is safe to argue, then, that if “man
can live his/her proffered relationship to God only in society, man must
have had the right, and indeed the duty, to live his relationship to God
within the religious and social realities offered to him in his particular
historical situation.” 61 This interpretation leads the discussion to a point
where it can be argued that a Hindu, for instance, will be saved within that
particular religion through the sacraments of Hinduism by virtue of the
spiritual and moral principles inherent in the Hindu way of life as a
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whole. 62 But this salvation, in the final analysis, is won by the Christ-event,
which is both the normative and definitive revelation of God.
If God’s grace is present in our very nature, and if salvation is
universal how would Rahner explain the missionary activity of the Church?
What is the meaning and end of dialogue among religions?
Rahner is in complete agreement with what the Second Vatican
Council declared on these issues. As we have seen, the key issue that
extends the possibility of salvation to all humanity is Christ’s redeeming
sacrifice for all as the Council declares:
[S]ince Christ died for all men, and since the ultimate
vocation of man is in fact one, and divine, we ought to
believe that the Holy Spirit in a manner known only to
God offers to every man the possibility of being associated
with this paschal mystery. 63
This understanding of non-Christian religions led Rahner to recognize
“what is ‘true’ and ‘holy’ in the different religions and that the concrete
forms and doctrines of these religions are to be regarded with
straightforward seriousness.” 64 This straightforward seriousness invites
every Christian to take non-Christian religions seriously since The Catholic
Church rejects nothing that is true and holy in these religions. 65 However
incomplete this truth be found in other religions, it is the presence of “that
Truth,” which leads the Church to respect, cherish and promote their
spiritual and cultural values; the “fullness of religious life,” however, is
found only in Jesus Christ. 66
Seen from this perspective one can make the point that although
God’s salvation is universal, this universality does not diminish the
Church’s mission to preach the Gospel. 67 For according to Rahner a nonChristian who, through no fault of his/her own, has not received the Gospel,
is considered to be an anonymous Christian 68 because of Christ’s universal
62
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sacrifice. But it is not possible to infer from this conception that “since man
is already an anonymous Christian…the explicit preaching of Christianity is
superfluous.” 69 In other words, explicit preaching of the Gospel
(Missionary activity) is still necessary because:
[T]he individual who grasps Christianity in a clearer and
purer and more reflective way has, other things being
equal, a still greater chance of salvation than someone
who is merely an anonymous Christian.” 70
The paragraph makes it clear that, although God’s grace is operative in the
heart of every human being, the “openly Christian” has a greater chance of
salvation than an “anonymous Christian.” Both, however, are in need of the
Church’s preaching. 71
Inclusivism then, as represented by Rahner, does not argue that
truth is unique to Christianity. Rather, truth is found in other religions also,
however incomplete it might be. Therefore, all such truth is in some way or
another inferior to the Church’s truth. The truths taught by other religions
are preparatory and/or incomplete versions of the truths taught by the
Christian Church. This is because the fullness of religious truth is found in
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Christ, and is, in the final analysis, always about the God who is fully
present in Jesus of Nazareth.
Thus, according to the inclusivist paradigm, not only the Christians
but also non-Christians will be saved within their own religion, which was
made available to them by their socio-historical context. However, the
Christ-event is the decisive and normative element in every salvation
attained by both Christians and non-Christians.
Pluralism: John Hick
Scholars have interpreted pluralism as formulated especially by
John Hick, to mean that different religions are equally valid salvific paths to
the same goal. 72 In its extreme version, all religions are considered to be
formally true and basically equivalent. Therefore, belonging to one religion
bears the same relation to the attainment of salvation as does belonging to
any other religion. 73 The advocates of this approach do not deny, for
instance, that Jesus is unique. Rather, they believe he is unique to
Christians, as Muhammad is unique to Muslims and so on. In this regard,
every religious figure is regarded as a contact point with the ultimate
Reality or the ineffable Real. 74 Although there are a great variety of views
within the pluralist camp, at this stage of our discussion we will limit our
investigation to John Hick’s writings who he is considered one of its major
exponents.
Hick’s pluralism is a clear reaction both to the exclusivist and
inclusivist paradigms in the face of the coming of other religions. Careful
reading of Hick’s writing indicates a genuine struggle over what he
perceived to be insurmountable problems with the traditional stands. Basic
to his argument seems to be his conviction that Extra ecclesiam nulla salus
will not do. 75 If we accept this axiom, Hick argues, we will deny the
salvation and eternal life in God to those who remain outside of
Christianity. 76 This conviction led him to question the Christian notion that
72
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Jesus of Nazareth was God 77 because, if Jesus was God, it follows that God
founded Christianity and Christianity alone. If this is the case, then it is true
that “Christianity has a unique status as the way of salvation provided and
appointed by God himself.” 78 If God founded Christianity and Christianity
only, “it follows that the salvation thus made possible within Christianity
cannot also be possible outside it.” 79 Hick finds this notion unacceptable.
Moreover, his constant exposure to other religious traditions has intensified
his dissatisfaction with the traditional orthodoxy. Adding these issues
together Hick argues:
It [Extra ecclesiam nulla salus] conflicts with our concept
of God, which we have received from Jesus, as the loving
heavenly father of all mankind; could such a Being have
restricted the possibility of salvation to those who
happened to have been born in certain countries in certain
periods of History? 80
Thus, Hick assumes that this entails the vast majority of humankind
throughout history have not been saved and that this in and of itself is
sufficient to discredit the traditional interpretation. After all, argues Hick, in
the great majority of cases, the religious tradition within which a religious
person finds his relationship to the Real depends upon where and when
he/she is born. Again, in many cases, the faith that a person accepts is the
only faith that has been effectively made available to him/her. 81 So, if a
person is born in Sri Lanka it is more likely than not he/she will be “raised”
as a Buddhist. Likewise, if person is born into a Muslim family in a Muslim
society, that person will be a culturally and linguistically conditioned
Muslim, and will see the whole world through the lenses presented to
him/her by that society.
Taking all these insights together, Hick asks if it is possible that
salvation is taking place not only in Christianity, but also in other great
religions of the world! His answer is in the affirmative. “The great world
religions, then,” declares Hick, “are ways of salvation.” 82 In order to argue
his point, Hick attempted to know what was taking place within the circles
of different religious traditions by observing what each religion was
77
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offering to its adherents. This engagement had profound implications for
his views of other religions. In a celebrated passage he says:
Occasionally attending worship in mosque and synagogue,
temple and gurdwara, it was evident to me that essentially
the same kind of thing is taking place in them as in a
Christian Church--namely, human beings opening their
minds to a higher divine reality, known as personal and
good and as demanding righteousness and love between
men and women. 83
Hick’s phenomenological observation led him eventually to argue that all
the great religious traditions attempt to transform their adherents from selfcenteredness to Reality-centeredness. 84 That is to say, the adherents of
every great religion strive to open their minds to a higher reality either by
coming together in their houses of worship or in their deeply personal lives.
This is the crux of Hick’s whole argument.
If the same thing were taking place in all the great religions of the
world, and if the various religions are in contact with the same divine
reality, as Hick claims, why is there not greater uniformity of belief among
the many religions? How would Hick explain the existence of more than
one religion? 85 The answer lies in his understanding of the Divine or, what
he calls the “ineffable Real.” 86
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In order to answer these questions we have to examine the way
Hick presents a comprehensive theory that accounts for the diversity in
belief and practice by appealing to historical and cultural factors. Therefore
the different religious expressions can be regarded as historically,
culturally, and therefore religiously conditioned human responses to the
same reality, the Real. As Hick puts it:
[W]e always perceive [the] transcendent through the lens
of [a] particular religious culture with its distinctive set of
concepts, myths, historical exemplars and devotional or
meditational techniques. And it is this inexpugnable
human contribution to religious awareness that accounts
for the fascinating variations of religious thought,
experience, and practice around the globe and down to
through the centuries, in all their rational and irrational,
profound and shallow, impressive and absurd, morally
admirable and morally reprehensible features. 87
Drawing heavily upon Kant’s epistemology of perception, 88 Hick suggests
that cultural variables function as conceptual lenses through which different
peoples understand and respond to the religious Ultimate. 89 Put another
way, although ultimately the various religious traditions encounter the same
divine reality, historical and cultural factors shape both the awareness of
and the way we respond to this reality. These factors function as filters
through which the adherents of the great religious traditions perceive and
understand the Real. Therefore, different religions are different responses to
the same divine Reality. 90
As we have seen in our investigation into Hick’s thought, there is a
religious ultimate that is common to all religions. But what is the nature of
this Ultimate? How do we perceive this ineffable Being? To be sure,
although Hick maintains that there is a religious ultimate, this ultimate is
not the direct object of our religious experience. Hick explains this
argument with reference to the Kantian distinction between noumenon and
phenomenon in the epistemology of perception. 91 This distinction
presupposes a formula according to which there is the religious ultimate in
87

Hick, Interpretation of Religion, 8.
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Philosophical Challenge of Religious Diversity, ed. Philip L. Quinn and Kevin
Meekers (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 126-138.
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itself (an Sich) and the religious ultimate as experienced by historically and
culturally conditioned persons. He refers to the former by the term Real.
But the Real as it is in itself is never the direct object of religious
experience. Rather, the Real is experienced by finite humankind in one of
any number of historically and culturally conditioned manifestations of the
real. So, depending upon the culture in which a person grows up, he/she
may experience the Real as personal, i.e., Yahweh, Allah, Krishna, or nonpersonal, i.e., Dharmakaya, sunyata, nirguna Brahman. 92
Whereas Hick calls the various personal conceptions, or
manifestations, of the Real personae of the Real; he refers to the
conceptions of the Real as non-personal as impersonae of the Real in the
following way:
For Kant God is postulated, not experienced. In partial
agreement but also partial disagreement with him, I want
to say that the real an sich is postulated by us as a
presupposition, not of the moral life, but of religious
experience and the religious life, whilst the gods, as also
the mystically known Brahman, Sunyata and so on, are
phenomenal manifestations of the Real occurring within
the realm of religious experience. 93
The Real in itself (an sich), then, is the “divine noumenon” that is
encountered within the various religious traditions as the range of “divine
phenomena” exemplified in the religious history of mankind. Since we are
historically, culturally, and linguistically conditioned, as Hick argues, we
will never experience the Real in itself (an Sich). So, it is hardly an
exaggeration for Hick to conclude that, “the Real an sich is the ultimate
Mystery.” 94
From the above considerations one is tempted to accuse Hick of
promoting radical relativism. After all, is not every religious tradition a
human response to the ineffable Real? If this is the case, is there any
criterion by which any religion can be judged?
Trying to avoid the pitfalls of relativism, Hick’s answer is in the
affirmative. As we have seen, salvation, understood as the transformation
92
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from self-centeredness to the Reality-centeredness, Hick argues, is evident
in all major religions. 95 But from our present perspective, it is impossible to
rank religions according to their soteriological effectiveness. Therefore,
it may be that one [religion] facilitates human
liberation/salvation more than the others, but, if so, this is
not evident to human vision. So far as we can tell, they are
equally productive of that transition from self to Reality
which we see in the saints of all traditions. 96
Although all the great religions are various responses to the same
Real, not all the responses to, and perceptions of, the Real have equal value.
“Some mediate God to mankind better than others.” 97 Therefore, if there is
a criterion to judge religious traditions, Hick contends, the basic criterion
must be soteriological. Accordingly, religious traditions “have greater or
less value according as they promote or hinder the salvific
transformation.” 98 In the light of this criterion:
[W]e can readily see that each of the great world faiths
constitutes a context for salvation/liberation: for each has
produced its own harvest of saints…. The
salvation/liberation, which is the function of religion to
facilitate, is a human transformation which we see most
conspicuously in the saints of all traditions. 99
This paragraph makes it clear that the various religions of the world are to
be affirmed as equally legitimate religious alternatives that leads their
adherents to the ultimate Reality.
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Evaluation
The three approaches we have examined thus far can be regarded
as three answers to the same problem of how to encounter the Other that
does not share our religion or culture. Each response presents its argument
from/within a particular worldview that is the most binding for its intended
audience, which in many cases is alien to an outsider. Therefore, I find it
highly problematic, if not impossible, to present an unbiased evaluation of
each of the three approaches, since there is always an inherent danger of
misrepresentation in every understanding. Bearing this in mind I will
nonetheless give a brief evaluation of each paradigm.
As indicated earlier, an exclusivist argues that true religious claims
are found only in one’s own religion; therefore it is the only religion that
leads to salvation. This is the same as to say that no other religion has any
true claims among its teaching and doctrines, without denying the fact that
other religions do have truth-claims, but these truth claims are only claims.
Can this position be sustained in a religiously diverse world?
Harold A. Netland lists seven reasons why exclusivism should be
rejected. 100 A careful examination reveals, however, that the theme that
underlies all the reasons is the fact that no religious tradition is an isolated
entity any longer, for every adherent of every religion is becoming a
member of an ever-interdependent global community. The Other has
arrived with the teachings and doctrines of its own. As Netland puts it,
“Muslims, Hindus, Buddhists, Sikhs, among others, are no longer exotic
novelties seen only in magazines such as National Geographic.” 101 Or, as
Knitter would say, “the Other is a mystery that is both fascinating and
frightening--the mysterium fascinasum et tremendum.” 102
With the coming of the Other we have realized that although there
are major differences between what Griffiths calls “the home religion”103
and the alien ones, there are considerable doctrinal similarities as well.
Christians, Jews and Muslims argue, for instance, that they worship the
same God. They trace their origins back to Abraham, who is considered to
be the father of all, hence “Abrahamic Religions.” 104 Again, the teaching
that murder, for instance, is unacceptable is not a Buddhist virtue only;
Christianity, Judaism, Islam, among others, all teach the same and/or
similar virtues. Griffiths is right when he says “the greater in number a
religion’s teachings become, the more likely it is that some other religion
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also teaches one or more of them.” 105 If there were any instances of
commonness or identity between two religions, and the field of comparative
religion teaches that there are, as the above examples show, it would mean
that if the relevant teaching of one’s religion were true, so was the teaching
of other religion. 106 It is possible to expand the list of examples, but suffice
it to say that from an inclusivist and pluralist perspective, no thoughtful
religious individual can be an exclusivist with respect to truth because there
is at least a differentiated commonness among the major religions of the
world. Therefore the claims of the exclusivist paradigm to absoluteness
cannot be sustained.
Inclusivism, on the other hand, is an attempt to move beyond the
age-old exclusivist understanding of the home religion vis-à-vis other
religions. Again, it was due to the ever-increasing exposure of the home
religion to other religious cultures that led, for instance, the Christian
Church to examine its position and identity in a religiously diverse world.
Inclusivists within Christianity maintain that the saving and selfrevealing God of Christians is present and at work in and through the
world’s religions. However, whatever truth and saving power are found in
other religions are already found in Christianity more fully and more
certainly. Some scholars find this position ground-breaking 107 because it
breaks with the age-old exclusivist paradigm on the one hand, and criticize
it on the grounds that it does not go far enough to see other religions as
having equally valid claims to truth and salvation on the other. 108 Because
the saving power of God is present more fully and certainly in the home
religion, it follows that missionary activity is still a necessary means to
invite the adherents of other religions to one’s own, in our case to
Christianity. 109 It is for this reason, argues Barnes, that Hindus, Buddhists
and Muslims are hesitant to get involved in dialogue because:
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[T]hey [Non-Christians] accuse Christians of developing
more subtle way of proceeding; instead of being quite
open about what they are up to, they achieve their
conversions by going through the back door. 110
If the entire truth is found only in one religion, then whatever is
found in other religions is already and necessarily found in the home
religion. This inference closes one’s horizon to the Other, and therefore to
the possibility of learning anything valuable from the Other. If this is the
case, then what is the purpose and end of entering into dialogue with the
Other? There arises a dilemma at this juncture. After all, can two partners in
dialogue be equal conversation partners if there is nothing to learn from the
Other on the one hand, and if a genuine dialogue should be anything but
idle talk on the other. If one partner comes to the table with the conviction
that he/she owns the whole truth, thereby closing his/her horizon to new
possibilities, what is the meaning and end of dialogue other than teaching
the Other what the complete version of the truth is? This question leads us
to the conclusion that the Other, who has an inferior, distorted, or
incomplete version of the truth must be cultivated, preached to, and
converted. In this kind of encounter understanding the Other in his/her
otherness is not the purpose any longer. Rather dialogue becomes what
Barnes calls just a more civilized form of mission; it loses its primary
objective which is to know the Other in order to find out who I am. 111
Both the exclusivist and pluralist attitudes can be criticized for
many more different reasons, from many more different angles. However,
the most profound underlying criticism leveled against both exclusivism
and inclusivism is that both suffer from what Duffy calls “an a priori theory
building.” 112 In other words, that they have insufficient knowledge of other
religious communities aside from the bare fact of their existence. As a
result, oftentimes their theologies of religions depend upon their own
teaching and doctrines, and not the teachings of other religions.
Whereas pluralists, like C. Smith, P. Knitter, and Hick, attempt to
avoid this criticism by studying some of the great religions of the world,
they give greater emphasis to similarities, ignoring the possibility that there
may be some irreconcilable doctrinal differences among religions that no
believing Christian, Buddhist or Muslim would be ready to discuss, let
alone abandon. For if another religion contradicts their doctrinal
convictions, they believe, it is not only different, it is simply wrong. As
DiNoia argues, for a Buddhist whatever truth may exist outside of
Buddhism has to concur with the teachings of the Buddha, Dharma. 113
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The status of Jesus in Islam and Christianity, which regard
themselves as monotheistic religions, is another such case in point.
Christians believe in the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus, which are the
two tenets upon which the whole of Christianity depends. Muslims argue to
the contrary that this Christian doctrine is simply false, that Jesus was
neither crucified nor was he killed by his enemies. However, the Qur’an
does not give detailed historical information about the fate of the historical
Jesus, one of the greatest prophets of Islam.
The divine nature of Jesus is another disputed problem. It is a
theological issue that seems to be irreconcilable between Christians and
Muslims. It is not a historical one to be settled with the emergence of new
evidence to support either side, By relying on some of the recent literature
on the historical Jesus, 114 which most Christians do not accept as sound,
Hick uses a mythological language in his explanation of Jesus’ relation to
God. 115 Hence, it would not be an exaggeration to argue that not only does
Hick’s project lay greater stress to similarities, but he also attempts to
dismiss some of the basic doctrinal differences among religions, which do
not support his project. If this interpretation is correct, it follows that since
the proponents of this project are not sufficiently aware, or respectful, of the
genuine diversity and incommensurability of doctrines various religious
traditions offer, they may end up imposing their own rules and definitions.
At this point, Knitter mentions two general ways in which a wellintentioned pluralist can nonetheless become imperialist. First, he/she could
too quickly presuppose or describe the common ground that establishes
unity among religions, and second, he or she may easily draw up common
guidelines for dialogue among religions. 116 Presenting the ultimate Reality
or Cosmic Truth etc., as the common ground for all religions seems to be an
imperialistic element. For the argument that the adherents of every religious
tradition experiences the same Reality, although differently, is the fruit of a
particular pluralistic perception of the Real. In a similar vein, forming
general and universally applicable guidelines for intercultural understanding
114
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seems to have similar ramifications. As modern hermeneutics teaches,
‘where one speaks from’ affects the meaning and truth of what one says,
and thus one cannot assume an ability to transcend one’s location. The same
goes for the pluralistic hypothesis.
An extension of the above criticisms is the question of the validity
of speaking on behalf of the Other. 117 When a pluralist argues that all the
adherents of every religious tradition experience the same Real both
personal and impersonal, he/she is making universal claims, telling others
what in fact they are experiencing. Recall how Hick was assuring us that his
understanding of the Divine is not postulated, as Kant argued, but
experienced. However, according to Hick, the Divine is experienced within
the limitations of our human cognitive apparatus in ways analogous to that
in which he argued that we experience our physical environment. 118 If this
is the case, is it plausible to create a principle or principles that can be
universally applicable? How can Hick infer from a totally personal
experience that all the adherents of all religions experience the same
Divine, the Real? Given that every experience is personal in nature,
however comprehensive it might be, it is questionable whether it is possible
to argue that “the realm of ultimate reality consists of a single, noumenal
element which Hick calls ‘the Real?’” 119
CONCLUSION
This chapter has attempted to give a brief sketch of the current
claims about the modes of interreligious encounter. The exposition has
shown that three approaches are in fact three different answers to the same
problem of how to be prepared for the coming of the Other.
We have seen that none of the above attitudes is sufficient to
explain the diversity of religions for the reasons indicated above. However,
one of the most important reasons for their insufficiency lies in their lack of
genuine interest in the business of understanding. This topic will be the
subject-matter of the next chapter where the problem of the coming of the
Other will be analyzed through Gadamer’s fusion of horizons.

117

For an engaging discussion of the issue of the problem of speaking
for others, see Linda Alcoff, “The problem of Speaking for Others,” Cultural
Critique, 20 (Winter, 1991-1992): 7. 6-32.
118
See, Hick, God Has Many Names, 83,104-105.
119
S. Mark Heim, Salvations: Truth and Difference in Religion
(Maryknoll, New York: Orbis Books, 1995).

CHAPTER TWO

ON THE WAY TO UNDERSTANDING OTHER
RELIGIONS: GADAMER’S FUSION OF
HORIZONS (HORIZONTVERSCHMELZUNG)
INTRODUCTION
The previous chapter analyzed the current literature on the issues
of cross-cultural encounter, presenting roughly three general categories in
which the attitudes we take towards others are classified: exclusivism,
inclusivism, and pluralism. The chapter argued that none of these categories
is sufficiently comprehensive to explain the radical diversity we are
experiencing today precisely because of the lack of genuine interest in the
business of understanding the Other. Therefore, to appreciate and promote
the notion of understanding as an indispensable element in cross-cultural
studies, the preliminary requirement is to understand what “understanding”
(verstehen) itself is.
The aim of this chapter, then, is to explore the possibility, meaning,
and significance of understanding from a philosophical point of view in
order to pave the ground for the issues discussed in the subsequent chapters.
The present discussion, therefore, will evolve around the following question
as a recurring theme of this study: how is it possible to understand others in
their “otherness” without reducing them to a mere projection of our own
subjectivity.
In pursuing this subject, the issue will be analyzed through
Gadamer’s doctrine of the fusion of horizons (Horizontverschmelzung) for
it provides a compelling hermeneutical framework that renders the
possibility of understanding others a valid project. As a metaphor, 1 it

1

In his analysis of metaphor, Ricoeur gives a schematic summary of
the theory of metaphor within the history of rhetoric, tracing it back to the
Greek sophists. Ricoeur criticizes the classical interpretation of metaphor for
reducing its function to an abridged comparison of two similar entities. This
means, among others, “since it [metaphor] does not represent a semantic
innovation, a metaphor does not furnish any new information about the reality.”
P. Ricoeur, Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning (Fort
Worth: Texas Christian University Press, 1976), 48-49. Contrary to this
argument, Ricouer’s analysis makes it clear that metaphor, as a surplus of
meaning, does give rise to knowledge about reality because not only does it
have an emotive function but a cognitive one as well. It is in this sense that I
am referring to the fusion of horizons as a metaphor to make the event of
understanding perceivable in the hermeneutical act.
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illustrates the expansion and transformation that occurs on both sides when
two horizons fuse as an event or happening of truth. This procedure
presupposes a dialectical play (dialogue) between one’s own horizon
(understanding) and the horizon of the text (Other) one is trying to
understand, and thereby reaches a new understanding of the subject matter
(Sache) in a fusion of horizons. Since every understanding also is selfunderstanding, 2 one not only comes to understand what the Other is in its
otherness, but gains an even better understanding of oneself (sich versteht),
projecting one’s possibilities, 3 and one’s own culture. 4
In order to analyze Gadamer’s doctrine of the fusion of horizons, it
behooves us to try to clarify the phenomenological concept of horizon upon
which the entire argument is based.
HERMENEUTIC SIGNIFICANCE OF HORIZON (HORIZONT)
Drawing on the Husserlian phenomenological concept of horizon, 5
Gadamer describes it as “the range of vision that includes everything that
can be seen from a particular vantage point.” 6 In another passage it is
described not as “a rigid boundary but something that moves with one and
invites one to advance further.” 7 On another occasion Gadamer refers to
horizon as “something into which we move and that moves with us.
Horizons change for a person who is moving.” 8 A careful reading of the
For an insightful discussion of the role of metaphor not only in the
social sciences, philosophy, and literature, but also in science and religion see,
Stephen Happel, Metaphors for God’s Time in Science and Religion (New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002).
2
TM, 260; WM, 264-265.
3
Ibid.
4
Hans-Georg Gadamer, “The Problem of Historical Consciousness,”
in Interpretive Social Science, ed. Paul Rabinow and William A. Sullivan
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979), 107.
5
TM, 245; WM, 250; Helmut Kuhn, “The Phenomenological Concept
of ‘Horizon,’” in Philosophical Essays: In Memory of Edmund Husserl, ed.
Marvin Farber (New York: Greenwood Press, Publishers, 1968): 106.
6
TM, 302; WM, 307-308
7
TM, 245; WM, 250.
8
TM, 304; WM, 309; One of the most comprehensive descriptions of
the term horizon, as a visual metaphor, is given by Bernard Lonergan.
According to Lonergan, “Horizons…are structured results of past achievements
and, as well, both the condition and the limitation of the further development.
They are structured. All learning is, not a mere addition to previous learning,
but rather an organic growth out of it. So, all our intentions, statements, deeds
stand within contexts. To such contexts we appeal when we outline the reasons
for our goals, when we clarify, amplify, qualify our statements, or when we
explain our deeds. Within such contexts must be fitted each new item of
knowledge and each new factor in our attitudes. What does not fit, will not be
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above definitions allows one to discern at least three characteristics that
show the import and function of horizon in the process of understanding.
First, by its very nature every horizon (range of vision) has its
limits since it is considered to be the ultimate circumference within which
all things, real and imaginable, are bound to appear. 9 That is to say, to have
a horizon means that one’s vision is always limited to what can be seen in a
given time from a particular vantage point. This seemingly limits the
possibility of seeing what is beyond the current range of vision.
Secondly, a horizon gives anyone or anything, whomever/whatever
we think might have a horizon, a distinct identity that differs one from
others even if there are family resemblances. Because horizons are initially
distinct, they divide us, making us who or what we are. 10 If we accept the
validity of this description of horizon, we have to accept the argument that
the Other always remains as an Other, hence the irreducible character of the
Other. In other words, the Other is always more than what I, the subject,
make of him or her.
On the other hand, by limiting the totality of a given thing, as
suggested above, a horizon also frames it. The frame of a picture, though
forming no part of it, helps to constitute its wholeness. 11 Necessarily, the
horizon determines that which it frames. 12 Helmut Khun further remarks:
The fact that the object is framed by a horizon is relevant
to its mode of appearance. Its way of being is essentially a
“being within.” Hence horizon as a guiding notion enables
us to reveal shades of meaning cast on the object by its
environment.” 13
Thirdly, horizons are open and therefore can be expanded and
transformed, since as one moves from the center towards the circumference
new horizons open up. It is in this sense that Gadamer speaks of narrowness
noticed or, if forced on our attention, it will seem irrelevant or unimportant.
Horizons then are the sweep of our interests and of our knowledge; they are the
fertile sources of further knowledge and care; but they also are boundaries that
limit our capacities for assimilating more than we already have attained.” B.
Lonergan, Method in Theology, 2nd ed. (London: Dartman, Longman, and
Todd, 1973), 237.
9
Kuhn, “Horizon,” 107.
10
Charles Taylor, “Gadamer on the Human Sciences,” in The
Cambridge Companion to Gadamer, ed. Robert J. Dostal (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2002), 134.
11
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of horizon, of a possible expansion of horizon, of opening up new
horizons. 14 However, it is only through our willingness to change our
position, figuratively speaking, that we are constantly invited to move
beyond the boundary of our current field of vision. This is the point where
horizon sheds light on the possibility of knowing what lies beyond our
immediate horizon, for as Gadamer argues “what makes a limit a limit
always also includes knowledge of what is on both sides of it. It is the
dialectic of the limit to exist only by being superceded.” 15 In view of the
phenomenological concept of horizon, it is now possible to investigate the
ways in which the analysis of the term ‘horizon’ provides insight in
explicating the event of understanding.
The project of philosophical hermeneutics and of the
phenomenological movement considers the Other as a genuine interlocutor
in the event of understanding achieved through dialogue in the medium of
language. 16 One of the issues that needs to be clarified in this context is the
question of what constitutes a text. The question is whether the purpose and
manner of dialogue with a text is any different from dialogue with a person.
Put differently, is it admissible to use the terms Other and text
interchangeably in the process of explaining the event of understanding?
Gadamer notes that interpretation is not applied only to written
texts or verbal expressions. Interpretation, rather, is applicable to everything
that has been handed down to us by tradition. Therefore, we not only
interpret (understand) 17 historical text, figures, or events, we also interpret,
and attempt to understand spiritual and mimed expressions. 18 On another
occasion Gadamer states that:
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Conversation occurs, no matter when or where or with
whom, wherever something comes to language, whether
this is another person, a thing, a word, a flame (Gottfried
Benn)--this is what constitutes the universality of
hermeneutic experience. 19
In the light of the above remarks, we can argue that anything “from
fleeting speech to fixed documents and mute reminders, from writing to
chiffres and to artistic symbol, from articulated language to figurative or
musical interpretation, from explanation to active behavior …” 20 can be
regarded as an Other or a text. In sum, any text or text analogue, 21 which is
19

As cited in Jean Grondin, Introduction to Philosophical
Hermeneutics, trans. Joel Weinsheimer (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1994), 124.
We should note that Ricoeur, Sokolowski, and Mehta, among others, hold to
the same position. Ricoeur, for instance, defines the text as “any discourse fixed
by writing.” On the other hand, in another article he widens the meaning of the
text when he considers the human sciences to be hermeneutical inasmuch as
their object displays some of the futures constitutive of a text as a text. In this
second sense, it seems that the meaning of a text is not limited to written
discourse. See, Paul Ricoeur, Hermeneutics and Human Sciences, trans and ed.
John B. Thompson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), 145,197.
In a similar vein, Sokolowski, when referring to the indispensability of
a conversation in the pursuit of truth, refers to different manifestations of the
Other. He remarks that “sometimes the Other is bodily present and the
conversation takes place in speech, but sometimes the other mind is present in a
text or in an image, and then the conversation takes place in reading, whether
the reading be of something written or of something depicted.”(My emphasis).
See, Robert Sokolowski, “Gadamer’s Theory of Hermeneutics,” in The
Philosophy of Hans-Georg Gadamer, ed. Lewis E. Hahn (Chicago: Open
Court, 1997), 225. According to Sokolowski, then, an Other need not be
necessarily a bodily presence, a person or a written discourse.
In his remarkable book India And The West J.L. Mehta, following
Heidegger and Gadamer, takes text to mean both person and tradition. J.L.
Mehta, India and the West: The Problem of Understanding (Chicago: Scholars
Press, 1985), 130.
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Joseph Bleicher, Contemporary Hermeneutics (London: Routledge
& Kegan Paul, 1980), 53.
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to make clear, to make sense of an object of study. This object must, therefore,
be a text, or a text-analogue, which in some way is confused, incomplete,
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Taylor, “Interpretation and the Sciences of Man,” in Interpretive Social
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an event, action, or other entity that can be understood or read or
communicated as if it were a text, may also be considered as the text or the
Other. In this context, we need to call attention to two fundamental issues
that are closely related to the subject under study.
First, the subject-object dichotomy, which results from what
Richard Bernstein calls Cartesian Anxiety, is untenable in the process of
understanding. 22 In other words, there is no subject “over here” and an
object “over there” standing independent of one another in constant tension.
Rather, subject and object belong together and constitute a total unity in
which the process of understanding takes place in the history of
interpretation, tradition. Thus, whatever might be called an object is not
regarded as a passive entity waiting to be understood by its superior, the
subject; but the Other, having an active role to play in the process. Hence,
following the above remarks it can be argued that while I, the subject, see
the Other as an object, the Other, as a subject, sees me as an Other,
therefore an object. Thus, whatever can be said for the object to be studied,
can also be said for the subject who is studying the object, hence the
equality of the partners in dialogue.
Second, there is no place for a subject to stand outside or apart
from a line of events (tradition), no neutral observing Archimedean point,
and no place where objects can appear apart from the history of
understanding. 23 This, of course, was the focus of concern for modern
hermeneutics when it attempted to develop a positivistic hermeneutics with
a solid epistemological grounding. 24 Even though philosophical and radical
hermeneutics (deconstruction) are said to be exclusive of each other in the
context of some of the hermeneutical issues, they, nonetheless, share the
conviction that the project of modernist positivist hermeneutics is an
unattainable ideal. 25 That is, both camps are allied in their opposition to
traditional epistemology.
22

Richard Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism: Science,
Hermeneutics, and Praxis (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1983), 16, 116.
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Ibid., 16-20.
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This, of course, has been the position taken by the classical
hermeneutic tradition stemming from Schleirmacher up to Betti and Hirsh. See,
G.B. Madison, The Hermeneutics of Postmodernity: Figures and Themes
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1989.), 109; Joseph Bleicher,
Contemporary Hermeneutics: Hermeneutics as Method, Philosophy, and
Critique (London: Routletge & Kegan Paul, 1980), 27,30.
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Feldman’s interpretation of Gadamer and Derrida supports this
argument. He maintains that “Like Gadamer, Derrida emphasizes that any text
or event has many potential meanings, many possible truths; no single meaning
remains fixed or stable in all contexts…. Derrida insists that every textual
interpretation denies or suppresses some alternative meanings, some alternative
interpretations-some Other. For that reason, Derrida considers the meaning of a
text to be undecidable; Gadamer, meanwhile, deems textual meaning to be
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Thus, the Other is referred to not only as a text to be studied and to
be understood (object), but as another Other that has the right to question
me as a subject for the Other.
The above considerations are important for our analysis of the
process of understanding vis-à-vis the concept of horizon. It makes the
Gadamerian notion that every Other has it is own horizon, which makes it
different from other Others, intelligible. Moreover, because every horizon is
open, there is always a possibility that these different horizons, supposedly
existing independently of one another, can interact and eventually fuse, an
event called fusion of horizons. 26 On the other hand, because every horizon
is also limited, the Other with its otherness remains forever irreducible to
our own subjectivity as an object. 27
What is the nature of the situated and limited nature of our
horizons? According to Gadamer, we live in a stream of tradition, history.
We always find ourselves in a tradition. We are historical beings. In fact, as
Gadamer puts it:
[H]istory does not belong to us; we belong to it. Long
before we understand ourselves through the process of
self-examination, we understand ourselves in a selfinexhaustible.” (My Emphasis). Stephen M. Feldman, “Made For Each Other,”
Philosophy and Social Criticism 26 no. 1 (2000): 58. In other words, both
Gadamer and Derrida question the claims of the positivist hermeneutics, which
aims to propose a methodology that guarantees the true meaning of the text that
is single and definite.
26
TM, 306; WM, 311.
27
This is akin to Husserl’s interpretation of the I’s experience of the
other Egos as elucidated in his famous Fifth Meditation. Here, Husserl makes it
clear that total access to other Egos is impossible because of their plural
character. He maintains that “this being there in person does not keep us from
admitting forthwith that…neither the other Ego himself, nor his subjective
processes or his appearances themselves, nor anything else belonging to his
own essence, becomes given in our experience originally. If it were, if what
belongs to other’s own essence were directly accessible, it would be merely a
moment of my own essence, and ultimately he himself and I myself would be the
same.(My emphasis). Husserl, Cartesian Meditations: An Introduction to
Phenomenology, trans. Dorion Cairns (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1960),
109. This interpretation does not, however, preclude the I’s ability to
communicate with other Egos. The I can still understand other Egos, but this
understanding is only by analogy because “…the two intersubjectivities are not
absolutely isolated. As imagined by me, each of them is necessarily [in]
communion with me (or with me in respect of a possible variant of myself) as
the constitutive primal monad relative to them. Accordingly they belong in
truth to a single universal community, which includes me and comprises
unitarily all the monads and groups of monads that can be conceived as coexistent.” Ibid., 140.
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evident way in the family, society, and state in which we
live. 28
For Gadamer, then, we cannot exist as an isolated, individual mind
or consciousness. We belong to society and culture in the sense of
unquestioning internalization of its norms and customs before we have the
capacity to reflect and criticize. The very Enlightenment notion of the
detached (or superior) subject is itself a cultural form created in time and
space by certain minds that were also part of a certain tradition. Failing to
recognize this point leads one to failing to see our being-with-others. This
line of argument allows us to argue that the subject side of the subjectobject dichotomy is neither primary nor self-aware. The subject cannot be
what it claims to be because it cannot isolate itself from the world; it is
always in the middle of things; it is always along with others. The subject
cannot be isolated either, for it is as much collective and social as it is
individual.
In the quoted passage, Gadamer speaks about the process of selfexamination through which we understand ourselves. By this Gadamer does
not even remotely imply that we can eventually understand others or
ourselves like detached objects (by objectifying the Other) or subjects as the
Enlightenment spirit argued. For, he further argues, because we are
historical beings living in history “we are always already affected by
history,” 29 hence the principle of the historically effected consciousness
(wirkungsgseschicte). If we are constantly being exposed to the effects of
history by living in it and not outside of it, it follows that the idea that we
can have a Cartesian kind of objective knowledge of it (history, world) or of
ourselves is untenable. 30 Therefore, as Gadamer says, “to be historically
means that knowledge of oneself can never be complete.” 31
Gadamer’s exposition of the historical character of being is
grounded in Heidegger’s notion of “thrownness” according to which Dasein
is thrown by the circumstances of birth into the world of time and place. 32
This world is not the natural world of science, objectified into observable
objects and processes. Rather it is the world of everydayness or what
Gadamer calls tradition. This world has an ever-evolving horizon of
meanings that prestructures everything we encounter. However, Dasein
should not be considered to be imprisoned in tradition. Although Dasein
always already finds itself in this world, it does not mean that the latter has
complete control over the former, for as Heidegger argues, “Dasein is
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initially and for the most part together with the ‘world’ it takes care of.” 33
Gadamer, on the other hand, is more optimistic about our relation to
tradition, for he argues, “tradition is not simply a permanent precondition;
rather we produce it ourselves inasmuch as we understand, participate in the
evolution of tradition, and hence further determine it ourselves.” 34
The foregoing does not negate Gadamer’s main argument, that we
belong to tradition long before it belongs to us. Rather it confirms it, for by
creating the tradition we are not being freed from it but participating in it.
After all, we are not creating a tradition as such out of nothing; but we are
giving back to tradition what we have received from it by way of
participation. To be sure, even criticism of ourselves or of tradition takes
place within tradition. In other words, there is a reciprocal relationship, a
circle. We create the tradition, and the tradition shapes our horizons.
However, precisely because we are born into a preinterpreted world, it
makes or shapes us to a much greater extent than we make or shape it. As
indicated repeatedly, we are always already living (interpreting) a
preinterpreted existence. In other words, we always find ourselves in a
situation. This is what Gadamer calls the hermeneutic situation. 35 The
hermeneutic circle, states Gadamer, is in fact fulfilled with content
[inhaltlich erfüllter] circle, which joins the interpreter and his [her] text into
a unity within a processual whole. Understanding always implies a preunderstanding which is in turn pre-figured by the determinate tradition in
which the interpreter lives and which shapes one’s prejudices. 36
What is the relevance of the above remarks in explaining the
process of understanding? To answer this question we need to remember
the meaning and function of horizon.
As indicated earlier, every Other (text) has an horizon, and we can
only see whatever can be seen from a particular vantage point. This means
that our understanding of the world outside of our horizon remains to some
extent strange or alien. This forces us to be conscious of our limitations and
our finite character. It follows that I, as a person with a limited horizon, can
have only a limited understanding of the world (Other) in a particular time
and place. Now, this point raises another question: namely, if we are limited
by our horizons, how can we ever understand others who have different
(alien) horizons? How can we venture into alien “worlds?” Moreover, does
not this notion negate our hypothesis that understanding others in their
otherness is possible?
Every horizon can be expanded and changed if one is willing to
change one’s position to acquire a wider horizon. If we accept that there are
Others who are other than us, then we have to assume that every Other has
a horizon. If one does not have a horizon, one “does not see far enough and
33
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hence overvalues what is nearest to him [her].” 37 This statement should not
be read to mean that it is possible for a person not to have a horizon at all.
Rather, Gadamer seems to refer to particular cases when a person has a
limited or narrow horizon. The following passage sheds more light on the
issue.
…[T]o have a horizon means not being limited to what is
nearby but being able to see beyond. A person who has a
horizon knows the relative significance of everything
within this horizon, whether it is near or far, great or
small. 38
Although every finite horizon is limited, no horizon is infinitely
closed, for “what makes a limit a limit always also includes knowledge of
what is on both sides of it.” 39 Thus, understanding becomes a possibility if
we become cognizant of our limited horizon on the one hand, and its
potential to be able to be enlarged by the encounter with the Other on the
other.
The tradition in which a person lives shapes his or her horizon. In
other words, one sees, understands, and makes sense of the world through
one’s prejudices (pre-opinions). 40 We are what we are because of our
horizons, and therefore our prejudices. As Gadamer puts it: “It is not so
much our judgments as it is our prejudgments [pre-opinions] that constitute
our being.” 41 The Heideggerian notion that we see things “as things” is
helpful in this regard. 42 In other words, prejudices let us see things “as.” If
we fail to see things “as,” we do not see them at all; to understand is to exist
already in preunderstandings. Since a horizon consists of prejudices,
without them we cannot have any experience at all. In this sense, there is an
indispensable relationship between horizon, experience, and prejudice since
“when one’s prejudgments change, so does one’s horizon, and vice
versa.” 43
If prejudices comprise our horizons, how is a genuine
understanding possible? Does not accepting prejudices as the constitutive
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elements of our horizons mean that it is impossible to communicate with
others? There is no one easy answer to this question.
The Enlightenment spirit argues that prejudices can only be a
barrier to understanding truth. In order to obtain an objective knowledge of
the world we must somehow shed our prejudices since truth is the opposite
of prejudice. This is what Gadamer calls “the prejudice of the
Enlightenment against prejudice itself, which denies tradition [the Other] its
power.” 44
Against this Enlightenment idea of truth, Gadamer argues, “the
historicity of our existence entails that prejudices, in the literal sense of the
word, constitute the initial directness of our whole ability to experience.
Prejudices are biases of our openness to the world.” 45 Although we live in a
stream of tradition in which we acquire our horizons that are shaped by
prejudices as a result of our experience of the world around us, we can
nonetheless rehabilitate our unjustifiable prejudices through self-critique
and the encounter with other horizons, thereby testing and rehabilitating our
prejudices. It is only through this encounter that we can understand others
in their otherness by overcoming the foreign element in a text (horizon of
the Other). 46
To be sure, Gadamer does not argue that every prejudice leads us
to a correct understanding, to truth. Rather, he tells us that it is through
prejudices that we understand or misunderstand, for there are justifiable
prejudices that lead to understanding, and then there are unjustifiable ones
that lead to misunderstanding. 47 The important thing is to be aware of one’s
prejudices, and accept them, for “it is the tyranny of hidden prejudices that
makes us deaf to what speaks to us in tradition [Other].” 48 Therefore,
instead of trying to overcome all prejudices or to ignore them, Gadamer
asks us to rehabilitate them by encountering with the Other because the
prejudices are there whether we accept them or not. Even the
Enlightenment project of suspending prejudice itself was, as Gadamer
argues, a prejudice against prejudice, 49 and a hopeless one.
In order to shed more light on the problem of the possibility of
understanding the Other, we need to refer to Gadamer’s two insights as
premises for the remainder of this discussion. Both of these premises are
answers to a series of questions Gadamer himself asks:
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[A]re there really two different horizons here--the horizon
in which the person seeking to understand lives and the
historical horizon [horizon of the Other]within which
he[she] places himself [herself]? Is it a correct description
of the art of historical understanding to say that we learn to
transpose ourselves into alien horizons? Are there such
things as closed horizons? 50
First, by emphasizing the communal character of Dasein, Gadamer
argues that an individual is never an isolated entity; an individual always
lives alongside, and therefore understands with the others in a tradition.
Similarly, thanks to the expandable character of a horizon, a culture, which
has its own horizon as a genuine Other, is never closed. Thus, when we say,
for instance, that in order to understand others we need to transpose
ourselves into the horizons of others, “this does not entail,” says Gadamer,
“passing into alien worlds unconnected in any way with our own….
Everything contained in historical consciousness is in fact embraced by a
single horizon.” 51 It is due to this assumed all-encompassing horizon that
there is a differentiated commonness among horizons, however alien they
may look. It is a dialectical play (give-and-take structure) between the
familiarity and strangeness of every horizon that makes understanding
possible.
The second premise is related to another aspect of the concept of
horizon, which presupposes an interrupted reciprocal interaction among
horizons of different kind. As Gadamer says:
The horizon of the present is continually in the process of
being formed because we continually have to test all our
prejudices. An important part of this testing occurs in
encountering the past and in understanding the tradition
from which we come. There is no more an isolated horizon
of the present in itself than there are historical horizons,
which have to be acquired. Rather, understanding is
always the fusion of these horizons supposedly existing by
themselves. 52
Our earlier insights into what constitutes a text, and what or who
the Other is, allows us to argue that Gadamer’s remarks are not limited to
the relationship between the horizon of the past and the horizon of the
present. Rather, it describes what happens when two horizons, whether
historical, cultural, or individual, encounter each other.
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The quoted passages make it clear that however different our
horizons might be, we still understand the Other. This is due to the fact that
we share some common elements in tradition, language, the world. Because
of our situatedness within tradition, which has an all-encompassing horizon,
we do not regard what the Other says as totally alien, for it is always part of
us, and vice versa.
On the other hand, because every horizon has its limits, and every
horizon bears with it a kind of alien element, understanding others is never
complete. Hence, there cannot be any single interpretation that is correct “in
itself.” Rather, it is through the process of overcoming this foreign element
that horizons fuse. As Gadamer puts it, like different standpoints, the
separate horizons enter into one another 53 in the medium of language
through an open encounter with the Other.
FUSION OF HORIZONS: ASSIMILATION OR PARTICIPATION?
Gadamer’s account of the event of understanding as a fusion of
horizons has been criticized by several scholars. There are two central
arguments around which all the critiques seem to evolve. The first one is
that Gadamer’s project of philosophical hermeneutics gives tradition an
unquestionable authority that makes critical reflection impossible. Caputo,
for instance, argues that in Gadamer’s hermeneutic project “the truth of the
tradition is never put in question, only [the] dynamics of its communication,
extension, renewal, and constant reification.” 54 He goes on to argue, “His
[Gadamer] ‘tradition’ is innocent of Nietzsche’s suspicious eye, of
Foucaultian genealogy. He does not face the question of the ruptures within
tradition, its vulnerability to difference, its capacity to oppress.” 55 Thus,
according to Caputo, Gadamer “offers us the most liberal possible version
of a fundamentally conservative idea. He allows as much movement and
play as will not disrupt the ageless truths of tradition or cause it too much
difficulty.” 56
On the other hand, Habermas charges that
Gadamer’s prejudice for the rights of prejudices certified
by tradition denies the power of reflection. The latter
proves itself, however, in being able to reject the claim of
tradition. Reflection dissolves substantiality because it not
only confirms, but also breaks up, dogmatic forces. 57
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What Habermas finds troubling in Gadamer is that by giving tradition, and
therefore prejudice, ultimate authority Gadamer is denying the power of
reason in the hermeneutic act.
The second critique can be formulated into a question: if
understanding is what is agreed at the end of conversation with the Other,
and if the event of understanding takes place only when two horizons fuse
with the conquest of the alien element, then how can we sustain the
otherness of the Other. The critics pursuing this argument charge that
Gadamer’s interpretation of tradition tends to approach the Other only to
assimilate him/her. Robert Bernasconi, for instance, argues that although
Gadamer recognizes the otherness of the Other as a hermeneutical virtue,
the doctrine of the fusion of horizons “seems fundamentally antagonistic to
alterity.” 58 He continues his criticism with the charge that according to
fusion of horizons, “I can recognize myself in what appears to be the Other
only insofar as that other is a reflected other, the other of myself.” 59
In a similar vein, Marina Vitkin argues that “one of Gadamer’s
metaphors for the hermeneutic project, that of ‘alienness and its conquest
gets across, contrary to his [Gadamer’s] explicit intentions, the violence
involved in ‘fusing’ the unfusable.” 60 Thus, she argues:
[I]n radical interpretation, ‘fusion of horizons’ is
impossible without violence to the alien one, and hence
‘fusion,’ ‘synthesis,’ and ‘integration’ are euphemisms for,
and so inadvertent invitations to, yoking others by force
into a frame of reference alien to them. 61
Expressing his indebtedness to Derrida, John Caputo argues that
because the aim of philosophical hermeneutics is to come to an agreement
within a conversation through the fusion of horizons, the Other is
assimilated and reduced to a mere projection of my subjectivity, losing his
or her otherness. 62 The remainder of this chapter will investigate the two
arguments to see if their allegations can be sustained.
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In order to respond to the first critique, namely, that prejudice
denies the power of reason and reflection, we need to revisit the way
Gadamer explains our relation to tradition vis-à-vis the problem of
understanding. Gadamer argues that understanding others is possible, and
takes place in the medium of language. However, contrary to
Enlightenment philosophers, Gadamer argues that “all understanding is
interpretation.” 63 Therefore, “it is not possible to isolate the indisputably
correct, normative understanding that could then be distinguished from and
serve as the arbitrating foundation for the competing purposes of different
interpreters.” 64 It follows that understanding must not be regarded as an
epistemological procedure through which an objective interpretation of
some state of affairs is reached. Our inability to reach an objective
interpretation stems from the way we interact with the world around us, or
more correctly, the world in which we live.
I submit that the critics who charge that Gadamer’s exposition of
our relation to tradition gives the tradition an unquestioned authority fail to
see that his account of this relationship is not a monological one. Rather,
there is a reciprocal relationship between the tradition in which we live and
ourselves, the makers of tradition. This does not, however, negate
Gadamer’s argument that because we are always born into a preconstructed, pre-interpreted world, our interpretation of the world and of
ourselves will always be just another interpretation and thus the
impossibility of an objective interpretation.
What Gadamer’s critics seem to find misleading in philosophical
hermeneutics is his explanation of the function of prejudice in the event of
understanding. 65 According to Gadamer, we approach our object (Other,
text) with certain prejudices through which we can understand or
63
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misunderstand. Although, “there are certain prejudices that constrain our
possibilities for communication and understanding, they simultaneously
enable us to communicate and to understand.” 66 Gadamer’s critics seem to
misinterpret his exposition of our relation to tradition for the following
reasons.
First of all, it is true that Gadamer’s account of prejudice and the
function of language in understanding can be read as a naïve and uncritical
acceptance of the reality of existing conditions. This seems to be both
Caputo’s and Habermas’ basic argument. However, we must realize hat
Gadamer is not proposing to replace “something” that somehow enables the
interpreter to move beyond the contingencies of language and tradition with
prejudices that deny reason its right to reflect; prejudices (pre-opinions) are
simply there whether we accept them or not. 67 In other words, “the
prejudices and the fore-meanings that occupy the interpreter’s
consciousness are not at his [her] free disposal.” 68 Rather, without denying
the workings of ideology, forces of domination, or the existence of a nonlinguistic, material domain, Gadamer is at pains to describe the inescapable
linguisticality dimension which the connection to the world is always
embedded. 69 This argument certainly does not allow us to count all
prejudices as justifiable. What it is telling us, however, is that, without
denying them we need to be conscious of the presence of prejudices that
could hinder us from understanding since “it is the tyranny of hidden
prejudices that makes us deaf to what speaks to us in tradition,” 70 that is,
deaf to what the Other is trying to tell us.
Secondly, Gadamer is not proposing a framework that makes the
interpreter the prisoner of tradition, denying his or her right to criticize and
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even to break with it. Gadamer states that “However much it is the nature of
tradition to exist only through being appropriated, it is still part of the
nature of man to be able to break with tradition, to criticize and dissolve
it…” 71 This makes it clear that Habermas’ and Caputo’s charge that
tradition has an unquestionable authority cannot be sustained. The meaning
of the quotation is this: every act of understanding, critique, and/or
communication takes place within the limits of tradition and in the medium
of language. In other words, one still can pursue a critique of ideology (or
of the authority, in the ordinary sense of the word) only from a position that
is itself ultimately dependent upon and supported by the shared background
sphere of social praxis (soziales Einverständnis). 72
To be sure, Habermas agrees with Gadamer’s critique of historical
objectivism in that the former also maintains that an objectivist view of
history is impossible, for it conceals the interconnection of historical effects
(den wirkungsgeschichtlichen Zusammenhang) in which historical
consciousness itself is located. 73 Although these remarks support
Gadamer’s argument, Habermas nonetheless believes that an ideal speech
situation can be created as a norm to function as a method for
understanding. In other words, Habermas invokes the need for a universal,
normative social theory to provide a critical dimension to the otherwise
uncritical genealogy. 74 But is it possible to create an ideal speech situation
that guarantees a normative social theory in the first place? Is it not true that
even the norms upon which the social theory is grounded originate within a
context that is constantly being exposed to the effects of history? If this is
the case how can we speak about a social theory, which is normative, but
not historical/ideological? Paul Giurlanda puts it elegantly when he says
“we need norms by which to judge the norms. And if we obtain these
norms, we need still more norms to judge the judging norms, etc.” 75
These reflections reveal that while trying to criticize Gadamer’s
account of the human situatedness within tradition, Habermas falls prey to
the very objectivism that he is trying to avoid. Therefore, Habermas’
critique of Gadamer seems to be an argument against Habermas’ own
critique of an objectivist interpretation, and therefore does not do justice to
philosophical hermeneutics.
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The second critique questions the feasibility of the event of
understanding as a fusion of horizons as presented by Gadamer without
assimilating the otherness of the Other. There are two interrelated themes to
this critique. The first one has to do with the status of the Other in the event
of understanding. The second is related to the notion of overcoming the
alien element in a conversation in order to reach an agreement.
In his recent book, More Radical Hermeneutics, Caputo attempts to
analyze the ways philosophical hermeneutics and radical hermeneutics
answer the question of how to be prepared for the coming of the Other.
According to Caputo, both Gadamer and Derrida are willing to take the risk
of welcoming the Other. 76 However, they differ as to how to go about
taking the risk. For Gadamer, according to Caputo, “taking that risk…is the
only way to make what the Other says one’s own (anzueignen), which is
what he [Gadamer] calls the ‘fusion of horizons.’”77 On the other hand, “for
Derrida, taking that risk, putting one’s own meaning and self at risk, indeed
one’s own home, is the only way to let the Other come. 78 But in the process
of putting oneself and one’s own meaning at risk Derrida differs, says
Caputo, from Gadamer in that he (Derrida) does not say that “we make the
Other our own, but would let the Other break into what is our ‘own,’ which
means that for Derrida the Other would breach, not fuse with, our
horizons.” 79 The soundness of Gadamer’s arguments can be examined by
analyzing the way Gadamer presents his views on a genuine dialogue with
Other.
We have established thus far that according to Gadamer, the key to
understanding the Other is conversation or dialogue. However, not every
conversation is genuine and therefore not every conversation leads to a
genuine understanding since “there are…distortions of the I-Thou
encounter that are not reciprocal.” 80 Gadamer argues that there are three
ways in which we interact with the Other as exemplified in the I-Thou
structure. He starts his exposition with a caution: “the experience of the
Thou must be special because the Thou is not an object but is in
relationship with us.” 81 This is a moral imperative around which all the
argument should evolve.
The first type of experience sees the Thou as a predictable object
according to which we understand the Other not as a genuine Other, but “as
any other typical event in our experiential field.” 82 This type of experience,
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says Gadamer, is not moral since it contradicts Kant’s idea of the
categorical imperative, which holds that we should not see the Other as a
means but as an end in him/herself. 83 By reducing the Other to a mere
object 84 to be studied, as in the empirical sciences, this type of encounter is
monological and is far from representing a genuine conversation.
In the second case, the Other is regarded as a person but “despite
this acknowledgment, the understanding of the Thou is still a form of selfrelatedness.” 85 In other words, although one acknowledges the Other as
capable of presenting his or her own opinion, this opinion is undermined by
the superior position of the I, who claims to know the truth of this opinion
from its own position. In its extreme version “one claims to know the
Other’s claim from his[her] point of view and even to understand the Other
better than the Other understands himself[herself].” 86
According to this type of experience, then, the Other may be said
to have been recognized as an Other, but he or she nonetheless is forced to
comply. The opinion of the Other in this kind of conversation is accepted
only if in total agreement with the position of the dominant I. What is
missing in this kind of experience seems to be the lack of awareness of the
situated character of both the I and the Other within a tradition in which
they live. Since the dominant I is not self critical, i.e., does not admit that he
or she is exposed constantly to the effects of history, he or she does not
allow the Other’s opinion to challenge his or her own. In other words, “each
party…seeks…to preserve self-referentiality and to avoid yielding to the
interplay that exists between the two of them.” 87 The inevitable result of
this kind of encounter is the assimilation of the Other into one’s own
horizon.
Genuine conversation takes place when each interlocutor opens
him/herself to each other, appreciating each other’s existence, which is the
highest type of hermeneutical experience.88 Here, being open to the Other is
not an option for Gadamer:
The mere presence of the Other before whom we stand
helps us to break up our own bias and narrowness even
before he[she] opens his mouth to make a reply. That
which becomes a dialogical experience for us here is not
limited to the sphere of arguments and counter-arguments,
the exchange and unification of which may be the end
meaning of every confrontation. Rather, as the experiences
that have been described indicate, there is something else
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in this experience, namely, a potentiality for being other
[Andersseins] that lies beyond every coming to agreement
[Verstandigung] about what is common. 89
In other words, even before an actual conversation begins I must be
ready to accept the Other as an equal conversation partner. This readiness to
be open to the Other “involves recognizing that I myself accept some things
that are against me, even though no one else forces me to do so.” 90 This
kind of experience lets me accept the Other not only as any Other in its
otherness, but as a genuine Other who might have something to tell me.
Thus, one does not try to argue the other person down, but really considers
the weight of the Other’s opinion. Moreover, in a genuine conversation, one
does not try to discover the weaknesses of what is said, but tries to bring out
the strength of what is said. 91 It is only through this kind of encounter with
the Other that we can test, and therefore rehabilitate, our prejudices.
According to Gadamer, there is no higher principle than holding oneself
open to this kind of conversation through which one not only comes to
accept the possibility that the Other might be right, but even recognizes the
possible superiority of the Other. 92
In this context, one can argue that what all Gadamer’s critics,
including Caputo, Marina Vitkins, and Bernoscani, have in common is that
they seem to identify Gadamer’s doctrine of the fusion of horizons with the
second type of the I-Thou relationship in which one feels superior in
understanding the other. As stated above, Gadamer explicitly dismisses this
kind of I-Thou encounter because it “can have very varied degrees of
tension, to the point of the complete domination of one person by the
other.” 93 Instead, Gadamer considers the third type of encounter in which
the other is seen as an equal partner and even potentially superior as a
genuine hermeneutical experience (conversation). Moreover, following
Kierkegaard, Gadamer argues, “it is the other who breaks into my egocenteredness and gives me something to understand.” 94 These remarks of
Gadamer make it clear that in the fusion of horizons the Other is not
considered as a passive object to be understood and to be assimilated.
Rather, the Other has an indispensable (equal) role to play not only in
expressing him/herself as a genuine Other, but also in helping test and
therefore rehabilitate unjustifiable prejudices, which results in breaking
ego-centeredness. Thus the event of understanding as agreement is not
89
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achieved through assimilating the Other into my subjectivity, but letting the
Other express his/her opinion with regard to the subject (Sache) of the
conversation. This is not assimilation, but participation in the conversation
as an interlocutor.
This investigation into Gadamer’s thought and that of his critics
reveals that their misunderstanding results from the tendency to confuse the
Other as the interlocutor in dialogue with the subject-matter (Sache). In
other words, Gadamer’s critics seem to interpret the fusion of horizons to
mean that in the process of understanding as agreement one interlocutor
enters into the horizon of the other and understand him/her. This is not what
fusion of horizons purports to show.
Gadamer argues that we always converse with an Other regarding
something, which is what we call the subject--matter (Sache). “The goal of
all communication and all understanding,” argues Gadamer “is agreement
in the matter at hand.” 95 Moreover, the Sache, the matter at hand or the
subject matter, is inherent in every understanding. Therefore, conversation
or dialogue, which takes place in the medium of language, is the process
through which the truth of the subject matter is uncovered. It is in this
sense, I believe, that Gadamer states that fusion of horizons takes place
when the alien element in a text is overcome. 96 Given the fact that the real
concern of the hermeneutical reflection is the subject matter at hand and not
the person per se, what Gadamer refers to as alien is nothing but what is
unknown before the conversation, which brings two partners (i.e., personperson, interpreter-text) together in the first place because “understanding
each other (sich verstehen) is always understanding each other with respect
to something.” 97 Moreover, as Grondin puts it “if Gadamer insists on this
element of agreement, it is to underline the point that understanding is
primarily related to the issue at hand and not to the author’s intention as
such.” 98 That is to say, “when we understand a text (the Other), we do not
place ourselves in the author’s (the Other’s) inner state; rather, if one wants
to speak of ‘placing oneself,’ we place ourselves in his [her] point of
view.” 99 Therefore, when two partners in dialogue claim to have come to an
agreement (understanding) their horizons fuse in terms of that particular
subject matter. Thus, the fusion of horizons is a process in which what is
alien or unknown before the conversation becomes known at the end of
conversation.
To be sure, not every conversation is a process in which the truth
of the matter is uncovered and therefore an agreement is reached. This may
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be because the partners in dialogue see each other as objects to be studied,
as in the case of first type of I-Thou encounter. Or they may see each other
as persons to be conversed with, and yet one or each of them tries to
dominate the other, as in the case of second type of I-Thou encounter. Even
in the authentic conversation an agreement may not be reached because of
the complexity of the subject or because of other contingencies, one of
which may be the barrier of language. 100 However, what seems certain is
that every authentic, in some cases even inauthentic, experience puts the
interlocutors in a new position, and not necessarily a better one. The
partners in dialogue, therefore, do not remain the same as they were before
or even at earlier stages of the conversation. By exposing themselves to the
Other, they change; their horizons broaden; they do not see the world the
same way they did before the encounter. The fact that the end of every
conversation is the beginning of a new one shows the circular character of
the hermeneutic experience.
CONCLUSION
This chapter has shown how understanding a genuine Other is
possible from a philosophical point of view. The basic metaphor used in
this process has been the fusion of horizons as elucidated by Gadamer.
The investigation has made it clearer that understanding the Other
is possible and achievable through a genuine dialogue, and that
understanding is an ever-continuing process. Our understanding is never
objective; understanding the Other, i.e., the subject matter (Sache), is
always incomplete. This is because we are always born into an already preinterpreted world, which limits the subject’s ability to have total control
over the object. On the other hand, being born into a tradition makes
communication possible among those who share the same tradition. This
gives rise to the recognition that the knower cannot know everything nor
can he or she be certain about what he or she thinks he or she knows in an
absolutist sense. Hence, there is the necessity of being open to the Other
and to have a willingness to let the Other speak and be heard. In light of the
insights gained from this chapter, the next chapter will analyze Al-Biruni’s
study of other religions as an incipient paradigm to determine if theory and
practice ever coincide.
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CHAPTER THREE

Al-BIRUNI’S UNDERSTANDING OF OTHER
RELIGIONS
BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT
Interest in religion has a long history. Some scholars have argued
that the roots of this interest may be traced back to as early as the cuneiform
tablets of Mesopotamia, which show a lively interest in the ceremonies
connected with various centers of that ancient world. 1 The first comparative
religionist, according to Professor Sharpe, might be the “first worshipper of
a god or gods who asked himself, having first discovered the facts of the
case, why his neighbor should be a worshipper of some other god or gods.” 2
What is new, however, is the interest in the study of religion as an academic
discipline, which attempts to study it as a social phenomenon; “as a special,
unique area of culture and experience, alongside art, politics, and other
human symbols.” 3
What brought about this change of emphasis is not so much
discovering the existence of other religions, for the existence of the latter
had been known for centuries. It is rather the discovery of the nature of the
self as a knowing subject. 4
The Enlightenment philosophers’, notably Kant’s, concentration on
the conditions of the possibility for human knowing led to the conviction
that knowledge depends as much on the nature of the knower as it does on
the object to be known. This meant that knowing is not just a matter of
passively accepting or experiencing what is out there; the knowing subject
has an active part to play in the process. So, if knowledge is considered in
some sense to be dependent on, or relative to, the particular knower, then
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meaning and truth are relative to the society or historical perspective in
which they are formulated. 5
The fundamental shift in the theory of knowledge has had
enormous influence on all the sciences in general, but on the
Geistesswissenchaften in particular, including theology and religious
studies. It was a turning point especially for religion because it had been the
sole interpretive framework of the entire universe throughout known
history. With the advent of the Enlightenment, however, religion itself
became the subject of interpretation, even losing its privileged position as
the sole interpreter. 6 The real issue became not so much whether religion
should be a subject of investigation like a cultural element as to how to
interpret and understand religion, in general, but religions other than one’s
own in particular.
Historically, one of the obstacles for understanding other religious
traditions had been the lack of reliable information. Analyses of other
religions have often been based not on the religions themselves, but on the
tenets of other religions as they are described and evaluated in the scripture
and the tradition of a particular religion of which the interpreter was a part.
Since a considerable amount of available information came from polemical
discussions, it was natural that the conclusions the student of religion would
reach would be polemical also.
One can argue that the lack of reliable information does not pose a
significant problem in modern times since all the sacred texts of the world’s
great religions have been adequately translated and are readily available.
Moreover, we have access not only to the scriptures of other religions but
also to their interpretations from-within. In addition to these, there are
numerous institutions wherein the original languages in which these texts
were written (Sanskrit, Pali, Arabic, Hebrew, and the rest) can be mastered.
The more difficult obstacle seems to be the issue of rendering a
relatively correct interpretation of the available data (text) 7 for, as indicated
above, there are different interpretive frames, or points of view, that are
situated within different language games. Each point of view speaks from a
certain place and, from that location, tries to see the whole subject matter
within the categories of its limited horizon. If “the horizon is the range of
vision that includes everything that can be seen from a particular vantage
point,” 8 as Gadamer argues, then each point of view can see only what is
5
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within the range of its horizon, whereas the rest remains blurry, or in the
dark, although every horizon is capable of being transformed and altered
since there is no horizon that is infinitely closed. 9
In studying an alien culture, therefore, it is not enough for the
student of religion merely to read that tradition’s sources; he or she has the
ethical obligation of trying to read and understand them from that
tradition’s own epistemological point of view as well. For as indicated in
W.C. Smith’s well known maxim, no statement about a religion is valid
unless it can be acknowledged by that religion’s believers. 10 This approach
presupposes a will to interpret and understand other religions in their own
terms without losing allegiance to one’s own.
It is argued that until recently the major motive behind the interest
in other religions has been to demonstrate that the latter were simply wrong
and that one’s own religion was superior to all of the rest, hence
exclusivism. For as Sharpe argues, this assumption leads the adherent of a
particular religion to believe that the tradition in which he or she stands
enshrines all that he or she needs to know; and sometimes it contains all
that he or she ought to know, since whatever lies outside the authoritative
revelation is at best irrelevant, and at worst dangerous. 11
Although prevalent throughout history, the above approach was not
the only model for studying religions other than one’s own. There were a
number of scholars within the Islamic tradition that showed genuine interest
in studying and understanding other religions on their own terms. 12 The
establishment of the tradition of Al-Milal Wa al-Nihal within the history of
Islam is a living testimony to this genuine interest. Some of these scholars
who, for a long time, were relegated to the status of mere historians,
heresiographers, or theologians are now being studied as the forerunners of
a contemporary discipline--the comparative study of religion. Thus, Sharpe,
among others, would declare that Shahrastani (d.1153) could be seen as the
first systematic historian of religion in world literature. In his book Kitab
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al-Milal wa al-Nihal (The Book of Religious Parties and Schools of
Philosophy) Shahrastani attempts to “describe and systematize all the
religions of the then known world, as far as the boundaries of China.” 13
Possibly the best representative of those who initiated a genuine
interest in other religions, however, was Abu Raihan Muhammad AlBiruni. His accomplishments in other disciplines, notably in natural
sciences, 14 overshadowed his crucial contribution to the comparative study
of religious traditions. Hence, Professor Schimmel would state that AlBiruni’s Book, India, can well be regarded as the first objective book ever
written on the history of religion. 15
This chapter aims to explore the possibilities of understanding
other cultures through personal encounters, textual studies, and objective
observations as exemplified in Al-Biruni’s study of the religious traditions
of India.
Al-Biruni’s method of studying other cultures has the potential, I
submit, to create new challenges as well as opportunities for the purpose of
a dialogue among cultures that has the purpose of understanding as its
primal objective. In pursuing this subject, I will first present a brief
biographical background of Al-Biruni, and only then attempt to enter into a
full discussion of the relevant issues.
BIOGRAPHICAL BACKGROUND AND HISTORICAL CONTEXT
OF AL-BIRUNI
The available literature does not agree on when and where AlBiruni was born. 16 Neither is there an historical record of his burial place.
We have it on the authority of some scholars, however, that he was born in
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973 A.D. in Khawarizm, near modern Khiva in Uzbekistan, and died in
1048 A.D. probably in Ghaznah, today’s Afghanistan. 17
Little is known of Al-Biruni’s background or his early life except
that he must have had the privilege of belonging to a social class that had
access to the best education of his time. On the personal level, Al-Biruni
himself states, “in accordance with my natural disposition I was from my
youth possessed with real greed to acquire knowledge.” 18 In pursuit of this
burning desire, Al-Biruni began studying languages at an early age because
for him language was one of the key elements in doing comparative study.
Since Khawarizmian was his mother language, he was able to communicate
well in both the Arabic and Persian languages. Of Greek, Syriac, and
Hebrew he attained at least sufficient knowledge to use dictionaries in his
studies. 19 Later in his life he learned Sanskrit as the indispensable guide for
penetrating Indian society. His command of Sanskrit reached a point where,
with the aid of pundits, he was able to translate some Indian books into
Arabic, and Arabic books into Sanskrit, as Al-Biruni himself informs us. 20
The region in which Al-Biruni was born was a thriving
cosmopolitan center and had gained prominence in the wake of Islamic
conquests. 21 Although once controlled by the Abbasid caliphate, Khiva had
long been under the control of the Samanids, a Persian dynasty, at the time
of Al-Biruni’s birth. It is well known that the Abbasid Caliphate, and later
the Samanids, were great supporters of art, literature, and learning. There
were, therefore, libraries and learning centers that contained Greek, Syriac,
Babylonian, Manichaean, and Zoroastrian books, as well as thinkers from
different parts of the world. 22 Hence, as stated above, Khiva along with
other Central Asian cities like Bukhara and Samarkand, which presently
seem so remote from the centers of civilizations, were then in the
17
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mainstream of the great international culture that had grown up as a result
of Islamic influences. 23 As one of the centers of medieval civilizations, it
was not unusual to find non-Muslim scholars in the society from whom AlBiruni must have benefited. 24
Professor Sachau reports that after distinguishing himself as one of
the leading scholars of his time in science and literature, Al-Biruni assumed
an active political role as counselor of the ruling prince of the Mamunid
family in Khawarizm, his dwelling place until 1017. 25 On the other hand,
although related to the Mamunid family, Sultan Mahmud of Ghaznah
always looked for a pretext to interfere in the affairs of the then independent
Khawarizm. 26 When Mahmud eventually invaded Khawarizm (1017), AlBiruni was taken to the court in Ghaznah as a scholar and prisoner of war
along with other scholars and princes of the defeated dynasty and with
Indian scholars from other conquered regions. 27
Al-Biruni’s forced removal from Khawarizm to Ghaznah seems to
be one of the most significant turning points in his intellectual odyssey. It
seems to have played a determinative role in the direction and the tone of
Al-Biruni’s scholarship in that it was after this date that he had the
opportunity to study and absorb Hindu culture more intensively than ever
before.
Information about Al-Biruni’s life and about his relationship with
Sultan Mahmud in Ghaznah is scanty and ambiguous. Obviously, Al-Biruni
accompanied Mahmud on raids into the lands of the Indian kings, probably
as an astrologer. 28 Although an astrologer for the Ruler, Al-Biruni did not
approve of the invasion of these lands by the Sultan. Nor did he believe that
the invaders were doing a favor to the local peoples by bringing a higher
culture to a lower one. 29 Quite the contrary; Biruni expressly criticized
Mahmud for destroying the Hindu culture:
Yamin-addaula Mahmud marched into India during a
period of thirty years and more. God be merciful to both
23
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father and son! Mahmud utterly ruined the prosperity of
the country, and performed there wonderful exploits, by
which the Hindus became like atoms of dust scattered in
all directions, and like a tale of old in the mouth of the
people. 30
Al-Biruni suggests that one of the reasons for the hatred among
Indians towards Muslims is the invasion of India by Mahmud of Ghaznah.
This is also, according to Al-Biruni, why the Hindu sciences were to be
found only in remote places, far away from those lands that were conquered
by the Muslims where “our hands cannot reach.” 31 It is clear that India at
that time was not an ideal place for a foreigner like Al-Biruni whose
intention was to study this new culture with a view to establishing friendly
relations between the two cultures, Hinduism and Islam.
It was against this background and context that Al-Biruni recorded
what he knew about Indian culture, which he acquired through personal
encounters, textual studies, and observation. 32 Al-Biruni’s interest in Indian
culture reached its zenith with Fi tahqiq ma li’l-Hind min maqbulatin fi’l‘aql aw mardulatin (Al-Beruni’s India: An Account of the Religion,
Philosophy, Literature, Geography, Chronology, Astronomy, Customs,
Laws and Astrology of India).
We shall now venture into the world of Al-Biruni to see if, and
how, the ideas and method of an eleventh-century scholar can contribute to
the current discourse on interreligious understanding.
AL-BIRUNI’S METHOD OF STUDYING OTHER RELIGIONS
Professor Jeffery’s article “Al-Biruni's Contribution to
Comparative Religion” remains one of the best introductions to Al-Biruni’s
thought. The study is informative, i.e. it gives the reader valuable
information about Al-Biruni’s views on the religious traditions he
examined; namely, Hinduism, Buddhism, Zoroastrianism, Manichaeism
Greek religion, Judaism, Christianity, Sabeans, Khawarizmians, Arabian
30
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paganism, and Islam. 33 However, it fails to present a comprehensive
treatment that would allow the reader to evaluate Al-Biruni’s contribution
to a wider interdisciplinary study of religion. I concur with Gunindar Kaur’s
assessment that by discussing one theme after another, one religion after
another, the study seems to lose the overall import of Al-Biruni’s
contribution. 34
A more fruitful approach would be to explore what questions AlBiruni was trying to answer. What spurred Al-Biruni into the study of other
religions that were believed to have no common ground with his own
religion? What were the underpinnings of his method that we call
comparative? The remainder of the chapter will be devoted to the
investigation of these questions. However, precisely because Al-Biruni does
not offer a comprehensive account of his method of investigation of other
cultures, it is left to the interpreter to construct one that will be loyal to AlBiruni.
Al-Biruni’s approach to the study of religious traditions
presupposes, first of all, a genuine willingness to see truth and value in
other cultures, without being forced to insist that there are universal truths
in all religious traditions or, like a radical pluralist, that all cultures are
equally valid in their religious and social expressions. Rather, what AlBiruni seems to be arguing is that there is a common human element in
every culture that makes all cultures distant relatives, however foreign they
might seem one to another. 35 Hence, Bruce Lawrence comments that AlBiruni must have “postulated a pattern of human conduct, belief and
relationship to the natural environment that was the same among Indians as
among other civilized peoples.” 36 This is the main argument that underlies
Al-Biruni’s whole project. This theme is discernible in the passages on
India where Al-Biruni compares and contrasts the views and customs of
different cultures.
In order to argue his point that there is a common human element
that makes all cultures distant relatives, Al-Biruni starts with a critique of
the available literature on Hindu culture in his own society. According to
33
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Al-Biruni, not only was the available literature on Hinduism insufficient, it
was also misleading, which was a more serious violation of being truthful
to truth (al-haqq). He complains, “Everything which exists on this subject
in our literature is second hand information which one copied from the
other, a farrago of materials never sifted by the sieve of critical
examination.” 37 This, according to Al-Biruni, was inconsistent with the
ethical framework provided by the Scriptures of both Christianity and
Islam. He illustrates his argument by referring to the Qur’an and the Bible
respectively. The Qur’an reads, “Speak the truth, even if it were against
yourselves.” (Qur’an: 4, 134); in a similar vein it is stated in the Bible that
”Do not mind the fury of kings in speaking the truth before them. They only
possess your body, but they have no power over your soul” (Cf. Matt.x.18,
19, 28; Luke xii. 4). 38 It is therefore safe to argue that it was religious and
ethical concerns, more than anything else that led Al-Biruni to study other
cultures from a comparative perspective.
The method we are hoping to construct can be said to have three
distinctive characteristics, which have secured Al-Biruni a privileged place
in the history of what is known as the human sciences,
Geistesswissenchaften.
A Phenomenological Method
Al-Biruni’s method is phenomenological. This position is stated in
the very beginning of A-Biruni’s book, India, where he states clearly that
his book was not polemical, and that he was interested in stating the facts as
they are presented by the Hindus themselves. Says Al-Biruni:
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I shall not produce the arguments of our antagonists in
order to refute such of them, as I believe to be in the
wrong. My book is nothing but a simple historic record of
facts. I shall place before the reader the theories of the
Hindus exactly as they are, and I shall mention in
connection with them similar theories of the Greeks in
order to show the relationship existing between them. 39
In other words, Al-Biruni attempts to understand the Hindu culture
in its own terms, letting the subject matter (Sache) speak for itself. The
concern to record facts as they are, without any prejudgments, is one of the
most significant aspects of Al-Biruni’s methodology. 40 In this sense, one
can argue that Al-Biruni’s approach to the study of religious traditions
comes close to the contemporary phenomenological method in the study of
religion although Al-Biruni never used the term phenomenology.
It is not the aim of this chapter, of course, to trace the history of
phenomenology of religion; nor is it to discuss all the issues pertaining to
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Al-Biruni’s method was not polemical in itself, but it certainly was
controversial given the conditions in which he lived. He must have been aware
of the fact that by letting the Hindus speak for themselves, as one of the aspects
of his method, he would be accused by his fellow Muslims of spreading the
heathenish opinions of Hindus without refuting them. Instead of simply
compromising his scientific outlook, Al-Biruni seems to have justified his
method, at least in his mind, in the following way. “If Muslims find them
objectionable,” Al-Biruni says, “we can only say that such is the belief of
Hindus, and they themselves are best qualified to defend it.” India, 7, Tahqiq,
5. In other words, Al-Biruni neither defended nor attempted to refute the
worldview of the Hindus, which he believed to be in conflict with his own
religion.
Some scholars have argued that this (stating the facts as they are) may
have been the reason why Al-Biruni’s book made so little impression on
succeeding generations of scholars in his culture. See Ainslee T. Embree,
“Foreign Interpreters of India: The Case of Al-Biruni,” in The Scholar and the
Saint. Ed. Peter J. Chelkowski (New York: New York University Press, 1975),
7. Rosenthal also argues that while Al-Biruni’s loyalty to what he adjudged to
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Against this argument, there are scholars who argue that Al-Biruni’s
work must have had pivotal effect on the tolerant attitudes of succeeding
Muslim rulers towards Hindus. Although interrupted at times, it also
commenced a tradition of contact with Hindus, as a result of which the latter
were given the dhimmi status in the legal language, if not in the theological
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it. 41 Yet it is necessary and fitting to examine one of the more significant
foundational concepts of phenomenology with a view to getting a better
insight into what Al-Biruni attempted to accomplish. It is the
phenomenological concept of epoche-abstention.
Epoche was the term used by the Greek skeptics to designate the
attitude that they recommended one should adopt in the face of a world of
doubt and uncertainty, an attitude of non-commitment and suspension of
judgment. 42 However, as a phenomenological term, it has been widely
identified with the name Husserl and his phenomenological project whose
influence has been pivotal in the history of Western thought in the latter
half of the twentieth century.
Epoche is one of the key concepts Husserl used in his
phenomenological method through which he hoped to answer the questions
of how to begin to philosophize 43 and of how to get access to the
transcendental sphere of absolute subjectivity, which is the absolute
foundation of all knowledge. 44
In pursuit of his project, Husserl proposes a twofold procedure. In
the first place, he tries to determine the way I, the thinking and acting
41
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subject, find myself in relation to the world; the attitude I hold towards
things that I am surrounded by--things with which I may or may not have
any conscious relationship. This attitude Husserl calls the non-reflective
attitude or natural standpoint that involves judging, valuing, deciding, and
position taking. 45 Simply put, I see the world simply there for me, whether I
pay any special attention to it or not. 46 All my judgments, position-takings,
decidings and so on, take place according to preconceived notions. This
attitude or stand Husserl contrasts with what may be called the
phenomenological stance, transcendental-phenomenological reduction or
phenomenological epoche. 47
According to Husserl, the natural standpoint inhibits the way to
philosophizing, that is, to having access to the transcendental sphere. 48
Therefore, “instead of remaining at this point,” he says, “we propose to alter
it radically,” 49 which is the second step that leads us to another unavoidable
question of the plausibility of performing this alteration. For Husserl, it is
possible only through the performance of an initiating act which he called
the “transcendental-phenomenological epoche” that presupposes a
suspension of natural attitude--a certain refraining from judgment… 50 Only
through this suspension, according to Husserl, does the vast richness of the
transcendental sphere becomes accessible. Only in this way is a return to
the things themselves (Zu den Sachen) possible--a return to the given,
objective world, 51 to the data directly given in our experience or
consciousness.
The influence of the phenomenological movement can be observed
not only in various branches of philosophy, but in the field of religious
studies as well. Soon the phenomenological concept of epoche was
incorporated into the study of religion.
One of the leading figures responsible for introducing
phenomenology into the study of religion was Van der Leeuw, according to
whom phenomenology is the systematic study of what appears
(phenomena). 52 Like Husserl, he argues that epoche is concerned with
45
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bracketing of what lies behind appearances, not with the bracketing of
subjectivity. In other words, the phenomenologist purports to see the
objectified world, the given, as it gives itself to our consciousness, to our
experience. In this interpretation of epoche Van der Leeuw seems to be in
complete agreement with Husserl.
In Professor Smart’s project, epoche has come to mean
methodological agnosticism or the suspension of truth questions concerning
the focus of a religion. 53 This interpretation of epoche presupposes an
approach that takes its main objective as simply to describe or to explain the
religious phenomena without the affirmation or denial of existence. It is in
this context that Smart makes a crucial distinction between the expression
of religion and its description. 54 Phenomenology of religion in this sense
has come to be described as a new science which seeks to describe religious
phenomena while suspending truth judgments through bracketing, hoping
to let the subjective religious facts speak for themselves. 55
Although the value-free methodology in human sciences in
general, and in religious studies in particular, is considered to be the fruit of
the Enlightenment spirit, Al-Biruni echoed similar themes in his study of
alien cultures in terms of objectivity, neutrality and letting the subject speak
for itself as stated in a previously quoted passage. The present writer argues
that, while in a sense Al-Biruni comes close to the modern
phenomenologist, he differs from them significantly.
First of all, by presupposing the possibility of a value-free method
in human sciences, the modern phenomenologist seems to be ignoring the
affective (Gefühl) dimension of human existence. This non-committed
attitude gives the thinking, acting subject a false sense of superiority over
the subject to be studied, allowing the unacknowledged presuppositions and
norms, which have not been adequately reflected upon, to control the
process of understanding. 56 True, Al-Biruni too aims to provide a method
that would provide a relatively objective interpretation of the subject
(Sache) to be studied, but he is also conscious of the fact that this ideal
would never be reached. He is aware of his limitations as a human being.
Thus, towards the end of India, he says, “We ask God to pardon us for
every statement of ours which is not true,” 57 acknowledging the fact that as
53
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human beings we see the world through the lenses provided to us by the
society and culture in which we find ourselves.
Secondly, the modern phenomenologist is interested in the
phenomenon as it gives itself to our consciousness, ignoring the diachronic
dimension. Moreover, he or she presupposes an ideal context divorced from
the historical process and does not aim to investigate the complex causal
relations. 58 Al-Biruni too concerns himself with the phenomena, but he is
also interested in finding out what lies behind appearances by paying
special attention to the historical-cultural context, the unique conditions that
surround the particular event at hand. The best example that would support
this argument is his evaluation of Hindu hatred towards Muslims in AlBiruni’s time.
Al-Biruni argues that hatred among Hindus towards Muslims is
commonplace. This is a phenomenological observation, seeing the object as
it gives itself to the consciousness of the interpreter without paying any
special attention to the causal relations. In other words, when I, the
phenomenologist, observe Hindu society, what becomes evident is that
there is a sense in which I can observe the existence of hatred, quite
regardless of what is causing it. This is phenomenology. But, Al-Biruni,
like a modern anthropologist or an interpretive sociologist, wants to
understand what is causing this hatred. Al-Biruni, moreover, argues that
without considering the context in which a particular event takes place, our
interpretation would be incomplete and the conclusions we reach would be
polemical, and hence a misrepresentation. Finding out the fact that there is
hatred among Hindus is only one stage of the problem-solving process. The
second stage is answering the unavoidable question of what is causing this
hatred, in order to be able to rehabilitate the prejudices, and to improve
relations among cultures. While Al-Biruni mentions different reasons, two
are directly related to the current subject.
The first one is the religious factor. According to Al-Biruni, the
Hindus “differ from us in religion as we believe in nothing in which they
believe, and vice versa.” 59 He describes their attitude as fanatical, which is
directed not only to Muslims, but also to those who do not belong to them-against all foreigners. They call them, that is, mleecha, i.e., impure, and
forbid having any connection with them. He further observes that: “they are
not allowed to receive anybody who does not belong to them, even if he
was inclined to their religion.” 60 This is also one reason, argues Al-Biruni
that makes any relationship with the Hindus quite difficult.
A more serious and obvious reason for the hatred, according to AlBiruni, was the resentment felt by the Indians against foreign invaders in
general, and Muslims in particular. When Muslims entered into India, the
country was already bleeding from the depredations of the Sakas and
58
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Hunas. Then came the Muslims: The repugnance of the Hindus against
foreigners increased more and more when the Muslims began to make their
inroads into their country. “Succeeding events planted a deeply rooted
hatred in their hearts,” observes Al-Biruni. 61 The following passage, which
was quoted earlier, seems to explain the real reason behind this hatred:
“Mahmut utterly ruined the prosperity of the country, by which the Hindus
like atoms of dust scattered in all directions…. Their scattered remains
cherish, of course, the most inveterate aversion towards all Muslims.” 62
From these passages it is safe to conclude, first, that while AlBiruni opts for a method that would help the interpreter understand facts as
they are, he has no pretense of presenting a presuppositionless method of
understanding, which is only an ideal.
Second, according to Al-Biruni no genuine understanding is
possible without considering the context in which a particular event takes
place or a concept assumes a new meaning. If one seeks to understand the
hatred between Hindus and Muslims in the eleventh--century India, one
cannot afford to ignore the background (historical context) of the problem.
In other words, in Al-Biruni’s approach to the study of religious traditions,
the co-existence of phenomenological and historical strands is a necessary
element for a genuine analysis.
A Dialogical Method
Al-Biruni’s method is dialogical. This premise can be understood
in a number of ways. In the first sense it is used to explicate Al-Biruni’s
intention of studying the Indian culture and writing his major book, India;
in the second sense it refers to the ways in which Al-Biruni went about
collecting his material in pursuing his project.
As stated above, Al-Biruni wrote India with a view to helping
those who wished to enter into dialogue with Hindus. According to AlBiruni, dialogue with Hindus was necessary since there were many subjects
that were intricate and obscure, which would be perfectly clear if there were
more connection between Muslims and Hindus. 63 In other words, the
purpose of studying other religions is to “promote better acquaintances
between adherents of different religious traditions, to emphasize ‘the
universal elements in all religions,’” 64 as described by modern students of
religion.
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Since Abu Sahl shared Al-Biruni’s conviction on this matter, as
stated in the preface of India, 65 he asked Al-Biruni to write what he knew
about the Hindus “as a help to those who wanted to discuss religious
questions with them (Hindus), and as a repertory of information to those
who want to associate with them.” 66 This can be interpreted to mean that
there were people in Muslim society who sought to enter into discourse
with Hindus in matters of religion, science, philosophy, and so on. Hence,
Al-Biruni must have had a certain audience in mind to address when he was
writing India. In this sense, it can be argued that Al-Biruni is the first
scholar, at least in the Muslim world, whose interest in other religious
traditions went beyond the then common tendency of treating the Hindus as
heretics or polytheists, despite their apparently idolatrous practices.
As previously argued, for Al-Biruni, the best way to enter into the
world of another culture was through personal encounters, textual studies,
and observation. He must have been aware, however, of the fact that there
would be no entrance into the life of another civilization without awareness
of the veils that inhibited clear understanding by the very nature of
language. As a result, as noted previously, not only was Al-Biruni able to
overcome the language barrier by learning Sanskrit, but his proficiency in
Sanskrit eventually led him to translate books from Arabic into Sanskrit,
and from Sanskrit into Arabic. 67 In this endeavor Al-Biruni did not hesitate
65
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tells us that he (Abu Sahl) too studied the current literature on Hinduism and
found that the scholars were biased when it came to describing the religion of
the Hindus. He then asked Al-Biruni to write what he knew about the Hindu
culture, religion, and science as he was the best qualified to do so.
66
India, 7, II, 246; Tahqiq, 547-548.
67
One of these books is entitled Samkhya, which is about the origins
and description of all created things, and is assumed lost. The other one is
Patanjali, which, according to Al-Biruni, is about the emancipation of the soul
from the fetters of the body. Ibid., 8. Al-Biruni’s translation of Patanjali was
edited by Hellmut Ritter and was published in Oriens under the title of Kitab
batanjal ahl-hindi fi’l-khilas min al-amthal in 1956. For the Arabic translation
with a German introduction, see Hellmut Ritter, “Al-Biruni’s Übersetzung des
Yoga-Sutra des Patanjali,” Oriens, 9 (1956): 165-200. Shlomo Pines and Tuvia
Gelbum published an English translation of Al-Biruni’s rendering into Arabic
of all four chapters of Patanjali and its comparison with related texts in a series
of articles. See Shlomo Pines and Tuvia Gelbum, “Al-Biruni’s Arabic Version
of Patanjali’s “Yogasutra,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies, Vol. 29, No.2 (1966):302-325; idem, “Al-Biruni’s Arabic Version of of
Patanjali’s “Yogasutra”: A Translation of the Second Chapter and a
Comparison with Related Texts,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies,Vol. 40, No. 3 (1977): 522-549. idem, “Al-Biruni’s Arabic Version of
of Patanjali’s “Yogasutra”: A Translation of the Third Chapter and a
Comparison with Related Texts,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies,Vol. 46, No. 2 (1983):258-304. idem, “Al-Biruni’s Arabic Version of of
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to study with, and learn from, the Hindu scholars, especially when dealing
with complicated philosophical and religious issues. He says in a passage in
India that:
I have found it very hard to work my way into the subject,
although I have a great liking for it, in which respect I
stand quite alone in my time, and although I do not spare
either trouble or money in collecting Sanskrit books from
places where I supposed they were likely to be found, in
procuring [them] for myself even from very remote places,
and from Hindu scholars who understand them and are
able to teach me. 68
Obviously, Al-Biruni could make intelligent use of the Pundits and
Sastris whom he engaged extensively at a time when the prevalent attitude
towards other cultures was one of hostility. Mohammad Yasin puts this
dramatically when he says, The Indica 69 is like a magic island of quiet,
impartial research in the midst of a world of clashing swords, burning
towns, and burned temples. 70
Al-Biruni’s attempt to learn the Hindu religion, science and
philosophy was not confined to personal encounters alone; he engaged in
textual studies as well. As he states, he did not hesitate to spend money and
time to collect the Hindu books wherever they were to be found, some of
which Al-Biruni translated into Arabic.
What is remarkable about Al-Biruni, according to Franz Rosenthal,
is that ideas to be found in the literature of other cultures he studies,
Yogasutras for instance, entered Al-Biruni’s own epistemological
thinking. 71 One example of such cases is the following statement in which
Al-Biruni discusses the relationship between the desire for knowledge and
what happens when the unknown becomes known. From the translation of
the Yogasutras of Patanjali Al-Biruni reads: “When a potential object of

Patanjali’s “Yogasutra”: A Translation of the Fourth Chapter and a Comparison
with Related Texts,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies,Vol.
52, No.2 (1989):265-305. See also, Louis Massignon, “Al-Biruni et la valeur
internationale de la science Arabe,” in Commemoration Volume (Calcuta,
1951), 218.
68
India , 24; Tahqiq, 18.
69
Al-Biruni’s India is sometimes referred to as Indica.
70
Mohammad Yasin, “Al-Biruni in India,” Islamic Culture, 49 (1975):
212.
71
Franz, Rosenthal, “On Some Epistemological and Methodological
Presuppositions of Al-Biruni,” The Commemoration Volume of Biruni
International Congress (Tehran: High Council for Culture and Art, 1973), 546.
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Knowledge is unknown, the desire to know it increases until it is known.
Then the desire quiets down.” 72
This statement, like many others in Al-Biruni’s books, is not a
mere report or a quote from Patanjali; Al-Biruni seems to have internalized
the meaning and incorporated the foreign ideas into his own thought
patterns when he found them admissible. Therefore, it can be argued that by
entering into dialogue with Hindus, Al-Biruni seems to have regarded the
notion of dialogue both as a means and as an end in the study and
understanding of alien cultures.
A Comparative Method
Al-Biruni’s method is comparative. According to some prominent
scholars, the only ultimately justifiable reason for engaging in the study of
other religions is to improve relations among the adherents of different
religious traditions. 73 What else can be the meaning and end of all the effort
the student of religion puts into his or her studies? As has been indicated
repeatedly, this issue was the essential motive behind Al-Biruni’s crosscultural interest also: to eradicate the common misconceptions about
Hinduism and to promote a better acquaintanceship between the two
religious traditions, Islam and Hinduism.
Al-Biruni must have postulated, as Bruce Lawrence states, that
there was a pattern of human conduct, belief and relationship to the natural
environment that was the same among Indians as among other civilized
peoples. 74 However, this assessment should not lead the reader to conclude
that Al-Biruni was proposing a sort of perennial philosophical view that
presupposes the transcendental unity of all religions. Rather, as a believing
Muslim, he simply welcomed certain differences among different peoples.
In other words, he believed that “God has created the world as containing
many differences in itself,” 75 and these differences should be welcomed. In
order to prove his argument, he attempted to explore some of the most
disputed issues, such as God, polytheism, creation, caste system and so on,
in different cultures. For the purpose of this chapter, however, we will
discuss only the notion of God, which is the most common theme in every
culture, around which all the other issues evolve.
Before we begin to investigate how Al-Biruni examined the
problem of God in comparative perspective, it is necessary to mention the
fact that his thoroughly tolerant and objective outlook throughout does not
prevent him, at times, from dismissing some of the ideas of the Hindus as
72

Ibid.
Sharpe, Comparative Religion, 251.
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Lawrence, “Al-Biruni’s Approach,” 32.
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G. Morgenstierne, “Al-Biruni, The Founder of Comparative Studies
in Human Culture,” in The Commemoration Volume of Biruni International
Congress (Tehran: High Council for Culture and Art, 1973), 6.
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abominable 76 if these ideas were in contradiction with the facts and
common sense. This, in fact, is one of the most significant aspects of AlBiruni’s comparative approach, for his criticism includes any view that he
considers to be unscientific, baseless, and foolish whether it be Hindu,
Muslim or Greek. 77 This is based on the conviction that in every society
there are educated and uneducated classes whose understanding differs
significantly, especially when it comes to comprehending abstract
concepts. 78 Whereas the educated class “strives to conceive abstract ideas
and to define general principles,” says Al-Biruni, the uneducated classes
“do not pass beyond the apprehension of the senses, and are content with
derived rules…” 79
One such abstract idea is the concept of God. Al-Biruni begins his
treatment of Hindu religion and philosophy by a definition of their concept
of God as understood by the educated people.
The Hindus believe with regard to God that he is one,
eternal, without beginning and end, acting by free-will, allwise, almighty, living, giving life, ruling, preserving; one
who in his sovereignty is unique, beyond all likeness and
unlikeness, and that he does not resemble anything nor
does anything resemble him… 80
This, according to Al-Biruni is what the educated Hindus believe
about God. 81 As for the uneducated class, Al-Biruni finds most of their
76

India, 31; Tahqiq, 23.
Al-Biruni’s tolerant outlook is well known. However, his tolerance
did not extend to the fool, bigot, or dilettante, as illustrated in the following
account. “Upon his showing an instrument for setting the times of prayer to a
certain religious legalist, the latter objected that it had engraved upon it the
names of the Byzantine months, and this constituted an imitation of the infidels.
‘The Byzantines also eat food’ stated Al-Biruni, ‘then do not imitate them in
this’ and rejected the fellow forthwith. Kennedy, “Al-Biruni”, 156.
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India, 27; Tahqiq, 20.
79
India, 27; Tahqiq, 20.
80
Ibid. Note the similarities between the Hindu definition of God and
the chapter entitled The Unity in the Qur’an which reads:
In the name of Allah, the Beneficent, the Merciful.
1. Say: He is Allah, the One!
2. Allah, the eternally besought of all!
3. He begetteh not nor was begotten.
4. And there is none comparable unto Him. (Qur’an, CXII)
81
Instead of commenting on the possible differences between the
Islamic concept of God and the Supreme Being of the Hindus, Al-Biruni quotes
extensively from the Hindu literature, notably from Patanjali, Gita and
Samkhya to give a correct definition of the Hindu concept of God as it is
described in their own literature. However, even a superficial analysis will
77
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views on the concept of God are simply abominable. But he goes on to
argue, as part of his general thesis that similar errors occur in other religious
traditions. He specifically refers to Islam, criticizing what he calls the
anthropomorphic doctrines and teachings of the Jabriyya sect, for
instance. 82
The discussion of the concept of God is closely related to the
much-discussed issue of the Indian idol worshipping or rather
associationism (Shirk). As is well known, idol worshipping is considered to
be the greatest sin in Islam 83; and Muslims had regarded Hindus as idol
worshippers, at least in the theological language, although there was no
explicit reference to the Hindu religion in the Qur’an. Therefore, AlBiruni’s criticism oriented specifically towards the label of mushrikun
attached to Hindus.
Many Muslim scholars consider al-Biruni’s treatment of idol
worshipping among Hindus to be polemical even today. He is aware of the
fact that idol worshipping is abominable, and is the greatest sin in Islam.
And yet, he argues that not all the Hindus are idol-worshippers. With this
argument Al-Biruni has the educated class in mind. With regard to this
class he writes “those who march on the path to liberation or those who
study philosophy and theology and who desire abstract truth, which they
call sara, are entirely free from worshipping anything but God alone, and
never would dream of worshipping an image to represent him.” 84 Al-Biruni
goes even further in this regard and argues that Hindu scholars do in fact
enjoy the help of God in their endeavor. 85
As for the uneducated class, Al-Biruni admits that the majority of
the Hindu people, who are uneducated, may be regarded as idolworshippers although he is hesitant to label them with that derogatory term.
However, he attempts to justify the beliefs and actions of uneducated
people, who have an “aversion to the world of abstract thought which is
only understood by the highly educated.” 86 In pursuit of his argument AlBiruni creates an imaginary scenario that illustrates the innately human
disposition to idolatry, regardless of one’s religious beliefs. 87
Al-Biruni argues that certain cultures create idols initially not to
worship them, but to honor certain venerated persons or places to keep their
reveal the fact that Al-Biruni seems to avoid deliberately the subtler theological
discussions-discussions about the nature of personal versus impersonal God in
Hindu and Islamic theologies. See India, 27-30; Tahqiq, 20-22.
82
India, 31-32; Tahqiq, 22-24.
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The Qur’an reads explicitly that shirk is the one sin that God will
not forgive (Qur’an, 4:48, 116); paradise will be absolutely denied to a person
who is guilty of this sin (Qur’an, 5:72).
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India, I, 113; Tahqiq, 85.
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India, II, 108; Tahqiq, 433.
86
India, I,111; Tahqiq, 84.
87
Lawrence, “Al-Biruni’s Approach,” 34.
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memory alive when they are absent or dead, or, more importantly, to
meditate on an invisible, imperceptible God. 88 With the passage of time,
however, the origin of, and the reason for, setting up these idols are
forgotten, becoming a matter of custom, and the veneration of the idols
becomes a rule for general practice. This disposition is deeply rooted,
according to Al-Biruni, not only in the nature of the common people of
India, but also in the nature of all uneducated human beings in every culture
including Islam. 89
To illustrate his argument, Al-Biruni develops an imaginary
scenario according to which if a picture of the Prophet of Islam or of the
Ka’ba were made and were shown to an uneducated man or woman, he or
88

W.C. Smith’s interpretation of the concept of God in Hinduism
comes close to that of Al-Biruni when he says “…sophisticated Hindus have
tended to hold that the great mass of customs and beliefs, gods and temples,
and all, that make up the so-called Hindu religion (dharma) are but one stage
on an ultimate human journey that leads beyond these things.” Smith, Faith of
Other Men, 26.
This passage can be interpreted in a number of ways. In the first place,
it accepts the Al-Birunian notion that there is a sophisticated class, which AlBiruni calls the educated class on the one hand, and then there is an uneducated
or common class, which is not mentioned explicitly but is implied as the
opposite of sophisticated Hindus. Secondly, it tells us that the main purpose of
erecting idols, constructing temples and so on is only a means to attempt to
attain the highest goal, that is, knowing the unknowable, unperceivable, and
invisible God.
Although there are several stories narrated by Al-Biruni from Hindu
literature that explain the origin and intention of erecting idols, temples and so
on, two of them are worth quoting in support of the above interpretation. The
first one is about the quest for God by a son of Abrahman. “Abrahman had a
son called Narada, who had no other desire but that of seeing the Lord. It was
his custom, when he walked about, to hold a stick. If he threw it down, it
became a serpent, and he was able to do miracles with it. He never went
without it. One day being engrossed in meditation on the object of his hopes, he
saw a fire from afar. He went towards it, and then a voice spoke to him out of
fire: ’what you demand and wish is impossible. You cannot see me save thus.’
When he looked in that direction, he saw a fiery appearance in something like
human shape. Henceforward it has been the custom to erect idols of certain
shapes. The other story is about a King who sought to see God. Having
convinced the King that he would never see Him, God recommended that the
King ‘occupy himself with his empire in as straightforward and prudent a way
as possible: turn your thoughts upon me when you are engaged in civilizing the
world and protecting its inhabitants, in giving alms, and in everything you do.
And if you are overpowered by human forgetfulness, make to yourself an image
like that in which you see me… From that time, the Hindus say, people make
idols in different shapes. India, 115-116; Tahqiq, 86-87. (My emphasis).
89
India, 112; Tahqiq, 84.
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she would kiss the picture, throw himself or herself before it, as if he or she
were not seeing the picture but what the picture represented. 90 In other
words, although the actions and attitudes of these imaginary actors may
outwardly look like idol worshipping, in reality these people would never
dream of worshipping any but God alone. The same can be said, Al-Biruni
seems to suggest, for the practices of the uneducated people in Hindu
society.
In this context, Al-Biruni likens the custom of idol worshiping
among Hindus to the old Hellenistic belief that the images or
representations of divine beings have no magical power. Since, the ancient
Greeks, “considered the idols as mediators between themselves and the
First Cause, and worshipped them under the names of different stars and the
highest substances.” 91 In other words, people do not worship these images
as deities; they rather function only as reminders for the non-philosophical
pious man and woman of existence of the divine. 92 In a similar vein, AlBiruni mentions the “heathen Arabs” in this context to argue that they too
worshipped idols hoping that they (idols) would intercede for them with
God. 93
90

India, 111; Tahqiq, 84. With these remarks Al-Biruni predicted with
great precision what would be a common practice within a segment of Muslim
community in subsequent generations. As is well known, the worship of images
is prohibited in ancient and medieval Jewish tradition as well as in Islam from
the very outset. The rejection of representing the transcendent Divine Being or
the Prophet of Islam and his immediate companions has never been really
challenged or attacked in the lands of Islam. And yet, it is very common to see
the pictures of Ali, the fourth caliph and the son-in-law of the Prophet, hanging
on the walls of the houses of many Shi’te Muslims in Iran and elsewhere to
keep his memory alive. Although this is not the place to compare and contrast
the issues of idol-worshipping in Hinduism, Christianity and Islam, Al-Biruni
seems to draw parallels between Hindu and Greek practices in real life, and the
Muslim practices in his scenario as part of his comparative method.
91
India, 123; Tahqiq, 94.
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Since this idea seems to be akin to the idea held by the early
Christian vis-à-vis the issue of icons, Richard Walzer maintains that it may
have reached the Muslim world through John of Damascus by the middle of the
eighth century in the Capital of the Umayyad Kingdom. Richard Walzer, “AlBiruni and Idolatry,” in The Commemoration Volume of Biruni International
Congress, (Tehran: High Council for Culture and Art, 1973), 318.
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India, 123; Tahqiq, 94. As has been made clear throughout, AlBiruni has a critical mind and attitude. His fairness and objectivity in his
critiques, from which no absurd or foolish view is immune irrespective of its
origin, led Professor Sachau to question Al-Biruni’s commitment to Islam.
Sachau comments “…his [Al-Biruni] recognition of Islam is not without
reserve. He dares not to attack Islam, but he attacks the Arabs.” Sachau,
Introduction, XIV. Obviously, Sachau’s reading of Al-Biruni regarding this
matter is not correct, for nowhere does Al-Biruni even implicitly attack Islam
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Al-Biruni’s tolerant treatment of the concept of God and how it
relates to the issue of idol worshipping in the Indian context does not mean
that he is justifying the practices of the uneducated class. Quite the
contrary, he finds them abominable, but not unique to the Indian religion.
What Al-Biruni emphasizes, however, is that similar practices can be
observed in even higher cultures where the division between educated and
uneducated class is inevitable also.
CONCLUSION
Our reflections on Al-Biruni’s study of other religions in this
chapter have displayed a great conformity with the insights we gained from
the previous chapter where it was emphasized that understanding other
people, and therefore other cultures, is possible and necessary, and can be
achieved only through dialogue. In light of this and the previous chapter,
then, the following chapter will examine the issue of the possibility of
moving beyond the categories examined earlier.

as a belief system for any reason. He does attack, however, Muslims and their
heathenish practices when he compares them with the abominable practices of
the other cultures, Hinduism in particular. This attitude comes from his firm
belief in telling the truth (al-haqq), which is the basic tenet of his whole
project.

CHAPTER FOUR

BETWEEN EXCLUSIVISM AND PLURALISM
INTRODUCTION
The first chapter was an exposition of the current approaches in the
face of the problem of the coming of the Other as it has been discussed in
the relevant literature. The chapter argued that the three approaches, namely
exclusivism, inclusivism, and pluralism, which were regarded as the three
responses to the problem of the coming of the Other, fall short in explaining
the diversity of religion for the reasons explained earlier. The second
chapter was a philosophical investigation of the meaning and nature of
understanding itself as a fusion, which is considered to be one of the key
concepts, if not the single most important one, in the study of cross-cultural
understanding. Against this background, the third chapter presented AlBiruni’s treatment of other religious traditions as an exemplification of the
so-called fusion.
In light of these observations the current chapter aims to
accomplish two tasks: first it will revisit briefly the objectivism-relativism
debate to show its relevance to our broader discussion; second, it will
attempt to examine the issue of the possibility of moving beyond the typical
attitudes of exclusivism, inclusivism and pluralism to a new model for
discourse in inter-religious understanding. The basic thesis of this second
move will be that any attempt to move beyond exclusivism, inclusivism,
and pluralism is untenable and is a contradiction in terms, since not only
does each religious tradition make particularistic claims to universality but
every individual as well. In this sense, the whole chapter may be regarded
as an overly ambitious attempt to deconstruct the current stance, which
categorizes the diverse conceptual schemes as if they were impenetrable
and clearly circumscribed totalities in themselves like Leibniz’s monads.
As a background to the current chapter, let us summarize some of
the key points of each category. Religious exclusivism maintains that only
one world religion is correct and all others are mistaken. Inclusivism
contends that only one world religion is fully correct but others contain
some of the truth of the one correct, religion. Religious pluralism asserts
that ultimately all world religions are correct, each offering a different
salvific path and a partial perspective on a single transcendental reality.
Several reasons were mentioned for the inadequacy of each attitude.
However, the underlying cause for their insufficiency lies, we argued, in
their inclination to mold their theories according to an a priori theory
building process. Because of this, although each category ostensibly
represents a different and tightly defined conceptual scheme, we argue that
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it is more reasonable to examine the issue of the current paradigms under
two general categories of exclusivism and pluralism. 1 On the other hand,
because exclusivism and pluralism move within the categories of some sort
of objectivism and relativism, they are considered to be the theological
equivalents of objectivism and relativism within which many contemporary
debates are structured in philosophy and cultural studies. 2
OBJECTIVISM-RELATIVISM DEBATE REVISITED
Objectivism
Richard Bernstein describes objectivism as “the basic conviction
that there is or must be some permanent, ahistorical matrix or framework to
which we can ultimately appeal in determining the nature of rationality,
knowledge, truth, reality, goodness, or rightness.” 3 In his analysis of the
objectivism-relativism debate, Bernstein argues that objectivism is
motivated by what he calls “the Cartesian anxiety.” This “anxiety” is based
upon an either /or assumption, 4 according to which either our beliefs about
what counts as true and right can be given solid foundations in the form of
universally valid standards for rational assessment, or we are destined for
an intellectual and moral chaos “where nothing is, where we can neither
touch the bottom or support ourselves on the surface.” 5 With its attempt to
establish a solid ground, objectivism comes close to foundationalism, which
is a project that aims to ground all knowledge and belief upon an
unshakeable foundation.
The origin of the contemporary debate about objectivism, and
therefore Cartesianism, can be traced at least back to Descartes 6 and his

1

Joseph Runzo, “God, Commitment, and Other Faiths: Pluralism vs.
Relativism,” Faith and Philosophy 5, No.4 (October 1998): 343-364. For a
critique of Runzo’s relativism and a defense of inclusivism see, Philip L.
Quinn, “Religious Pluralism and Religious Relativism,” in Relativism and
Religion, ed. Charles M. Lewis (New York: St. Martins Press, 1995): 35-51.
2
Richard J. Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism: Science,
Hermeneutics, and Praxis (University of Pennsylvania Press, 1983), 2.
3
Ibid., 8.
4
Descartes, “Second Meditation,” in Descartes: Selected
Philosophical Writings, trans. John Cottingham, et al (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1988),80
5
Ibid., 80, ff. See also, Wesley Salmon, The Foundations of Scientific
Inference (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1967).
6
To be sure, the objectivism-relativism debate does not start with
Descartes. As Bernstein puts it, “the agōn between objectivists and relativists
has been with us ever since the origins of Western philosophy, or at least from
the time of Plato’s attack on the Sophists and on Protagoras’ alleged relativism.
But it is only in recent times that the complex issues that this debate raises have
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attempt to place all knowledge upon a solid superstructure 7 to avoid what
we called above the intellectual and moral chaos. In order to do that,
Descartes believed that we 8 could rid our minds of all worries and devote
ourselves to the general demolition of our opinions. 9 The only way to clear
our minds of all previous presuppositions, opinions, and prejudgments,
according to Descartes, is through a method of doubt. Doubt everything
until you can find a proposition that you cannot doubt any more. In order to
find that proposition, which would allow us to create a solid ground for
knowledge, Descartes doubts even the most profound convictions-including
the existence of God. His doubt, however, is not the doubt of skeptics; if it
were it would mean that he would have to reject permanently all of his
former beliefs, opinions, etc., which would make it impossible even to think
about the very procedure of doubt itself. To be able even to start any
physical or mental activity, including doubting, it is necessary that one be
equipped with at least the basic tools, which in our case are concepts that
are constantly presented to us by the society and by our senses through
which we make the world around us meaningful. This inference leads us to
reason that it is not possible to start from nothing--fact of which Descartes
must have been aware. 10 That is why, he presupposed that some of his
former beliefs were true; but even if they may be true, Descartes wants to
rediscover them so that there would be no place for uncertainty. The main
purpose of the methodic doubt, then, is to find one single indubitable
proposition that he can use as a solid foundation upon which to rebuild all
knowledge. 11
become almost obsessive and have spread to every area of human inquiry and
life.” Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism, 8.
7
R. Descartes, “First Meditation,” in Descartes: Selected
Philosophical Writings, trans. John Cottingham et al (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1988), 76.
8
Descartes seems to be speaking for all of us, “for he is convinced that
anyone who embarks upon the quest for certainty methodically, and without
becoming confused will travel the same route as he himself does in his
meditations. Thus, the “I” of the Meditations is as much an invitation to the
reader to put myself or herself in Descartes’ place, as it is a way for Descartes
to report his own progress.” Georges Dicker, Descartes: An Analytical and
Historical Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 16.
9
Descartes, “First Meditation,” 76.
10
As Descartes says, “But to accomplish this [demolition of my
previous opinions], will not be necessary for me to show that all my opinions
are false, which is something I could perhaps never manage.”(My emphasis).
Descartes, “First Meditation,” 76.
11
Descartes likens his attempt to that of Archimedes, for as Descartes
says “Archimedes used to demand just one firm and immovable point in order
to shift the entire earth; so I too can hope for great things if I manage to find
just one thing, however slight, that is certain and unshakable.” Descartes,
Second Meditation, 17.
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Descartes’ methodic doubt went to such an extent that he
questioned even the possibility that anything existed at all, God included.
What about Descartes himself, the doubting subject? If nothing exists, does
it not follow that Descartes himself does not exists also? The answer, which
will be the first step of his project, is “no” because, says Descartes, “if I
convinced myself of something or thought anything at all then I certainly
exist.” 12 What if there was a deceiver of supreme power who constantly
deceives me about my existence? Descartes argues, as a second step in his
project that:
In that case I too undoubtedly exist, if he is deceiving me;
and let him deceive me as much as he can, he will never
bring it about that I am nothing so long as I think that I am
something. So after considering everything very
thoroughly. I must finally conclude that this proposition, I
am, I exist, [Cogito, sum] is necessarily true whenever it is
put forward by me or conceived in my mind. 13
The proof of his existence is that there was every reason to doubt
everything including God; the only thing that Descartes could not doubt
was the fact that he was thinking. Therefore, according to Descartes, there
was a solid ground, or the Archimedean immovable point, upon which he
could build all knowledge. And this point was the cogito. Therefore as
Bernstein puts it when explaining the vision of objectivism, “at the heart of
the objectivist’s vision, and what makes sense of his /her passion, is the
belief that there are or must be some fixed, permanent constraints to which
we can appeal and which are secure and stable.” 14
The influence of Descartes, with the Enlightenment, can be
observed in the methodologies of the subsequent generation of thinkers.
Earlier, objectivism was a wide set of views about the goals and nature of
scientific knowledge. Later, especially with the emergence of the
Enlightenment spirit, however, even those who worked within the social
sciences and the humanities attempted to utilize scientific principles with a
view to attaining objective knowledge. 15 Although there are myriads of
At this point, the formidable question arises as to how Descartes could
create a solid ground upon which all knowledge is supposed to be grounded.
12
Descartes, “Second Meditation,”80.
13
Ibid.
14
Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism, 19.
15
Even Max Weber, who is considered to be the father of interpretive
sociology (Verstehende sociology) and the first to demonstrate a significant
methodological alternative to the positivist movement, could not help arguing
that there must be specific rules for objectivity. However, Weber did not
succeed in applying his own method to the analysis of various traditions. One
of these traditions, for instance, was Islam. As Bryan Turner has proven
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scholars that fit within this category, such as Mill, Comte, etc., probably the
most comprehensive treatment of objectivity in social sciences comes from
Durkheim in his Rules of Sociological Method. 16
According to Durkheim, social scientists before him failed to apply
the objectivist method in their studies. The task of sociologists therefore
was to apply the scientific methods used in the natural sciences sufficiently.
Like Descartes, Durkheim argued that in order to arrive at objective
knowledge social scientists must eradicate all his/her preconceptions. 17 The
first and most fundamental rule in doing so is to “consider social facts as
things.” 18 According Durkheim,
we must, therefore, consider social phenomena in
themselves as distinct from the consciously formed
representations of them in the mind; we must study them
objectively as external things, for it is this character that

convincingly “Weber was one of the first sociologists to abandon his own
philosophical guide-lines…On the one hand, Weber does provide a stimulating
framework within which one can raise important theoretical issues in relation to
Islamic development. On the other hand, Weber inconsistently applied in
practice those methodological and philosophical principles which he declared
were crucial to an adequate sociological approach.” For a brilliant discussion of
the subject matter, see Bryan S. Turner, Weber and Islam (London: Routledge
&Kegan Paul, 1974), 3.
Weber’s views on the issue of objectivity in the social sciences are
scattered all over his writings, but “’Objectivity’ in Social Science and Social
Policy”, seems the most comprehensive. See, Max Weber, “’Objectivity in
Social Science and Sociology,” in Max Weber on the Methodology of the Social
Sciences, trans and ed. Edward A. Shils and Henry A. Finch with a foreword by
E. A. Shils (Illinois: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1949): 49-112; Weber’s
analysis of Islam as a religion, and of Muslim societies as cultures is found in
his major sociological analysis of religions, The Sociology of Religion. See,
Max Weber, The Sociology of Religion, trans. Ephraim Fischoff, introd. T.
Parsons (Boston: Beacon Press, 1964).
On the other hand, there are those who argue that Weber’s was not an
attempt to diminish the subjective character of every interpretation, but to save
the lectern from those who abuse it to promote their own political goals,
religious creeds, and moral stances as scientifically proven truths. See, Austin
Harrington, Hermeneutic Dialogue and Social Science: A Critique of Gadamer
and Habermas (London: Routledge, 2001), 8-9.
16
Harrington, Hermeneutic Dialogue, 7.
17
E. Durkheim, The Rules of Sociological Method, trans. Sarah A.
Solovay and John H. Muller, ed. George E. G. Catlin (New York, The Free
Press, 1938),32.
18
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they present to us…This rule is applicable, then, to all
social reality without exception. 19
What makes it possible for Durkheim to argue that the social phenomena
can be treated as givens is his conviction that the social facts are neither
imaginary nor ideal, but really effective as causal influences on human
action. Therefore they can be observed and explained objectively.
Let us summarize what we have said thus far. Objectivism was a
philosophical strategy initiated above all by Descartes, and brought to a
great degree of refinement by the entire epistemological tradition of modern
thought in almost every field that takes as its aim the studying of the
phenomena. The underlying idea of objectivity in sciences, especially in the
social sciences and the humanities, is that there are rival, total, internally
coherent, but externally incompatible visions of the world. The best way to
observe and judge them is to stand outside of their world, and evaluate
these rival available worlds from an extraneous, and impartial,
uncontaminated viewpoint. 20 How do we observe these incompatible and
rival worlds (phenomena) from an external world? There is one clear
answer: clear your mind, as Descartes 21 and later Durkheim 22 urge us to do,
of preconceptions, prejudgments, and presuppositions. 23
The objectivist position in philosophy, social sciences, and
religious studies can be criticized on various grounds. Our brief analysis
allows us to argue that there is a certain objectifying process taking place in
every attempt to arrive at objective knowledge or interpretation of the
subject matter, the Other. This has several ethical implications.
The first ethical implication is that in this process the subject
matter, i.e., the text, the Other, (Sache,) is materialized, externalized,
reified, and regarded as a sensory datum to be treated methodically. The
second one is an extension of the previous one. As Harrington puts it,
“‘objectivity’ [in this sense] can [also] mean to deprive of inner soul, spirit
or vital agency, to reduce solely to a thing or object of gratification or
manipulation, to ‘violate,’ ‘de-humanize’ or treat purely as a means to some
ulterior end.” 24 This attitude undermines the Kantian ethical notion to treat
the others not as means but ends in themselves, 25 which is a serious
deficiency not only in philosophy and social sciences, but more specifically
in cross-cultural studies including religion.
19
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The objectivist attitude can be criticized on the epistemological
(technical) level also. The objectivist methodologies fail to take account of
the process of research as itself a particular social practice with its own
cultural characteristics, which in principle could themselves form the object
of, for instance, sociological or anthropological analysis. 26 Furthermore, the
objectivist fails to ask, let alone answer, the question of the legitimacy and
the possibility of studying a people, a cultural form, and a pattern of
thought as givens. It is this kind of objectivity that generates the kind of
attitude that becomes the blueprint of exclusivism as we will see later in
this chapter.
Relativism
Having examined briefly what we can understand about the
concept of objectivism, it is time to analyze another key concept in
philosophy and cultural studies that is pertinent to our investigation:
relativism. Before we determine what is understood by relativism, a brief
examination of the background against which relativism has been
developed is in order.
There are at least two reasons why relativism has gained popularity
in the twentieth century. The first one can be attributed to the failure of the
program of logical positivism. 27 This occurred in the form of a backlash
“against the disillusionment, frustrated expectation, and dashed hopes of
those who had relied upon what proved to be the empty, failed promises
and bankrupt program of the logical positivists.” 28 This failure was
represented in the attempts of the philosophers like Carnap and others, who
belonged to the so-called Vienna Circle. Their attempt was to eradicate
speculative metaphysics. In so doing, they sought to employ logical
analysis and the method of empirical sciences 29 to provide a universal and
empirical grounding for all human thinking.
The second reason has to do with the success achieved in the social
sciences, notably in cultural anthropology in their effort to study, and
therefore understand, the cultural patterns of distant peoples. 30 Previously,
philosophers, like Hume, had insisted on the homogeneity of all human
cultures:
[T]he great uniformity among the actions of men, in all
nations and ages, and that human nature remains still the
same, in its principles and operations…Mankind are so
26
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much the same, in all times and places, that history
informs us of nothing new or strange in this particular. 31
In a similar vein A. Comte, the first thinker who coined the term sociology,
had attempted to prove through his “Law of the Three Stages” that all
societies follow determinate stages. The first stage begins with the most
primitive societies in the religious stage. The second stage that every
society must go through is the metaphysical stage, which is the transmission
period. Finally, comes the modern, positivist, and therefore the scientific
stage. At this stage,
Social physics…occupies itself with the study of social
phenomena, considered in the same light as astronomical,
physical, chemical, and physiological phenomena, that is
to say as being subject to natural and invariable laws. 32
Through this threefold and,
[N]ecessary chain of successive transformations the
human race, starting from a condition barely superior to
that of a society of great apes, has been gradually led up to
the present stage of European civilization. 33
It is noteworthy to see that, in spite of the sophisticated theories of these
thinkers, modern anthropology and sociology have proved that there was
not “a great uniformity among the actions and thought patterns of men” as
Hume had predicted. Neither have all societies followed the same path in
their journey to progress as Comte had professed. In other words, empirical
evidence showed that there was not “a great uniformity among the cultures”
but a great variety that could not be judged by a set of standards developed
by a particular culture. With this realization, “the various cultural
differences with which many relativists are concerned became much more
pronounced than they had been at any other time since the Enlightenment
itself.” 34
It is safe to argue, then, that obsession with relativism in the later
part of the twentieth century was due, in part, to the failure of the
positivistic project of grounding all knowledge on a solid stand, i.e., God,
the cogito. If objectivism was destined for failure, what was the best

31

David Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, ed.
L.A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Clarendon, 1961), 83.
32
A. Comte, System of Positive Philosophy, vol. 4, (New York: Burt
Franklin, 1967; London, 1877), 599, 557.
33
Ibid., 560.
34
Harris, Against Relativism, 9.

Understanding Other Religions

85

candidate that could replace it? The answer is “Relativism,” which in
Bernstein’s terms,
[i]s the basic conviction that when we turn to the
examination of those concepts that philosophers have
taken to be the most fundamental--whether it is the
concept of rationality, truth, reality, right, the good, or
norms--we are forced to recognize that in the final analysis
all such concepts must be understood as relative to a
specific conceptual scheme, theoretical framework,
paradigm, form of life, society, or culture. 35
In other words, the relativist is profoundly suspicious of objectivism’s
desire for universal ahistorical standards. This suspicion comes from the
fear that to advocate universal standards, which relativists deem impossible,
will inevitably serve to privilege one particular and limited worldview over
others, which are unique in themselves. Moreover, while objectivists tend
to see challenges to universal standards or rational judgments as threats to
truth, justice, and stability, relativists see attempts to fix absolute standards
as stifling, dogmatic, and ultimately oppressive. 36
Peter Winch is considered to be one of the major representatives of
relativism. His contribution to cultural studies, especially to anthropology,
is immense. His book The Idea of a Social Science 37 and his now famous
article “Understanding a Primitive Society” 38 are considered to be among
the classical statements of relativism.
During the formative years when social sciences were still in
search of their identity as sciences, approximation to natural sciences was
universally considered to be the only option for examining the various
aspects of human culture and human interaction, which are the subject
matter of social sciences and humanities. It is Winch who is responsible, in
part, 39 for offering an analysis of the social sciences, which places them in
35
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sharp contrast with the natural sciences. What Winch attempted to do was:
instead of trying to emulate the methods of the natural sciences, he argued
that the social sciences must develop a very different kind of
methodology. 40 His project, therefore, was “an attempt to relativize the
supposed universality and privileged claims to truth of modern science.” 41
Taking as his point of departure the later Wittgenstein’s language
games, Winch separates the social sciences from the natural sciences by
abandoning the notion of a unified and formalist account of science. 42
Social sciences and natural sciences are different in that their subject
matters are different, and therefore they must apply different
methodologies. This was an attempt to show that research in the social
sciences, or any understanding of different social practices in different
cultures, is not the result of the scientific method of the natural sciences.
The logical interpretation of the above argument seems to be this: the data
available to the social sciences always require some interpretation and any
understanding of any alien culture and pattern of thought etc. must be
relative to a particular language game. 43 This interpretation allows us to
argue that, according to Winch, there can be no social science that is
immune from the influence of relativity, which is inherent in every
understanding.
What does this mean? How is this interpretation supposed to help
us in our attempts at understanding other cultures? Winch cautions us
against the possible superficial generalizations in our analysis of cultures
other than our own. But has he gone far enough? Or has he gone so far as to
suggest that there are no criteria by which we can judge a behavior or a
social custom as “correct” or “mistaken”? 44 Bernstein’s answer is as
follows:
Winch seems to be suggesting that forms of life may be so
radically different from each other that in order to
understand and interpret alien or primitive societies we not
only have to bracket our prejudices and biases but have to
suspend our own Western standards and criteria of
40
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rationality. We may be confronted with standards of
rationality about beliefs and actions that are incompatible
with or incommensurable with our standards. 45
If Bernstein’s interpretation is correct, then there seems to be a
contradiction running behind Winch’s whole project. While Winch is
struggling to save the social sciences from the influences of Cartesian
Anxiety, by assuming the possibility of bracketing our prejudices or
prejudgments, which was the Enlightenment prejudice against prejudice, he
seems to be opting for an objectivist interpretation: bracket your prejudices
and previous opinions, and you will arrive at an objective interpretation:
knowledge. Recall, this was what Descartes sought to accomplish in his
attempt to find a solid ground for all knowledge.
Another point is the question of criteria. On the one hand, Winch
implicitly argues that it is possible to understand alien cultures and
primitive societies as long as we bracket our prejudices. On the other hand,
he states explicitly that there cannot be any objective universal criteria by
which we can judge and criticize other cultures. This is because any attempt
to establish a criterion takes place in a certain context, and reflects the
standards of a particular language game from which that criterion emanates.
We cannot, argues Winch, “overlook the fact that ‘criteria and concepts’
have a history.” 46 Thus, the main issue, according to Winch, becomes one
concerned with differences in criteria of rationality because any time we
talk about standards or criteria of rationality, we must ask, “Whose?” 47
In order to illustrate his point, Winch refers to African Azende’s
use of magic. 48 The practice of magic is manifested in terms of oracles that
the Azende use to direct their lives. The practice of magic is so central to
the lives of the Azende that, according to Winch, “a Zande would be utterly
lost and bewildered without his oracle…It is rather as if an engineer, in our
society, were to be asked to build a bridge without mathematical
calculation…” 49 This is another way of saying that oracles, or magic
function in a way similar to mathematics or physics in modern societies.
45
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The question arises as soon as we compare the rationality and intelligibility
of the function of oracles in the Azende with the rationality and
intelligibility of science in “modern societies.” Can the yardstick of
“modern science” measure the claims of the Azende concerning witchcraft?
The answer must be ‘no,” according to Winch, because “Azende statements
concerning witchcraft cannot be translated in to the language games of
science without reifying their intentionality.” 50 This position does not,
however, negate the possibility of any criterion of rationality that
discriminates “the correct” from the “the mistaken.” What this line of
argument implies, however, is that although every society has some form of
rationality, different societies might have different rationalities imposed
upon them by their respective language games. It must be in this sense that
Winch talks about “our standards and yours.” 51 Hence, every time we talk
about standards of rationality, argues Winch, it is essential that we ask
“whose” concept of rationality is being referred to,
[S]ince something can appear rational to someone only in
terms of his understanding of what is and is not rational. If
our concept of rationality is a different one from his, then
it makes no sense to say that anything either does or does
not appear rational to him in our sense.” 52
Our inquiry into the thought of Winch enables us to conclude that,
according to Winch, cross-cultural understanding is possible, however
culturally and linguistically relative this understanding might be. But there
are no universally applicable criteria that would allow us to criticize any
other culture, since there are no context-independent criteria of what counts
as being justified or rational.
As our reflections on the objectivism-relativism debate have
demonstrated, objectivism and relativism are two terms that are comparable
to exclusivism and pluralism with respect to the issues of truth and the
criteria of truth. 53 These reflections have pivotal significance for our
general attempt to determine whether Al-Biruni’s treatment of Hinduism
and Gadamer’s notion of the fusion of horizons set the context to go beyond
the typical interpretations of exclusivism, inclusivism, and pluralism in
discourse on intercultural understanding. The remainder of this chapter will
be devoted to this particular theme.
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BEYOND EXCLUSIVISM AND PLURALISM: A QUESTIONABLE
ATTEMPT
Earlier, we stated that there are two issues with which we will deal
with in this chapter. The first one has to do with the debate over the
problem of objectivism and relativism and how it relates to the exclusivismpluralism debate. This we have just completed.
The second issue is to determine the possibility of moving beyond
objectivism and relativism, and therefore beyond exclusivism and
pluralism. The thesis of the argument was that any attempt to move beyond
exclusivism and pluralism would be untenable. A more viable approach
would be to accept these approaches i.e., exclusivism and pluralism, not as
well-defined, well-circumscribed, and therefore closed totalities in
themselves but as certain attitudes we take towards the Other with regard to
this or that particular issue. In other words, they represent only two of a
great variety of attitudes within, what I call, the circle of attitudes.
That is why I did not refer to objectivism and relativism as the two
extreme ends of a wide spectrum of opinions on a straight line. Rather, all
the attitudes are located on a circle and the term “extreme” is not relative to
other more or less “extreme” attitudes (stances). They are just attitudes.
None of these attitudes are incorrect by themselves. As human
dispositions and emotions they must be explained, but cannot be explained
away. These attitudes, along with numerous other potential positions
(emotions), some of which we recognize, some of which we do not, are
there and appear when the context is right. Therefore, any argument that
claims to have attained a constant non-exclusivist position towards the
external world is a contradiction in terms, since every assertion contains
some element of exclusivist-positivist stance. More importantly, to argue
for a non-exclusivist-positivist position towards the external world is to
deny the influence the emotions (or prejudices) have on every
understanding. This is more deleterious to the process of understanding
than the one that explicitly takes an exclusivist stance.
Before we begin to reflect on the subject-matter in a more detailed
manner, I must state clearly that the line of reasoning pursued in this
chapter has its roots in the previous chapters, which are in turn rooted in AlBiruni’s method of studying other religions and in Gadamer’s notion of the
fusion of horizons. This metaphor makes the event of understanding
(Verstehen) intelligible; it is not just one of the various possible behaviors
of the subject, but the mode of being of Dasein itself. 54 For, Dasein
understands itself and the world here and there infinitely in the interaction
and in the form of conversation with its surroundings. And in every
conversation, whether authentic or inauthentic, lies an assertion. This is
what takes place in every conversation: whether it be reading, writing, or
performing a musical piece.
54
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To be sure, there is nothing questionable and wrong about having
assertions and making claims; this is the nature of how humans interact
with their environment. In Gadamer’s words, every time one opens one’s
mouth one wants to be understood; “otherwise, one would neither speak nor
write.” 55 There would be no conversation, and therefore no understanding.
What is questionable and wrong, however, is to argue that only a
particular truth-claim is the embodiment of the entire truth, whatever that
truth may be; other truth claims are at best already represented in our truth
or they are simply wrong. An equally detrimental scenario appears within a
certain kind of pluralistic approach, according to which every truth claim is
true and valid for each person because there is no way to determine the
validity or falsity of any claim at all, a scenario that leads to radical
relativism. This means that the proponents of these categories suggest
implicitly that one must belong within a particular category; i.e.,
exclusivism, inclusivism, pluralism, and relativism, and see the world from
that limited perspective.
To avoid these pitfalls, a more viable and promising strategy is to
open to the possibility that a certain truth claim might articulate a particular
issue better than the competing truth claim. In other words, a truth-claim
(interpretation) can be true with respect to a particular issue, and another
truth-claim (interpretation) can be valid with respect to another issue. And
each truth-claim (interpretation) is subject to (open to) new interpretations,
since every interpretation is approximation. Seen from this argument, the
validity or falsity of each claim is measured not by the interpreter’s
belongingness to a certain a priori defined category, but by the effectiveness
of each interpretation in making the subject matter more intelligible.
The above remarks clearly question several opposing positions
with respect to issue of the plurality of religious traditions. In the first
position an Other, as religious traditions, or traditions in general, cannot be
understood except by their participants. Even if it were possible to
understand an alien tradition--this position holds--there would be no way of
justifying our interpretations, since “our” standards are different from
“their” standards. 56 In other words, there is neither a meta-language through
which reality is constructed, nor can one assume a God’s-eye-view from
which other religions can be evaluated.
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According to a second position a common element is shared by all
the great religious traditions of the world, 57 which makes them the same in
essence. In this sense, a Buddhist’s experience of Nirvana is the same as
what Christians experience when they speak about the experience of the
union with a loving God. 58 Similarly, a Sufi experiences the same Ultimate
in the state of fana (annihilation) as does a Buddhist in the state of Nirvana.
This is the position implicitly held by certain pluralist philosophers of
religion and theologians. Pluralism of this kind, espoused by Hick, for
instance “ends up in a subtle imperialism in which what one announces as
common to all is really one’s own reading of it.” 59 Thus, because basically
it is the same Real that is experienced by the adherents of every religious
tradition, there is no serious reason why one attempts to understand other
religions, a position leading to a kind of indifference or apathy that hinders
cooperation amongst the people of various cultures.
A third position, which is advocated by the exclusivist camp, holds
that there is no common element at all between the home tradition i.e.,
religion, and all the other traditions. Thus there is no compelling reason
why one even bothers to understand other religious traditions because they
are false and therefore rival to the home religion.
The reason why I mentioned these positions again is to raise
another point to be able to sustain our attempt to deconstruct the kind of
stance that puts innumerable attitudes into certain categories. As can be
seen from the analysis, there is an apparent tension running behind all of the
above positions: either religious traditions are irredeemably different, and
therefore rival, or they are so analogous that it is almost absurd to mention
any major inconsistencies among them. Are religions traditions rival? Are
they so different from each other that there is no relatively common ground
that would make understanding possible? Or, are all religious traditions
basically the same? In order to answer these questions we need to
determine, what makes a tradition different from others.
Following our initial thesis, we are convinced that there are no
clearly defined boundaries across the great traditions or religions of the
world. This does not negate the fact that there are certain practices,
customs, or emotions that do not have historical and conceptual equivalents
in another religion. But this does not mean that because there are certain
untranslatable customs, beliefs, or emotions, the possibility of
understanding, comparison, and evaluation across cultural boundaries also
should be ruled out. For, the claim that two “rival” traditions contain nonequivalent concepts or terms presupposes that someone has already
57
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understood, and therefore necessarily compared them each in its own
terms. 60 Otherwise, it would be impossible, and therefore absurd to refer to
certain beliefs and customs of one tradition as false, for then the question of
“how do you know?” would need to be answered. Moreover, as Amélie
Rorty puts it, the inability to translate exactly, and the inability to be certain
that translations are correct, does not foreclose the possibility of
understanding and evaluation across the cultural boundaries for,
The poignant sense of untranslatability…does not argue
for incomprehensibility: a translator might be able to
fabricate a ‘missing verse’ good enough to fool discerning
native literary critic. 61
However, this argument does not mean that because we can make sense of
every concept, belief, or emotion of an alien culture or religion, which is
only imaginable at the moment, we can translate them into our own cultural
framework. Moreover, the event of understanding does not necessarily lead
us to the inference that once an alien culture or religion is understood, the
alienness between the two “rival” or “alien” traditions is dissolved, since
understanding by itself does not necessitate total agreement in every aspect.
Rather, as Gadamer states, “the goal of all communication and all
understanding is agreement in the matter at hand” 62 (Sache). Hence
understanding is always understanding with respect to a particular subject
matter.
One other point that has great import for our discussion is the
argument that non-understanding, and therefore non-agreement, or
inconsistency occur not only in the context of comparing different cultures,
but also within a particular tradition,
For it is not merely that different participants in a tradition
disagree; they also disagree as to how to characterize their
disagreements and as to how to resolve them. They
disagree as to what constitutes appropriate reasoning,
decisive evidence, and conclusive proof. A tradition then
not only embodies the narrative of an argument, but [also]
is only to be recovered by an argumentative retelling of
60
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that narrative which will itself be in conflict with other
argumentative retellings. 63
Therefore, in our endeavor to evaluate the truth-claims among world
religions or cultures, we will do well if we keep in mind that a religion or a
culture is not itself true or false any more than any other human
institution. 64 This interpretation presupposes that religion, as an institution,
is a human attempt to respond to the highest reality, God. However, while
the institutionalized religion is a human product, revelation is not. The
problem of conflicting truth-claims results, in the final analysis, from the
finite human being’s attempt to comprehend the infinite Ineffable in its
infinity. Thus, it is consistent with this view that distinctions and sameness
among traditions of enquiry are human constructions drawn according to
the specific assumptions, interest, and priorities of an interpreter or the
community of interpreters. 65 Therefore, religion as an institution or a
system of beliefs
[is]only …more or less expedient, only more or less
effective in meeting its intended goals. What is true or
false, and what is fundamentally in conflict between such
systems are, the underlying, specific truth-claims within
the systems. 66
This line of reasoning allows me to argue that there are divergences and
convergences among various religious traditions with respect to certain
issues. Although some of the divergences, which may result from lack of
contact or from misunderstanding, can be overcome easily through contact
and conversation, there are certain “core beliefs” 67 or “vital core of beliefs”
which are definitive of that very tradition. 68 It is these core beliefs that must
be retained and preserved if a tradition is to retain its integrity and
identity. 69
To be sure, while these core beliefs are the essence of every
religion, or every culture for that matter, and are not subject to change, at
least in principle, our responses to, and interpretation of, these essences
change considerably in time. It is these core beliefs that protect the
uniqueness of each religion on the one hand; it is also the interpretation of
63
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these essences that keep conversation going among the great religions of the
world, on the other. Thus, any claim to a kind of transcendental unity of
religions cannot be sustained; 70 neither is it reasonable to argue that
religions are irreducibly different that there is no common ground that
makes conversation, and therefore understanding possible.
Let us elaborate this argument by reference to certain theological
issues between Christianity and Islam. 71 Two of the most controversial
issues between Christianity and Islam concern the issue of the death of
Jesus (‘Isa) on the Cross and his resurrection and his divine status. These
issues divide the two religions on the one hand; yet paradoxically it is also
these issues that keep conversation going, on the other.
At this stage of the discussion, we will consider the views of one
leading Muslim scholar, Mahmoud Ayoub currently a professor of Islamic
studies at Temple University, on the issue of the divinity and the death of
Jesus. With his deep knowledge of Christianity, 72 Ayoub believes in the
necessity and the urgency of dialogue. However, he accuses the so-called
promoters of dialogue of using it as an occasion to promote their own
hidden agenda even though they do not admit it. As he puts it, partners in
dialogue hope that “through dialogue the truth that I seek will be seen by
the other.” 73 He criticizes Muslims for not taking other religions seriously.
In reference to Christianity, he suggests that Muslims should study
Christianity “not simply from the Qur’an…we must” says Ayoub, “also
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David Tracy, Plurality and Ambiguity: Hermeneutics, Religion,
Hope (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1987),92. For an excellent treatment of
the issues of a “perennial philosophy” see, Frithjof Schuon, The Transcendent
Unity of Religions, trans. Peter Townsend, with and introduction by Huston
Smith (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1975).
71
Although I have spent a good deal of time studying some of the
great religions of the world in general but Islam in particular, I still cannot
claim to be a theologian by profession. As a student of hermeneutics and social
sciences, I am exploring the possibilities of creating a space for dialogue
between cultures by utilizing certain views of some of the leading theologians.
In other words, I am not interpreting the sacred scriptures per se of the
respective religions. Mine is only a humble, perhaps at times controversial,
attempt to understand what can be understood from the interpretations of the
scriptures by their interpreters.
72
Ayoub was born into a Muslim family in Lebanon. He was educated
in a Christian Missionary school, and soon converted to Christianity at an early
age. Later, he felt that the school he had attended was not “Christian enough”
and joined an American Southern Baptist group. During his graduate studies at
the University of Pennsylvania and at Harvard, he studied Christianity and
Islam intensively, and converted to Islam. See Siddiqui, Christian-Muslim
Dialogue, 97-98.
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know what the Christians think of themselves.” 74 The same criticism goes
for the participants of other religions traditions. He criticizes Christian
missionary activity, among other issues between Muslims and Christians.
He is critical, for instance, of the content of the Second Vatican Council’s
views on Islam, for taking an “absolute minimalist approach” 75 vis-à-vis
Islam.
With regard to the view that Muslims venerate Jesus, Ayoub states
clearly that Muslims do more than just revere Jesus. But they do it not to
please the Church or to promote ecumenism; rather, the Qur’an demands of
Muslims, as part of the principles of their faith, to “accept all the prophets
and messengers of God who came before Muhammad.” 76 The fact that both
Christians and Muslims do more than venerate Jesus may be a common
ground upon which a genuine conversation be conducted.
Ayoub’s views on an Islamic Christology are the most
controversial. He wrote a series of articles, attempting to articulate his
views on this subject in detail. 77 However, for our current purposes we will
limit ourselves only to the issue of the death and the divine status of Jesus.
Part of Ayoub’s criticism against Christians (not Christianity per
se) emanates from the conviction that they (Christians) are neither ready nor
willing to appreciate the fact that the Qur’an presents an Islamic
Christology. According to Ayoub,
It is no longer profitable to take the Qur’anic statements
about Jesus simply as distortions of, or borrowings from,
the Gospels. Rather, they should be accepted as
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authentically Islamic statements and as expressing an
Islamic view. 78
Precisely because the Christology Ayoub is presenting is an Islamic one, it
is natural that it differs significantly from the Christian Christologies. There
are at least two issues that need to be made clear at the outset to be able to
pursue the subject further.
The first issue is the Christian doctrine that Jesus is fully divine.79
Ayoub makes it clear that Islam denies the claim that Jesus was divine,
without denying his special humanity. 80 Moreover, Islam accepts Christ as
the savior; but because Islam has no concept of original sin, his function in
human history is like any other prophet. In other words, Christ was a savior
“in that he, by his message, helped to save humanity from error and to
guide its steps further on the path to God, to whom we all belong, and to
whom we shall all return.” 81
As a committed Muslim interlocutor, Ayoub’s view on the issue of
the divinity of Jesus is firm, clear, and simple. The human Christ is a
servant and a prophet of God, which is not subject to interpretation.
Ayoub’s position vis-à-vis the issue of the divinity of Jesus in Islam
corroborates our argument that a person or a religious tradition, or
otherwise, should not be categorized as an exclusivist or as a pluralist.
Rather a person can be committed and firm as a result of his/her beliefs,
religious or otherwise, with regard to a particular issue without necessarily
belonging to any particular category.
The second issue has to do with the issue of the death of Jesus on
the cross. Although Islam denies the sacrifice of Jesus on the cross, as
atonement for sinful humanity, Ayoub is convinced that Islam denies
“neither the actual death of Christ nor his general redemptive role in human
history.” 82 Of course, this is a serious argument since traditionally the great
majority of the Muslim interpreters of the Qur’an (Mufassirun) interpreted
the verses (Qur’an, 4: 157-158), which narrate the death of Jesus, to mean
that his enemies were not able to kill Jesus.
78
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In order to prove his point, Ayoub first attempts to put the
crucifixion--event in a context. In order to do that, he refers to certain
verses in the Qur’an (Qur’an, 3:49; 61:6) with a view to supporting his
highly symbolic interpretation of those particular verses. According to
Ayoub, the Qur’an accuses the Jews for killing their own prophets unjustly.
In other words, it is commonplace among Jews to kill their own prophets
sent them by God. Thus, the crucifixion of Jesus was another such act by
Jews. So, according to Ayoub’s interpretation of the above verses, Jews
declared that they had killed Jesus, which was some sort of victory over
God. Against this declaration, God reproaches the Jews for claiming to have
killed Jesus, and the verse goes as follows:
And for their saying: ‘We have surely killed the Christ,
Jesus son of Mary, the messenger of God.’ They did not
kill him, nor did they crucify him; rather it was made only
to appear so to them. And those who have differed
concerning him are in doubt regarding him (or it, the
truth); they have no knowledge of him (or it), except the
following of conjecture. They did not kill him (or it, their
doubt) with certainty. Rather, God took him up to Himself,
for God is Mighty and Wise (Qur’an, 4-157-158) 83
The key words, according to Ayoub, are wa lakin shubbiha lahum. Some
commentators have interpreted these words, shubbiha lahum, to mean that
another person was made to bear his (Jesus) likeness (shabah) and die in his
stead, Judas perhaps? This is generally known as the “substitutionist
theory.” 84 Although still widely held among the interpreters, later
commentators questioned the validity of this interpretation on at least two
grounds: (1) that the grammatical structure of the verses does not allow us
to interpret them in this way; (2) it is not acceptable for God to punish an
innocent man (Judas or another) to die unjustly to save another (Jesus). 85
Having examined the comments of a number of scholars, Ayoub
concludes that Muslim commentators of the Qur’an were not able to
83
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disprove Jesus’ crucifixion. The problem that hindered a correct
interpretation of the verses under discussion, according to Ayoub, is that,
[C]ommentators have generally taken the verse to be an
historical statement. This statement, like all the other
statements concerning Jesus in the Qur’an, belongs not to
history but to theology in the broadest sense. 86
After analyzing all the theories, which are mostly substitutionist,
Ayoub gives his own interpretation of the verses. According to him, it is
possible that Jesus was killed, since if one takes the context in which that
event took place, one realizes that the people to whom Jesus preached his
message could have killed yet another prophet, as they had done before.
The fact of the matter is that they may have killed Jesus, the man, but they
could not eradicate Jesus, “Word of God,” that is, the message Jesus
preached as a prophet. 87
Ayoub supports his argument by referring to another verse from
the Qur’an, which apparently does not lend itself to a literal interpretation.
“Man [Humankind] may wish to extinguish the light of God with their
mouths,” that is, with their words of foolish wisdom, but God will perfect
His light in spite of our foolishness and obstinacy.” (Qur’an, 9:32). 88
Clearly, by “the light of God” is meant the message of God, and by “their
mouth” is understood, as Ayoub suggest, “words of foolish wisdom.”
Similarly, it is possible for humankind, who is the crown of creation, “made
in the best of forms,” (Qur’an, 95”4) on the one hand, and “wrongdoing
foolish” (Qur’an, 33:72) on the other, to kill yet another prophet. 89 But at
the end, it is God’s Word, Will, and Wisdom that will be triumphant.
This exposition of Ayoub’s analysis of the verses, which mention
the death-event of Jesus, corroborates our argument that a person need not
be labeled either as an exclusivist when he/she is committed to a certain
belief, nor should he/she be categorized as a pluralist when he/she shares
certain views on certain issues with an individual who may be a member of
another tradition or religion. As our reflections have indicated throughout
the study, all is interpretation. Again, there is such a great variety of
interpretations even within the same tradition or religion that, it is
sometimes difficult, if not impossible, to locate an interpreter in this or that
tradition. The same goes for the stance that categorizes people according to
their views--a stance, which we have ventured to deconstruct.
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These examples further support our earlier insights 90 into
Gadamer’s notion of the fusion of horizons when we attempted to show that
understanding is possible and achievable through an open dialogue with
respect to a certain subject matter (Sache). But this understanding is never
complete, in the sense that there is not one single interpretation that is
capable of exhausting the very essence of the subject matter at hand.
Al-Biruni must have followed the same logic a thousand years ago
in his treatment of Hindus. Al-Biruni, who was a committed Muslim, was
able to take an inclusivist approach in his study of other religions. However,
he did not advocate a relativistic approach either. There were people among
Hindus, according to Al-Biruni, whose ideas with respect to certain issues
were abominable because they did not reflect common sense, neither were
they scientific. However, this did not preclude him from appreciating what
he thought to be worthy of value both in the ordinary Hindu way of life and
in Hindu philosophy and science. 91
CONCLUSION
In this chapter we have attempted to argue our point that the typical
interpretations of Exclusivism, Inclusivism, and Pluralism fail to elucidate
the reality of the diversity of religions, the coming of the Other. However,
our criticism was not so much against these so-called paradigms or
90
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Al-Biruni does not hesitate to dismiss the views of the uneducated
class, for instance, about God in Hindu culture as abominable. However, his
criticism is not limited to Hindus only. ”Folly,” says Al-Biruni, “is an illness,”
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On the other hand, his critical mind does not preclude Al-Biruni from
appreciating the contributions other cultures make to human civilization. Such
is the case when he states, for instance, that “…Hindus construct ponds
intended for the ablutions. In this they have attained to a very high degree of
art, so that our people (the Muslims), when they see them , wonder at them, and
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referred to the third chapter of this study where Al-Biruni’s treatment of Hindus
is investigated in a greater detail.
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approaches themselves, as it was against the stance that puts certain views
into certain categories.
We have shown that exclusivism, inclusivism, pluralism, and many
other possible attitudes comprise a circle of attitudes. In other words, it is
absurd to argue that an individual or any particular religion and culture, are
irreducibly exclusivist, pluralist, or inclusivist in nature. Rather, an
individual may assume one or more of these attitudes with respect to certain
issues in a given time. We have illustrated our argument by referring to
certain views of a theologian with respect to certain issue who, on the one
hand, is committed to one doctrinal issue, and is open to another new
interpretation of certain issues, on the other. It is this genuine openness and
genuine commitment that make conversation and therefore understanding
possible.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS
The coming of the “Other” has plunged every religious tradition
and culture into deep conceptual crisis. The Other here represents every
individual and every other religious tradition- a tradition that is considered
to be “alien” to the home religion and culture. The questions of how to
prepare for the coming of the Other, and what attitude to take towards the
Other have been the two questions this study has attempted to deal with
throughout.
In order to investigate the problem, the first chapter has attempted
to present a critical analysis of the current modes of interreligious
encounter. The analysis has shown that the three conceptual frameworks;
exclusivism, inclusivism, and pluralism, are in fact three responses to the
same problem of how to prepare for the coming of the Other. We have
shown that none of these frameworks is sufficient to explain the diversity of
religions or the coming of the Other. Although we have mentioned several
reasons for their insufficiency, we have argued that the most important
reason lies in the fact that all of the proponents of these categories seem to
establish their theories vis-à-vis the Other according to an a priori theory
building process. This objectifies and reifies the Other before any genuine
encounter takes place, whether that Other be a person, an idea, a cultural
form or a religious doctrine. This attitude is a questionable one not only
because it attempts to study a cultural form or a pattern of thought simply as
a phenomenon, but also because it violates the basic ethical notion of seeing
others not as means but as ends in themselves.
As a response to the shortcomings mentioned in the first chapter,
the most important of which was the lack of a genuine interest in the
business of understanding, the second chapter aimed to explore the meaning
of understanding on a theoretical (philosophical) level with a view to
arguing the possibility, intelligibility, and justifiability of understanding. In
pursuing the subject, we have analyzed the issue through Gadamer’s
doctrine of the fusion of horizons, for it provides, we argued, a compelling
hermeneutical framework that renders the possibility of understanding
others a valid project. As a visual metaphor, the doctrine of the fusion of
horizons illustrates the expansion and transformation that occurs on both
sides when two horizons fuse as an event or happening of truth. This
procedure presupposes a dialectical play between one’s own (the
interpreter’s) horizon (understanding) and the horizon of the
interpretandum, thereby reaching a new understanding of the subject matter
(Sache) in a fusion of horizons.
In our analysis of the fusion of horizons, we have seen that the
term horizon plays a significant role in the process of understanding, since a
horizon was described as the range of vision that includes everything that
can be seen from a particular vantage point. In this sense, to have a horizon
means that one’s vision is always limited to what can be seen in a given
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time from a specific angle. However, the limits or boundaries of a horizon
are not fixed; they move and alter as we move. Therefore, a boundary
makes it possible also to see what lies behind and beyond the immediate
horizon, for what makes a limit to be a limit always includes knowledge of
what is on both sides of the boundary. However, because every person,
cultural form, or tradition has its own distinctive horizon, the Other always
remains as an Other, refusing to be assimilated into the subjectivity of other
subjects--an insight that considers the Other as a genuine interlocutor in a
genuine conversation.
On the other hand, because every horizon is open, there is always a
possibility that different horizons, supposedly existing independently of one
another, can interact and eventually fuse, an event called the fusion of
horizons. These insights make us aware of the fact that we, as the
interpreters of the subject-matter, are finite beings and are constantly
exposed to the effects of history in which we live, through which our
horizons are constantly shaped and reshaped. This interpretation concludes
that our grasp of the interpretandum is always interpretation and, therefore
approximation.
The third chapter explored the unique contribution of Al-Biruni to
comparative theology and cultural hermeneutics. The analysis has followed
the study of Al-Biruni’s method of studying other religious traditions within
its historic context and analyzed the questions he was attempting to answer,
reexamining its relevance to our contemporary situation. The investigation
into Al-Biruni’s method, which is phenomenological, dialogical, and
comparative, has confirmed our conviction that there tends to be an inherent
intuition in every culture, which sees itself as the center of the universe.
According to this intuition, there is only one true culture, religion, and
Truth. This intuition, which is commonplace among various cultures,
appears to be incompatible with the radical diversity of religious and
cultural worlds. The purpose, then, should be to alter this intuition, which
can be achieved by knowing accurately the religious and cultural forms of
other peoples through, among others, personal encounters, textual studies,
and observation. Therefore, a student who seeks to venture into the climate
of different worlds must be conscious of the radical diversity not only
between him/herself and the culture he/she is studying, but even within the
same culture, and must welcome the Other in their otherness so that he/she
may be welcomed by the Other.
This is not an easy task to accomplish since it requires openness to
what is unknown. By being open to the unknown, and therefore to new
possibilities, one is forced implicitly to revise--at times even to change
totally--one’s deepest convictions. It is this openness that enabled Al-Biruni
to contribute greatly to overcoming the Muslim misconceptions of
Hinduism not only in his time, but in subsequent generations as well. As a
result, although Al-Biruni did not explicitly state that he considered the
Hindus as ahl al-Kitab, the People of the Book, our investigation enables us
to conclude that Al-Biruni’s encounter with Hindu Culture led him to
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include at least some segments of the Hindu society into his moral and
religious world.
In the final chapter we have explored the possibilities of moving
beyond the typical interpretations of exclusivism, inclusivism, and
pluralism to a new model for discourse in interreligious understanding. The
thesis of this chapter has been that such an attempt to move beyond
exclusivism, inclusivism, and pluralism is untenable and is a contradiction
in terms, since not only does each religious tradition make particularistic
claims to universality but every individual as well. In this sense, such a
project would be an overly ambitious attempt to deconstruct the current
stance, which categorizes the diverse conceptual schemes as if they were
impenetrable and clearly circumscribed totalities in themselves.
Rather, we have argued, there is a great flexibility and penetrability
among various theoretical frameworks with respect to certain issues without
denying the fact that there are also certain “core beliefs” that make a
religious tradition or culture distinct and unique. This understanding
protects us from the pitfalls of the two extremes of objectivismexclusivism, which argue that a particular truth claim is the embodiment of
the entire truth, so that other truth claims are at best already presented in our
truth or are simply wrong. An equally detrimental scenario appears within a
certain kind of pluralistic approach, according to which every truth claim is
true and valid for each person or each religious tradition because there are
no objective criteria to determine the validity or falsity of any claim at all,
leading to a radical relativism.
To avoid these pitfalls, a more fruitful strategy would be, we have
argued, to be open to the possibility that certain truth claims might
articulate a particular issue better that the competing truth claim. In other
words, a truth claim (interpretation) can be valid with respect to a particular
issue, and another truth-claim can be valid with respect to another issue.
Each truth-claim (interpretation) is subject to new interpretations, since
every interpretation is an approximation. In this view, the validly or falsity
of each claim is measured not by the interpreter’s belonging to a certain a
priori defined theoretical framework, but by the effectiveness of each
interpretation in making the subject matter more intelligible. In other words,
an individual or any particular religious tradition and culture, is not
irreducibly exclusivist, inclusivist, or pluralist in nature. Rather, as a
participant in a certain tradition, an individual may assume one or more of
various attitudes in a circle of attitudes with respect to certain issues in a
given time. To illustrate our argument we have referred to some views of
Mahmoud Ayoub who, on the one hand, is committed to one doctrinal issue
with respect to certain issues, open to new interpretations of other issues.
These while being two attitudes make it possible for one religious tradition
or culture to learn from other cultural perspectives and thereby to evolve, on
the one hand, and to protect the “core belief,” and therefore identity of a
religion or culture, on the other. It is this genuine commitment, genuine
openness, and what may be called “soft exclusivist” or “non-absolutist”
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stance that can keep conversation going, leading to a fusion of horizons
with respect to the subject matter (Sache) at hand in the medium of
language.

WORKS CITED
Abbott, Walter M.,ed. The Documents of Vatican II. Guild Press, 1966.
Alcoff, Linda. “The problem of Speaking for Others.” Cultural Critique 20
(Winter 1991-1992): 6-32.
Allana, G. “Abu Raihan Muhammad Ibn Ahmad Al-Biruni.” in Al-Biruni
Commemorative Volume. Pakistan: Hamdard Academy, 1979:149157.
Ayoub, Mahmoud. “Towards and Islamic Christology: An Image of Jesus
in Early Shii Muslim Literature.” The Muslim World LXVI, No.3
(July 1976): 163-188.
------. “Towards an Islamic Christology, II: The Death of Jesus, Reality or
Delusion: A Study of the death of Jesus in Tafsir Literature.” The
Muslim World LXX, No. 2 (April 1980): 91-121.
Barnes, Michael. Christian Identity & Religious Pluralism: Religions in
Conversation. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1989.
Barry, Barnes and Bloor, David. “Relativism, Rationalism, and the
Sociology of Knowledge.” In Rationality and Relativism Edited by
M. Hollis and S. Lukes. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1982: 2147.
Barth, Karl. Church Dogmatics. Vol. I/2. Translated by G.T. Thomson and
Harold Knight. Edinburgh: T.&T. Clark, 1956.
-------.
Church Dogmatics. Vol. I/1. Translated by G.T. Thomson and Harold
Knight. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1956.
Bernstein, Richard. Beyond Objectivism and Relativism: Science,
Hermeneutics, and Praxis. Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1983.
Bernasconi, Robert. “’You Don’t Know What I’m Talking About’: Alterity
and the Hermeneutic Ideal.” In The Specter of Relativism: Truth
Dialogue, and Phronesis in Philosophical Hermeneutics. Edited by
Lawrence K. Schmidt. Evanston, IL.: Northwestern University
Press, 1995:178-194.
Biruni-Al, Abu Raihan Muhammad. Tahqiq ma li-l Hind min maqula
maqbula fil-‘aql aw mardhula. Edited by E. Sachau. Hayderabat,
1958.
------.Al-Beruni’s India: An Account of the Religion, Philosophy, Literature,
Geography, Chronology, Astronomy, Customs, Laws and Astrology
of India. Translated by E. Sachau. London, 1910.
Bleicher, Joseph. Contemporary Hermeneutics. London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1980.
Bultmann, Rudolf, “Is Exegesis Without Presuppositions Possible?.” In The
Hermeneutics Reader. Edited by Kurt Mueller-Vollmer. New
York: Continuum, 1992: 242-248.

106

Work Cited

Caputo, D. John. Radical Hermeneutics: Repetition, Deconstruction, and
the Hermeneutic Project. Indianapolis: Indiana University Press,
1987.
------.More Radical Hermeneutics: On Knowing Who We Are. Indianapolis:
Indiana University Press, 2000.
Cobb, B. John. Transforming Christianity and the World: A Way Beyond
Absolutism and Relativism. Edited by Paul F. Knitter. Markynoll,
New York: Orbis Books, 1999.
Comte, A. System of Positive Philosophy. Vol. 4. New York: Burt Franklin,
1967; London, 1877.
Connolly and T. Keutner (eds). Hermeneutics Versus Science. Indiana:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1988.
Coward, Harold. “Religious Pluralism and the Future of Religions.” In
Religious Pluralism and Truth: Essays on Cross-Cultural
Philosophy of Religion. Edited by Thomas Dean. Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1995:45-63.
Craig, L. William. “‘No Other Name’: A Middle Knowledge Perspective on
the Exclusivity of Salvation Through Christ.” In The Philosophical
Challenge of Religious Diversity. Edited by Philip L. Quinn and
Kevin Meeker. New York: Oxford University Press, 2000: 38-53.
D’Costa, Gavin. Theology and Religious Pluralism: The Challenge of
Other Religions. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986.
------.“Karl Rahner’s Anonymous Christian- A Reappraisal.” Modern
Theology ½ (1985): 131-148.
------.Theology and Religious Pluralism: The Challenge of Other Religions.
Basil Blackwell, 1986.
Descartes, R. “First Meditation.” In Descartes: Selected Philosophical
Writings. Translated by John Cottingham et al. New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1988:76-79.
------.“Second Meditation.” in Descartes: Selected Philosophical Writings.
Translated by John Cottingham et al. New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1988:79-86.
Dicker, Georges. Descartes: An Analytical and Historical Introduction.
New York: Oxford University Press, 1993.
DiNoia, J. The Diversity of Religions: A Christian Perspective.
Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1992.
Duffy, J. Stephen. Encountering the Stranger: Christianity in Dialogue
With the World Religions. Loyola: Loyola University, 1994.
Dupuis, Jacques. Toward a Christian Theology of Religious Pluralism.
Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 1997.
Durkheim, E. The Rules of Sociological Method. Translated by Sarah A.
Solovay and John H. Muller. Edited by George E. G. Catlin. New
York, The Free Press, 1938.
Eddy, Paul. “Religious Pluralism: Another Look at John Hick’s NeoKantian Proposal.” In The Philosophical Challenge of Religious

Understanding Other Religions

107

Diversity. Edited by Philip L. Quinn and Kevin Meekers. New
York: Oxford University Press, 2000:126-138.
Embree, Ainslee T. Introduction to Alberuni’s India. Edited by Ainslee T.
Embree. Trans by Edward Sachau. New York: The Norton Library,
W.W. Norton &Company Inc., 1971:V-XIX
------.“Foreign Interpreters of India: The Case of Al-Biruni.” In The Scholar
and the Saint. Edited by Peter J. Chelkowski. New York: New
York University Press, 1975:1-16.
Evans-Pritchard, E.E. Witchcraft, Oracles, and Magic Among Azende. With
a foreword by C. G. Seligman. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1937.
------. “Fieldwork and the Empirical Tradition.” In Social Anthropology and
Other Essays. London: Faber and Faber, 1962:64-86.
Feldman, M. Stephen. “Made For Each Other.” Philosophy and Social
Criticism 26 no. 1 (2000): 51-71.
Flood, Gavin. Beyond Phenomenology: Rethinking the Study of Religion.
London and New York: Cassell, 1999.
Gadamer, Hans-Georg. Wahrheit und Methode: Grundzüge einer
philosophischen Hermeneutik. 5th ed. Tübingen: J.B. Mohr, 1986.
------. Truth and Method. 2nd rev. ed. Translation revised by Joel
Weinsheimer and Donald G. Marshall. New York: Continuum,
1995.
------. “The Problem of Historical Consciousness.” In Interpretive Social
Science. Edited by Paul Rabinow and William A. Sullivan.
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979:103-160.
------. “On the Circle of Understanding.” In Hermeneutics Versus Science.
Edited by John M. Connolly and Thomas Keutner (Notre Dame,
Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988:68-78.
------.Philosophical Hermeneutics. Translated and Edited by David E.
Linge. Berkley: University of California Press, 1976.
------. “Reply to Jacques Derrida.” In Dialogue And Deconstruction: The
Gadamer Derrida Encounter. Edited by Diane P. Michelfelder and
Richard E. Palmer. Albany, NY: State University of New York
Press, 1989:55-57.
------. “Reflections On My Philosophical Journey.” In The Philosophy of
Hans-Georg Gadamer. Edited by Lewis E. Hahn. Chicago: Open
Court, 1997:3-63.
------.“Text and Interpretation.” In Hermeneutics and Modern Philosophy.
Edited by Brice. R. Wachterhauser. Albany: State University of
New York Press, 1986:377-396.
------.“Hermeneutics and Social Science.” Cultural Hermeneutics 2
(1975):307-316
------.“The Historicity of Understanding.” In The Hermeneutics Reader.
Edited by K. Mueller-Vollmer, New York: Continuum, 1994:257274.

108

Work Cited

------.“Truth in the Human Sciences.” In Hermeneutics and Truth. Edited
by B. Wachterhauser. Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1994:25-32.
Garrett, Jan E. “Hans-Georg Gadamer On ‘Fusion of Horizons.’” Man and
World 11(1978): 392-400.
Gellner, Ernest. “Tractatus Sociologico-Philosophicus” in Objectivity and
Cultural Divergence. Edited by S.C. Brown. London: Cambridge
University Press, 1984:249-250.
Gelven, Michael. A Commentary On Heidegger’s Being and Time, 2nd rev.
ed. Dekalb, IL: Northern Illinois University Press, 1989.
Giurlanda, Paul. “Habermas’ Critique of Gadamer: Does it Stand up?”
International Philosophical Quarterly. Vol. XVII, No.1 Issue NO.
105. (March 1987): 33-39.
Griffiths, J. Paul. Problems of Religious Diversity. Malden, MA: Blackwell,
2001.
Grondin, “Gadamer’s Basic Understanding of Understanding.” In The
Cambridge Companion to Gadamer. Edited by Robert J. Dostal.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002:36-51.
Habermas, Jürgen. “A Review of Gadamer’s Truth and Method.” In The
Hermeneutic Tradition. Edited by Gayle L. Ormiston and Alan D.
Schrift. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1990:213244.
------. The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity: Twelve Lectures.
Translated by Frederick G. Lawrence. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987.
Haider Aasi, Gulam. Muslim Understanding of Other Religions. Pakistan:
International Institute of Islamic Thought and Islamic Research
Institute, 1999.
Happel, Stephen. Metaphors for God’s Time in Science and Religion. New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002.
Harrington, Austin. Hermeneutic Dialogue and Social Science: A Critique
of Gadamer and Habermas. London: Routledge, 2001.
Harris, F. James. Against Relativism: A Philosophical Defense of Method.
La Salle, Ill.: Open Court, 1992.
Heidegger, Martin. Being and Time. Translated by Joan Stambough.
Albany: State University of New York Press, 1996.
Heim, S. Mark. Salvations: Truth and Difference in Religion. Maryknoll,
New York: Orbis Books, 1995.
Hick, John. God Has Many Names. Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1980.
------. “Jesus and the World Religions.” In The Myth of God Incarnate.
Edited by John Hick. London: SCM Press, 1977:165-185.
------.God Has Many Names. Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1980.
------. God and the Universe of Faith: Essays in the Philosophy of Religion.
Oxford: Oneworld, 1993.
------,ed. The Myth of God Incarnate. Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977.
------. “On Grading Religions.” Religious Studies 17 (1983):451-467.

Understanding Other Religions

109

------. “Religious Pluralism and Salvation.” In The Philosophical Challenge
of Religious Diversity Edited by Philip L. Quinn and Kevin
Meeker. New York: Oxford University Press, 2000:54-66.
------.An Interpretation of Religion: Human Response to the Transcendent.
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989.
------. “Ineffability.” Religious Studies 36 (March 2000): 35-46.
------. Problems of Religious Pluralism. New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1985.
------.“Pluralism and the Reality of the Transcendent.” Christian Century 98
(1981): 46-47.
Hoy, C. David. “Post-Cartesian Interpretation: Hans-Georg Gadamer and
Donald Davidson.” In The Philosophy of Hans-Georg Gadamer.
Edited by E. Hahn. Chicago: Open Court, 1997:111-129.
Hume, David. An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding. Edited by
L.A. Selby-Bigge. Oxford: Clarendon, 1961.
Husserl, Edmund. Cartesian Meditations: An Introduction to
Phenomenology. Translated by Dorion Cairns. The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1960.
------.Ideas: General Introduction to Pure Phenomenology. Translated by
W.R.Boyce Gibson. New York: Collier Books, 1967.
Jeffery, A. “Al-Biruni’s Contribution to Comparative Religion.” In AlBiruni Commemorative Volume. Calcutta: Iran Society, 1951:125160.
Jones, W.T. A History of Western Philosophy: The Twentieth Century to
Wittgenstein and Sartre, 2nd rev. ed., vol. V. Washington, D.C.:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Publishers, 1975.
Kaur, Gunindar. “Al-Biruni: An Early Student of Comparative Religions.”
Islamic Culture 56 (1982): 149-163.
Kennedy, E.S. “Al-Biruni (or Beruni), Abu Rayhan (or Abu’l Rayhan)
Muhammad Ibn Ahmad.” In Dictionary of Scientific Biography.
Vol.2. New York: Charles Scribners’s Sons, 1989:147-158.
King, R. James. “Jesus and Joseph in Rumi’s Mathnawi.” The Muslim
World LXXX, No. 2 (April 1990): 81-95.
Knitter, F. Paul. One Earth Many Religions: Multifaith Dialogue & Global
Responsibility. New York: Orbis Books, 1995.
------.No Other Name?: A Critical Survey of Christian Attitudes Towards
the World Religions. New York: Orbis Books, 1986.
------. Introducing Theologies of Religions. Markynoll, New York: Orbis
Books, 2002.
Kracknell, Kenneth. Towards a New Relationship, Christians and Peoples
of Other Faiths. London: Epworth, 1986.
Krenkow, F. “Biruni and MS. Sultan Fatih NO.3386.” In Al-Biruni
Commemorative Volume. Calcutta: Iran Society, 1951:195-208.
Kuhn, Helmut. “The Phenomenological Concept of ‘Horizon.’” In
Philosophical Essays: In Memory of Edmund Husserl. Edited by

110

Work Cited

Marvin Farber. New York: Greenwood Press, Publishers,
1968:106-123.
Lawrence, Bruce B. “Al-Biruni’s Approach to the Comparative Study of
Indian Culture.” In Biruni Symposium. Edited by Ehsan Yarshter.
New York: Iran Center, Columbia University, 1976:27-48.
Leeuw, Gerardus Van Der. Religion in Essence and Manifestation. New
York: Harper Tourchbooks, 1973.
Lenkowsk, William J. “What is Husserl’s Epoche?: The Problem of the
Beginning of Philosophy in A Husserlian Context.” Man and
World 11, no. ¾ (1978): 299-323.
Lonergan, B. Method in Theology 2nd ed. London: Dartman, Longman, and
Todd, 1973.
Lott, Eric. J. Vision, Tradition, Interpretation. Berlin, New York,
Amsterdam: Mouton de Gruyter, 1988.
MacIntyre, A. “Is Understanding Religion Compatible with Believing?” In
Rationality. Edited by Bryan R. Wilson. Evanston and New York:
Harper & Row, Publishers, 1970:62-77.
------. Whose Justice? Which Rationality? Notre Dame, Indiana: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1988.
------. After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory. Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1984.
Madison, G.B. The Hermeneutics of Postmodernity: Figures and Themes.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1989.
Massignon, Luis. “Al-Biruni et la valeur internationale de la science
Arabe.” In Al-Biruni Commemoration Volume. Calcuta,1951:217219.
McGrath, E. Alister. Christian Theology: An Introduction. Oxford:
Blackwell, 1994.
Mehta, J.L. India and the West: The Problem of Understanding. Chicago:
Scholars Press, 1985.
Morgenstierne, G. “Al-Biruni, The Founder of Comparative Studies in
Human Culture.” In The Commemoration Volume of Biruni
International Congress. Tehran: High Council for Culture and Art,
1973:1-8.
Nasr, S. Hussain. An Introduction to Islamic Cosmological Doctrines.
Albany: State University of New York Press, 1993.
------. “Islam and the Encounter of Religions.” The Islamic Quarterly 10,
no. 3&4 (1966):47-68.
Newbigin, Lesslie. “Religious Pluralism: A Missiological Approach.”
Studia Missionalia. Rome: Editrice Pontifica Universita
Gregoriana, 1993: 227-224.
Netland, A. Harold. Dissonant Voices: Religious Pluralism and the
Question of Truth. Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 1991.
Paden, E. William. Interpreting the Sacred. Boston: Beacon Press, 1992.

Understanding Other Religions

111

Panikkar, Raymond. The Unknown Christ of Hinduism. London: Darton,
Longman & Todd, 1964.
Parrinder, Geoffrey. Jesus in the Qur’an. New York: Barnes and Nobles,
1965.
Penner, Hans. Impasse and Resolution: A Critique of the Study of Religion.
New York: Peter Lang, 1988.
Pines, Shlomo and Tuvia Gelbum. “Al-Biruni’s Arabic Version of
Patanjali’s “Yogasutra,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and
African Studies, Vol. 29, No.2 (1966):302-325.
------.“Al-Biruni’s Arabic Version of of Patanjali’s “Yogasutra”: A
Translation of the Second Chapter and a Comparison with Related
Texts,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies,Vol.
40, No. 3 (1977): 522-549.
------. “Al-Biruni’s Arabic Version of of Patanjali’s “Yogasutra”: A
Translation of the Third Chapter and a Comparison with Related
Texts,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies,Vol.
46, No. 2 (1983):258-304.
------. “Al-Biruni’s Arabic Version of of Patanjali’s “Yogasutra”: A
Translation of the Fourth Chapter and a Comparison with Related
Texts,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies,Vol.
52, No.2 (1989):265-305.
Plantinga, Alvin. “Pluralism: A Defense of Religious Exclusivism.” In The
Philosophical Challenge of Religious Diversity. Edited by Philip L.
Quinn and Kevin Meeker. New York: Oxford University Press,
2000:172-192.
Press, Samuel. Explaining Religion Criticism and Theory From Bodin to
Freud. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987.
Quinn, L. Philip. “Religious Pluralism and Religious Relativism.” In
Relativism and Religion. Edited by Charles M. Lewis. New York:
St. Martin’s Press, 1995:35-51.
Race, Alan. Christian and Religious Pluralism: Patterns in Christian
Theology of Religions. New York: Orbis Books, 1982.
Rahner, Karl. “Christianity and the Non-Christian Religions.” In
Theological Investigations. Vol.VI. London: Darton, Longman
&Todd, 1961-1984:115-134.
------. “Anonymous Christians.” In Theological Investigations. Vol.V.
London: Darton, Longman &Todd, 1961-1984:390-398.
Ricoeur, P. Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning.
Fort Worth: Texas Christian University Press, 1976.
------. Hermeneutics and Human Sciences. Translated and edited by John B.
Thompson. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981.
Ritter, Hellmut. “Al-Biruni’s Übersetzung des Yoga-Sutra des Patanjali,”
Oriens, 9 (1956): 165-200.
Rorty, Amélie. “Relativism, Persons, and Practices.” In Relativism:
Interpretation and Confrontation. Edited by M. Krausz. Notre
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989:418-440.

112

Work Cited

Rosenthal, Franz. “Al-Biruni Between Greece and India.” In Biruni
Symposium. Edited by Ehsan Yarshter. New York: Iran Center,
Columbia University, 1976:1-12.
------.“On Some Epistemological and Methodological Presuppositions of
Al-Biruni.” In The Commemoration Volume of Biruni International
Congress. Tehran: High Council for Culture and Art, 1973:535549.
Runzo, Joseph. “God, Commitment, and Other Faiths: Pluralism vs.
Relativism.” Faith and Philosophy 5, No.4 (October 1998): 343364.
Sachau, E. Introduction to Al-Beruni’s India: An Account of the Religion,
Philosophy, Literature, Geography, Chronology, Astronomy,
Customs, Laws and Astrology of India. London, 1910.
Salmon, Wesley. The Foundations of Scientific Inference. Pittsburgh:
University of Pittsburgh Press, 1967.
Sayılı, Aydın. “Doğumunun 1000’inci Yılında Beyruni.” In Beyruni’ye
Armağan. Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Basımevi, 1974:1-40.
Scheibler, Ingrid. Gadamer: Between Heidegger and Habermas. Lanham:
Rowman, Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2000.
Schimmel, Annemaria. Islam: An Introduction. Albany: State University of
New York Press, 1992.
Schuon, Frithjof. The Transcendent Unity of Religions. Translated by Peter
Townsend with and introduction by Huston Smith. New York:
Harper & Row, Publishers, 1975.
Shamsi, F.A. “Abu Al-Raihan Muhammad Ibn Ahmad Al-Bayruni
362/973-CA.443/1051.” In Al-Biruni Commemorative Volume.
Pakistan: Hamdard Academy, 1979:260-288.
Sharpe, J. Eric. Comparative Religion. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1975.
------. Understanding Religion. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1983.
Siddiqui, Ataullah. Christian-Muslim Dialogue in the Twentieth Century.
New York: 1997.
Smart, Ninian. Science of Religion and Sociology of Knowledge. Princeton
University Press, 1973.
------. Reason and Faiths. London: SPCK, 1958.
Smith, W. Cantwel. The Faith of Other Men. New York: Harper
Torchbooks, 1963.
------.“Idolatry in Comparative Perspective.” In The Myth of Christian
Uniqueness: Towards a Pluralistic Theology of Religions. Edited
by John Hick and P.F. Knitter. Markynoll, New York: Orbis
Books, 1987:53-68.
------. Towards a World Theology. Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1981.
Smith, P. Christopher. “The I-Thou Encounter (Begegnung) in Gadamer’s
Reception of Heidegger.” In The Philosophy of Hans-Georg
Gadamer. Edited by Lewis E. Hahn. Chicago: Open Court,
1997:509-526.

Understanding Other Religions

113

Sokolowski, Robert. “Gadamer’s Theory of Hermeneutics.” In The
Philosophy of Hans-Georg Gadamer. Edited by Lewis E. Hahn.
Chicago: Open Court, 1997:223-235.
Spiegelberg, H. The Phenomenological Movement: An Historical
Introduction. The Hague, Boston, Lancaster: Martinus Nijhoff,
1984.
Ströker, Elizabeth. “Phenomenology as First Philosophy: Reflections on
Husserl.” In Edmund Husserl and the Phenomenological Tradition.
Edited by Robert Sokolowski. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 1988:249-263.
Taylor, Charles. “Interpretation and the Sciences of Man.” In Interpretive
Social Science: A Reader. Edited by Paul Rabinow and William M.
Sullivan. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979:25-71.
------. “Gadamer On the Human Sciences.” In The Cambridge Companion
to Gadamer, ed. Robert J. Dostal. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2002:126-142.
Tracy, David. Plurality and Ambiguity: Hermeneutics, Religion, Hope. San
Francisco: Harper & Row, 1987.
Troelstch, E. Absoluteness of Christianity and the History of Religions.
Trans by David Reid. Richmond: John Knox, 1971.
------. “The Place of Christianity Among the World Religions.” In
Christianity and Other Religions. Edited by John Hick and Brian
Hebblethwaite. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1981:11-31.
Turner, S. Bryan. Weber and Islam. London: Routledge &Kegan Paul,
1974.
Tümer, Günay. Biruni’ye Göre Dinler ve İslam Dini. Ankara: Ayyıldız
Matbaası, 1975.
Ulin, C. Robert. Understanding Cultures: Perspectives in Anthropology
and Social Theory. Austin, TX.: University of Texas Press.
Urban, Linwood. A Short History of Christian Thought. New York: Oxford
University Press, 1986.
Veithch, A. J. “Revelation and Religion in the Theology of Karl Barth.”
Scottish Journal of Theology 27 (1974): 1-22.
Vitkin, Marina. “The ‘Fusion of Horizons’ on Knowledge and Alterity.”
Philosophy and Social Criticism 21, no.1 (1995): 57-76.
Vokey, Daniel. Moral Discourse in a Pluralistic World. Notre Dame,
University of Notre dame Press, 2001.
Weber, Max. “’Objectivity in Social Science and Sociology.” In Max
Weber on the Methodology of the Social Sciences. Translated and
edited by Edward A. Shils and Henry A. Finch with a foreword by
E. A. Shils. Illinois: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1949:49-112.
------. The Sociology of Religion. Translated by Ephraim Fischoff with an
introduction by T. Parsons. Boston: Beacon Press, 1964.
Weinsheimer, C. Joel. Gadamer’s Hermeneutics: A Reading of Truth and
Method. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985.

114

Work Cited

Winch, Peter. The Idea of a Social Science and Its Relation to Philosophy.
London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1958.
------. “The Idea of a Social Science.” In Rationality. Edited by Bryan R.
Wilson. Evanston and New York: Harper & Row, Publishers,
1970:1-17.
------.“Understanding a Primitive Society.” In Rationality. Edited by Bryan
R. Wilson. Evanston and New York: Harper & Row, Publishers,
1970:78-111.
Yasin, Mohammed .“Al-Biruni in India.” Islamic Culture 49 (1975): 207213.
Yinger, J. M. The Scientific Study of Religion. London: The Macmillan
Company, 1970.

INDEX
A
a priori, 2, 28, 77, 90, 101, 103
Abbasid caliphate, 57
Abbott, 17, 95, 105
Abraham, 26
Absolute in itself (an sich), 9
absolute truth, 2, 9-10, 27, 52
abstract truth, 3, 72
Abu Sahl, 68
Ad Gentes, 19
Afghanistan, 57
Africa, 68, 87, 111
agnosticism, 65
ahistorical standards, 85
Ahl al-dhimmi, 3
al-Biruni, 72
Alcoff, 30, 105
Aleranshahri, 61
al-haqq, 61, 75
Ali, 74
alien, 6, 26, 39, 42-44, 48, 51, 55,
61, 65, 70, 85-87, 90, 92, 101
Allah, 24, 71
Allana, 57, 105
all-wise, 71
alterity, 44
analogy, 37
An-Nadim, 55
An-Nawbakhti, 55
annihilation, 91
Anonymous Christian, 16-17, 19,
106, 111
anthropomorphic, 72
anzueignen, 48
application, 34
appreciation of difference, 5
approximation, 85, 90, 102-103
Arabic, 2, 54, 57-60, 68-69, 111
Archimedean point, 36
assimilation, 49, 51
associationism, 72
astrologer, 58

atheists, 17
Augustine, 8
authority, 43-45, 47, 56
axiom, 7, 20
Ayoub, 94-98, 103, 105
Azende, 87, 107
B
Babylonian, 2, 57
Barnes, 6, 27-28, 85, 95, 105, 111
Barry, 85, 105
Barth,, 2, 10-12, 105
Bauer, 29
Being, 21, 38, 40, 45, 74, 108
being within, 33
Bernasconi, 44, 105
Bernstein, 36, 78, 80, 85-87, 105
Betti, 36
Beyruni, 2, 112
bias, 41, 49, 86
Bible, 13, 61
Bleicher, 35-36, 45, 105
Bloor, 85, 105
Bodin, 54, 111
Brahman, 5, 24
Buddhism, 5, 11, 26-28, 59, 61
Bukhara, 57
Bultman, 45
C
Cairns, 37, 64, 109
Caputo, 43-44, 46-48, 50, 106
Cartesian, 36-38, 45, 64, 78, 87,
109
caste, 70
categorical imperative, 49
Catholicism, 14
Catlin, 81, 106
Central Asia, 2, 57

116

Index

Chelkowski, 62, 107
China, 56
Christ, 7, 12-20, 96-97, 106, 111
Christian Church, 19, 22, 27
Christian tradition, 5-6, 22, 29
Christianity, 1, 5-12, 14-21, 26-29,
55, 59, 61, 64, 74, 91, 94-95,
106, 109, 111, 113
Christology, 95-96
Church, 7, 10-12, 14, 17-19, 27,
95, 105
circle, 1, 15, 39, 89, 100, 103
Cobb, 91, 106
cogito, 80, 84
comparative method, 2, 8, 10-17,
27, 53, 60, 74
Comte, 81, 84, 106
conceptual schemes, 2, 77, 103
Connolly, 40, 106-107
conservative evangelical model, 8
Copernican revolution, 20, 27
Cottingham, 78-79, 106
Council of Nicea, 96
Coward, 5, 106
creation, 12, 70, 98
criteria of truth, 87-88
critique of ideology, 47
Cross, 5, 94, 106
cross-cultural study of religion, 4
D
damnation, 13-14
Dasein, 38, 42, 89
Dean, 4-5, 106
death of Christ, 96
deconstruction, 36, 46
definition, 6, 10, 25, 71
denominations, 6, 14, 15
Derrida, 36, 44, 48, 90, 107
Descartes, 78-82, 87, 106
Dharma, 28
dialectics, 3, 10-12, 32, 42, 101
dialogical experience, 2, 49
Dicker, 79, 106
differentiated commonness, 27, 42
Dimirdash, 56, 58
DiNoia, 15, 28, 106

discourse, 4, 6, 35, 59, 68, 77, 88,
103
diversity of religions, 5, 15, 30,
101
divine, 1, 9, 11, 18, 22-24, 29-30,
74, 94, 95, 96
divinity of Jesus, 95-96
Dostal, 33, 51, 108, 113
Duffy, 5, 8, 15, 28, 106
Dupuis, 18, 26, 106
Durkheim, 81-82, 106
E
ecumenism, 95
Eddy, 23, 106
educated class, 3, 71-73
ego, 2, 50, 64
ego-centeredness, 50
Embree, 57, 58, 62, 107
Enlightenment, 10, 38, 41, 45, 53,
54, 65, 80, 84, 87
epistemology, 23, 36, 85
epoche-abstention, 63
essence, 37, 91, 93, 99
Evans-Pritchard, 59, 87, 107
everydayness, 38
evil, 16, 22
exclusivism, 1, 4-8, 11-14, 18, 20,
26-28, 31, 55, 77, 83, 88-103
exegesis, 45
expansion of horizon, 3, 34
explanatory framework, 22
F
Fakhry, 63
falsity, 90, 103
familiarity, 42
family resemblances, 33
fana, 91
Farber, 32-33, 110
Feldman, 36, 46, 107
Finch, 81, 113
finite horizon, 40
finite humanity, 9
First Cause, 74
Fischoff, 81, 113

Understanding Other Religions
Flood, 63, 65, 107
fore-meanings, 46
fore-structure, 45
formalist account of science, 86
Foucaultian genealogy, 43
foundationalism, 78
free-will, 71
Freud, 54, 111
G
Gadamer, 1, 3-4, 30-54, 81, 85, 8892, 99, 101, 107-109, 112-113
Garrett, 40, 108
Geistesswissenchaften, 54, 61
Gelbum, 68, 111
Gellner, 82, 108
Gelven, 40, 108
genuine other, 3-4
Ghaznah, 57-58
Gita, 71
Giurlanda, 47, 108
given, 10, 13, 18, 22-23, 33, 37,
61-65, 78, 100-103
givens, 82, 83
global religion, 22
global theology, 22
God of Christians, 1, 14, 27
God of Islam, 3
good, 22, 55, 59, 61, 78, 85, 92, 94
Gospel, 13, 18-19, 29, 95
grace, 8, 11-13, 15-19
Graig, 13
Greek, 2, 31, 57-59, 63, 71, 74
Greek religion, 59
Griffiths, 20, 26-27, 108
Grondin, 35, 51, 108
H
Habermas, 43-44, 46-47, 81, 108,
112
Hahn, 35, 45, 48, 50, 107, 109,
112-113
Happel, 4, 32, 108
Harrington, 81-83, 108
Harris, 83-84, 108
Hebblethwaite, 9, 29, 113

117

Hebrew, 54, 57
Heidegger, 35, 38, 40, 45-46, 48,
108, 112
Heilsoptimismus, 16
Heim, 30, 108
Heinen, 58
Hellenistic belief, 74
heresiographers, 55
heretics, 68
hermeneutic, 4, 34-39, 43-46, 52,
94, 102
Hick, 1-2, 9, 13-14, 16, 20-30, 91,
106, 108, 112-113
higher culture, 58, 75
Hindu, 2-3, 17, 58-62, 66, 68-69,
71-74, 99, 102
historical beings, 9, 37-38
historical consciousness, 42, 47
historical horizon, 42
historical Jesus, 29
historically effected consciousness,
38
historicity of existence, 41
history of religion, 56
Hollis, 85, 105
Holy Spirit, 18
home religion, 1, 26-28, 91, 101
horizon, 1, 4, 28, 32-34, 37-43, 49,
51, 54, 101-102
Hoy, 45, 109
humanity, 80, 82, 85, 96
Hume, 83-84, 109
Hunas, 67
Husserl, 32-33, 37, 63-64, 109,
110, 113
I
Ibn Babuya, 55
Ibn Khazm, 55
ideal speech situation, 47
ideology, 46
idle talk, 28
idolatry, 72-74
incarnation, 29
inclusivism, 1-7, 14, 20, 27-28, 31,
77-78, 88, 90, 99-103
incommensurability, 29, 87

118

Index

incomprehensibility, 92
inconsistency, 92
India, 3, 35, 55-62, 65-69, 71-74,
99, 105, 107, 110, 112, 114
Indica, 69
ineffable, 22-23
infinitude, 46
infinity, 93
inhaltlich erfüllter, 39
integration, 44
intentionality, 88
interconnection of historical effects
(den wirkungsgeschichtlichen
Zusammenhang), 47
interpretation, 1, 3, 10-11, 17, 21,
29, 31, 34-37, 43-45, 54, 65-66,
73, 81-82, 85-87, 90, 93, 96-103
interreligious encounter, 30, 101
intersubjectivities, 37
Islam, 1-7, 11, 15, 26, 29, 55-57,
59-61, 68-74, 80-81, 94-98,
105, 108-114
Islamic Christology, 95-98, 105
I-Thou, 48, 49, 50, 52, 112
J
Jabriyya, 72
Jahiz of Basra, 55
Jain, 5
Jeffery, 53, 55, 59, 109
Jesus, 1, 7, 12-14, 17-21, 29, 65,
94-98, 105, 108-109, 111
John of Damascus, 74
Jones, 63, 109
Judaism, 1, 5-7, 26, 55, 59-61, 74,
79
Judas, 97
justice, 47, 85, 97
justifiable prejudices, 41
K
Kant, 23-24, 30, 49, 53
Kaur, 57-58, 60, 109
Kennedy, 57, 71, 109
Keutner, 40, 106, 107
Khawarism, 2

Khiva, 2, 57
Kierkegaard, 50
Kitab al-Milal wa al-Nihal, 56
Knitter, 6, 8-9, 14, 16-17, 26, 28,
29, 91, 106, 109, 112
Kracknell, 7, 109
Krausz, 92, 111
Krenkow, 57-58, 109
Krishna, 24
Kuhn, 32, 33, 85, 109
L
language games, 54, 86, 88
Law of the Three Stages, 84
Lawrence, 44, 47, 60, 70, 72, 105,
108, 110
Lebanon, 94
Leibniz, 77
Lenkowsk, 63, 110
liberal theologian, 8
Library, 2
light of God, 98
limited horizon, 39, 40, 54
Linge, 41, 107
literal interpretation, 98
Lonergan, 32, 110
Lott, 65-66, 110
love, 8, 17, 22
loving God, 13, 91
Lukes, 85, 105
Lumen Gentium, 17
M
MacIntyre, 87, 92-93, 110
Madison, 36, 46, 110
magic, 69, 87
Mahmud of Ghaznah, 58-59
Malinowski, 59
Mamunid, 58
Manichean, 2
marginalization of other religions,
8
Marshall, 3, 107
Marxism, 25
Mary, 95
Massignon, 69, 110

Understanding Other Religions
McGrath, 5, 96, 110
Meccan admixture, 5
Meeker, 7, 13, 21, 106, 109, 111
Mehta, 35, 110
Mesopotamia, 53
Messiah, 29
meta-language, 90
metaphor, 31-33, 52, 64, 89, 99
metaphysical, 84
methodology, 37, 47, 56, 59-62,
65, 67, 70, 79-83, 86, 89, 102
Michelfelder, 90, 107
Mill, 81
misrepresentation, 7, 26, 66
mission, 18-19, 27, 95
misunderstanding, 41, 46, 51, 93
Mohr, 3, 107
monad, 37, 77
monotheism, 29
Morgenstierne, 70, 110
Moslems, 95
mosque, 22
Mueller-Vollmer, 45, 105, 107
Muhammad, 1, 2, 20, 56-57, 95,
105, 109, 112
Muller, 81, 106
mushrikun, 72
Muslim, 1, 17, 20-21, 27-29, 55,
58-75, 81, 94-97, 99, 102, 105,
108-109, 112
mysterium tremendum, 26
mystery, 18, 26
mystics, 9
mythological language, 29
N
Narada, 73
narrowness, 33, 49
Nasr, 56-58, 62, 63, 110
natural sciences, 56, 81, 85-86
natural standpoint, 64
Netland, 7, 26, 110
Newbigin, 5, 110
Nicene Creed, 96
Nietzsche, 43
nirguna, 24
non-absolutist, 103

119

non-Christian, 11, 13-18, 20
non-reflective attitude, 64
norms, 38, 47, 65, 85
Nostra Aetate, 18, 95
noumenon, 23
Nowshervi, 56
O
object, 11, 23, 33-38, 45, 48, 50,
52-53, 66, 69, 73, 82-83
objective knowledge, 38, 41, 45,
80-82
objectivism-relativism, 4, 47, 7778, 80, 83-89, 103
objectivity, 65, 74, 80-83
openness, 3, 41, 100, 102-103
Ormiston, 43, 108
Other, 1-9, 13-17, 26-55, 59, 67,
73, 77-78, 82, 89, 90, 99, 101102, 105-109, 112-113
otherness, 28, 31-32, 37, 39, 41,
44, 48, 50, 102
P
Paden, 10, 53-54, 110
Pali, 54
Palmer, 90, 107
Panikkar, 17, 111
Pannenberg, 29
paradigm, 4, 6-8, 13-14, 20, 26-27,
52, 78, 85, 99
Parrinder, 95, 111
Parsons, 81, 113
participation, 39, 51
Patanjali, 68-71, 111
path of liberation, 3
Penner, 63, 111
People of the Book, 102
perennial philosophy, 94
Persian languages, 57
Persian religion, 55
phenomena, 64-66, 81-84
phenomenology, 62-66
phenomenon, 1, 10-11, 23, 53, 66,
101

120

Index

philosophical hermeneutics, 34,
43-48
Pietism, 34
Pines, 68, 111
Plantinga, 7, 111
Plato, 78
pluralism, 1, 4, 6-7, 13-15, 20, 2731, 60, 90-103
political, 4, 7, 58, 81
polytheism, 68, 70
positivism, 36-37, 80, 84, 89
prejudgments, 40, 45, 62, 79, 82,
87
prejudice, 39-46, 50, 66, 86-89
pre-opinions, 40, 46
presuppositions
(Voraussetzungslosigkeit), 45
preunderstandings, 40
process, 4, 2, 22, 33-34, 36-39, 4243, 48, 51-53, 65-66, 77, 82-83,
89, 101
Prophet of Islam, 11, 73-74
Protagoras, 78
Protestantism, 8
Ptolemaic theology, 20
Pundits, 69
R
Race, 6, 8, 11, 14, 111
Rahner, 2, 14-19, 106, 111
rationality, 78, 85, 87, 88
Reality, 1, 22-25, 29, 95, 105, 109
Reid, 9, 113
reification, 43
relativism, 7-8, 10, 24, 78, 83-85,
88-90, 99
religious, 1, 4, 7, 16, 20, 23-24, 54,
64-65, 82-84
Revelation, 11-13
Ricoeur, 31, 35, 111
rightness, 78
Ritter, 68, 111
Roman Catholicism, 1, 14
Rorty, 92, 111
Rosenthal, 60, 62, 69, 112
Runzo, 78, 93, 112

S
Sachau, 2-3, 57-58, 74, 105, 107,
112
Sache, 3, 32, 51-52, 62, 65, 82, 92,
99, 101, 104
Sacred, 10, 53-54, 110
Sakas, 66
Salmon, 78, 112
salvation, 1, 7-8, 10, 12-21, 24-27
Samanids, 57
Samarkand, 57
Samkhya, 68, 71
Sanskrit, 54, 57, 68-69
sara, 72
Sastris, 69
Sayılı, 2, 112
Scheibler, 46-47, 112
Schimmel, 56, 112
Schleiermacher, 8
Schmidt, 44, 105
Schrift, 43, 108
Schuon, 94, 112
scientific method, 81, 84, 86
Second Vatican Council, 1, 14, 1718, 27, 95
Selby-Bigge, 84, 109
self-centeredness, 22, 25
self-critique, 41
self-understanding, 1, 8-10, 14, 16,
20, 32
Seligman, 87, 107
sensory datum, 82
Shahrastani, 55
Shamsi, 56, 112
Sharpe, 53, 55, 67, 70, 112
Shils, 81, 113
shirk, 72
Siddiqui, 94, 95, 112
Sikhs, 26
sin, 13, 72, 96
situatedness, 43, 47
skeptics, 63, 79
Smart, 65, 112
Smith, 28-29, 48-49, 54, 55, 67,
73, 94, 112
social sciences, 32, 80-87, 94
social theory, 47

Understanding Other Religions
Sokolowski, 35, 63, 113
Solovay, 81, 106
sophists, 31
soziales Einverständnis, 47
sphere of social praxis, 47
Spiegelberg, 63, 113
stability, 85
Stambough, 38, 108
strangeness, 42
Strauss, 29
Ströker, 63, 113
subjectivity, 9, 31, 37, 44, 51, 65,
102
substance, 22
substitutionist theory, 97
Sullivan, 32-35, 107, 113
sunyata, 24
supernatural existential, 16
Supreme Being of the Hindus, 71
surplus of meaning, 31
synagogue, 22
synthesis, 9, 44
Syriac, 57
T
Tabari, 55
Tahqiq, 3, 57, 59, 61-62, 65-69,
71-74, 99, 105
Taylor, 33, 35, 113
text, 3, 32-39, 41-42, 45, 51, 54, 82
Thompson, 35, 111
Thou, 48-50, 52
thrownness, 38
Townsend, 94, 112
Tracy, 94, 113
transcendent reality, 22
transcendental revelation, 16
transcendental unity of religions,
70, 94
Troeltsch, 8, 9
truth, 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 13, 15-19, 2632, 34-35, 37, 41, 43-44, 47, 49,
51, 54, 60-62, 65, 75, 77-78, 8586, 88, 90, 93-94, 97, 101-103,
105-108, 110, 113
truth-claim, 26, 90, 93, 103
Tümer, 60, 113

121

Turner, 80, 113
U
Ulin, 86, 88, 113
Ultimate, 1, 7, 9, 16-25, 29, 91
Umayyad Kingdom, 74
unbelief, 10-12
understanding, 2-4, 9, 11-12, 18,
22-23, 26-56, 59, 65, 67-68, 7071, 75, 77, 86, 88-92, 94, 99101, 103
uneducated class, 3, 71-72, 75, 99
unfusable, 44
universal grace, 17
universality, 1, 13-18, 35, 77, 86,
103
Uzbekistan, 57
V
validity, 30, 33, 90, 97, 103
Van der Leeuw, 63, 64
Vatican II, 17-19, 27, 95, 105
Veithch, 12, 113
Verstandigung, 50, 80, 89
violence, 44
visual metaphor, 4, 32, 101
Vitkin, 44, 113
Vorurteil, 45
W
Wachterhauser, 41, 107-108
Walzer, 74
Weber, 80-81, 113
Weinsheimer, 3, 34-35, 107, 113
West, 3, 6, 16, 35, 110
Wilson, 85, 87, 110, 114
Winch, 85-90, 114
witchcraft, 88
Wittgenstein, 63, 86, 109
Word of God, 98
world religion, 12, 14, 21-22, 77,
93
wrongdoing foolish, 98

122

Index

Y
Yahweh, 24
Yamin-addaula, 58
Yaqubi, 55
Yaqut, 56
Yarshter, 60, 110, 112
Yasin, 69, 114
Yinger, 6, 114
Yogasutra, 68, 111
Z
Zande, 87
Zoroastrian, 2, 5, 57, 61

THE COUNCIL FOR RESEARCH
IN VALUES AND PHILOSOPHY
PURPOSE
Today there is urgent need to attend to the nature and dignity of the
person, to the quality of human life, to the purpose and goal of the physical
transformation of our environment, and to the relation of all this to the development of social and political life. This, in turn, requires philosophic clarification
of the base upon which freedom is exercised, that is, of the values which provide stability and guidance to one’s decisions.
Such studies must be able to reach deeply into one’s culture and that of
other parts of the world as mutually reinforcing and enriching in order to
uncover the roots of the dignity of persons and of their societies. They must be
able to identify the conceptual forms in terms of which modern industrial and
technological developments are structured and how these impact upon human
self-understanding. Above all, they must be able to bring these elements
together in the creative understanding essential for setting our goals and
determining our modes of interaction. In the present complex global circumstances this is a condition for growing together with trust and justice, honest
dedication and mutual concern.
The Council for Studies in Values and Philosophy (RVP) unites scholars
who share these concerns and are interested in the application thereto of existing capabilities in the field of philosophy and other disciplines. Its work is to
identify areas in which study is needed, the intellectual resources which can be
brought to bear thereupon, and the means for publication and interchange of the
work from the various regions of the world. In bringing these together its goal
is scientific discovery and publication which contributes to the present promotion of humankind.
In sum, our times present both the need and the opportunity for deeper
and ever more progressive understanding of the person and of the foundations
of social life. The development of such understanding is the goal of the RVP.
PROJECTS
A set of related research efforts is currently in process:
1. Cultural Heritage and Contemporary Change: Philosophical Foundations for Social Life. Focused, mutually coordinated research teams in
university centers prepare volumes as part of an integrated philosophic search
for self-understanding differentiated by culture and civilization. These evolve
more adequate understandings of the person in society and look to the cultural
heritage of each for the resources to respond to the challenges of its own
specific contemporary transformation.
2. Seminars on Culture and Contemporary Issues. This series of 10 week
crosscultural and interdisciplinary seminars is coordinated by the RVP in
Washington.
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3. Joint-Colloquia with Institutes of Philosophy of the National Academies of Science, university philosophy departments, and societies. Underway
since 1976 in Eastern Europe and, since 1987, in China, these concern the
person in contemporary society.
4. Foundations of Moral Education and Character Development. A
study in values and education which unites philosophers, psychologists, social
scientists and scholars in education in the elaboration of ways of enriching the
moral content of education and character development. This work has been
underway since 1980.
The personnel for these projects consists of established scholars willing
to contribute their time and research as part of their professional commitment to
life in contemporary society. For resources to implement this work the Council,
as 501 C3 a non-profit organization incorporated in the District of Colombia,
looks to various private foundations, public programs and enterprises.
PUBLICATIONS ON CULTURAL HERITAGE AND
CONTEMPORARY CHANGE
Series I. Culture and Values
Series II. Africa
Series IIA. Islam
Series III. Asia
Series IV. W. Europe and North America
Series IVA. Central and Eastern Europe
Series V. Latin America
Series VI. Foundations of Moral Education
Series VII. Seminars on Culture and Values
****************************************************************
CULTURAL HERITAGE AND CONTEMPORARY CHANGE
Series I. Culture and Values
I.1 Research on Culture and Values: Intersection of Universities, Churches and
Nations. George F. McLean, ed. ISBN 0819173533 (paper); 081917352-5
(cloth).
I.2 The Knowledge of Values: A Methodological Introduction to the Study of
Values; A. Lopez Quintas, ed. ISBN 081917419x (paper); 0819174181
(cloth).
I.3 Reading Philosophy for the XXIst Century. George F. McLean, ed. ISBN
0819174157 (paper); 0819174149 (cloth).
I.4 Relations Between Cultures. John A. Kromkowski, ed. ISBN 1565180089
(paper); 1565180097 (cloth).
I.5 Urbanization and Values. John A. Kromkowski, ed. ISBN 1565180100
(paper); 1565180119 (cloth).
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I.6 The Place of the Person in Social Life. Paul Peachey and John A. Kromkowski, eds. ISBN 1565180127 (paper); 156518013-5 (cloth).
I.7 Abrahamic Faiths, Ethnicity and Ethnic Conflicts. Paul Peachey, George F.
McLean and John A. Kromkowski, eds. ISBN 1565181042 (paper).
I.8 Ancient Western Philosophy: The Hellenic Emergence. George F. McLean
and Patrick J. Aspell, eds. ISBN 156518100X (paper).
I.9 Medieval Western Philosophy: The European Emergence. Patrick J. Aspell,
ed. ISBN 1565180941 (paper).
I.10 The Ethical Implications of Unity and the Divine in Nicholas of Cusa.
David L. De Leonardis. ISBN 1565181123 (paper).
I.11 Ethics at the Crossroads: 1.Normative Ethics and Objective Reason.
George F. McLean, ed. ISBN 1565180224 (paper).
I.12 Ethics at the Crossroads: 2.Personalist Ethics and Human Subjectivity.
George F. McLean, ed. ISBN 1565180240 (paper).
I.13 The Emancipative Theory of Jürgen Habermas and Metaphysics. Robert
Badillo. ISBN 1565180429 (paper); 1565180437 (cloth).
I.14 The Deficient Cause of Moral Evil According to Thomas Aquinas. Edward
Cook. ISBN 1565180704 (paper).
I.15 Human Love: Its Meaning and Scope, a Phenomenology of Gift and
Encounter. Alfonso Lopez Quintas. ISBN 1565180747 (paper).
I.16 Civil Society and Social Reconstruction. George F. McLean, ed. ISBN
1565180860 (paper).
I.17 Ways to God, Personal and Social at the Turn of Millennia: The Iqbal
Lecture, Lahore. George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181239 (paper).
I.18 The Role of the Sublime in Kant’s Moral Metaphysics. John R. Goodreau.
ISBN 1565181247 (paper).
I.19 Philosophical Challenges and Opportunities of Globalization. Oliva
Blanchette, Tomonobu Imamichi and George F. McLean, eds. ISBN
1565181298 (paper).
I.20 Faith, Reason and Philosophy: Lectures at The al-Azhar, Qom, Tehran,
Lahore and Beijing; Appendix: The Encyclical Letter: Fides et Ratio.
George F. McLean. ISBN 156518130 (paper).
I.21 Religion and the Relation between Civilizations: Lectures on Cooperation
between Islamic and Christian Cultures in a Global Horizon. George F.
McLean. ISBN 1565181522 (paper).
I.22 Freedom, Cultural Traditions and Progress: Philosophy in Civil Society
and Nation Building, Tashkent Lectures, 1999. George F. McLean. ISBN
1565181514 (paper).
I.23 Ecology of Knowledge. Jerzy A. Wojciechowski. ISBN 1565181581
(paper).
I.24 God and the Challenge of Evil: A Critical Examination of Some Serious
Objections to the Good and Omnipotent God. John L. Yardan. ISBN
1565181603 (paper).
I.25 Reason, Rationality and Reasonableness, Vietnamese Philosophical
Studies, I. Tran Van Doan. ISBN 1565181662 (paper).
I.26 The Culture of Citizenship: Inventing Postmodern Civic Culture. Thomas
Bridges. ISBN 1565181689 (paper).
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I.27 The Historicity of Understanding and the Problem of Relativism in
Gadamer’s Philosophical Hermeneutics. Osman Bilen. ISBN
1565181670 (paper).
I.28 Speaking of God. Carlo Huber. ISBN 1565181697 (paper).
I.29 Persons, Peoples and Cultures in a Global Age: Metaphysical Bases for
Peace between Civilizations. George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181875
(paper).
I.30 Hermeneutics, Tradition and Contemporary Change: Lectures In
Chennai/Madras, India. George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181883 (paper).
I.31 Husserl and Stein. Richard Feist and William Sweet, eds. ISBN
1565181948 (paper).
I.32 Paul Hanly Furfey’s Quest for a Good Society. Bronislaw Misztal,
Francesco Villa, and Eric Sean Williams, eds. ISBN 1565182278 (paper).
I.33 Three Theories of Society. Paul Hanly Furfey. ISBN 978-1565182288
(paper).
I.34 Building Peace In Civil Society: An Autobiographical Report from a
Believers’ Church. Paul Peachey. ISBN 978-1565182325 (paper).
I.35 Karol Wojtyla's Philosophical Legacy. Agnes B. Curry, Nancy Mardas and
George F. McLean ,eds. ISBN 978-1-56518-247-9 (paper).
Series II. Africa
II.1 Person and Community: Ghanaian Philosophical Studies: I. Kwasi Wiredu
and Kwame Gyeke, eds. ISBN 1565180046 (paper); 1565180054 (cloth).
II.2 The Foundations of Social Life: Ugandan Philosophical Studies: I. A.T.
Dalfovo, ed. ISBN 1565180062 (paper); 156518007-0 (cloth).
II.3 Identity and Change in Nigeria: Nigerian Philosophical Studies, I.
Theophilus Okere, ed. ISBN 1565180682 (paper).
II.4 Social Reconstruction in Africa: Ugandan Philosophical studies, II. E.
Wamala, A.R. Byaruhanga, A.T. Dalfovo, J.K.Kigongo, S.A.Mwanahewa
and G.Tusabe, eds. ISBN 1565181182 (paper).
II.5 Ghana: Changing Values/Chaning Technologies: Ghanaian Philosophical
Studies, II. Helen Lauer, ed. ISBN 1565181441 (paper).
II.6 Sameness and Difference: Problems and Potentials in South African Civil
Society: South African Philosophical Studies, I. James R.Cochrane and
Bastienne Klein, eds. ISBN 1565181557 (paper).
II.7 Protest and Engagement: Philosophy after Apartheid at an Historically
Black South African University: South African Philosophical Studies, II.
Patrick Giddy, ed. ISBN 1565181638 (paper).
II.8 Ethics, Human Rights and Development in Africa: Ugandan Philosophical
Studies, III. A.T. Dalfovo, J.K. Kigongo, J. Kisekka, G. Tusabe, E.
Wamala, R. Munyonyo, A.B. Rukooko, A.B.T. Byaruhanga-akiiki, M.
Mawa, eds. ISBN 1565181727 (paper).
II.9 Beyond Cultures: Perceiving a Common Humanity: Ghanian Philosophical
Studies, III. Kwame Gyekye ISBN 156518193X (paper).
II.10 Social and Religious Concerns of East African: A Wajibu Anthology:
Kenyan Philosophical Studies, I. Gerald J. Wanjohi and G. Wakuraya
Wanjohi, eds. ISBN 1565182219 (paper).
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II.11 The Idea of an African University: The Nigerian Experience: Nigerian
Philosophical Studies, II. Joseph Kenny, ed. ISBN 978-1565182301
(paper).
II.12 The Struggles after the Struggles: Zimbabwean Philosophical Study, I.
David Kaulemu, ed. ISBN 9781565182318 (paper).
Series IIA. Islam
IIA.1 Islam and the Political Order. Muhammad Saïd al-Ashmawy. ISBN
ISBN 156518047X (paper); 156518046-1 (cloth).
IIA.2 Al-Ghazali Deliverance from Error and Mystical Union with the
Almighty: Al-munqidh Min Al-dalil. Critical edition of English translation
with introduction by Muhammad Abulaylah and Nurshif Abdul-Rahim
Rifat; Introduction and notes by George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181530
(Arabic-English edition, paper), ISBN 1565180828 (Arabic edition,
paper), ISBN 156518081X (English edition, paper)
IIA.3 Philosophy in Pakistan. Naeem Ahmad, ed. ISBN 1565181085 (paper).
IIA.4 The Authenticity of the Text in Hermeneutics. Seyed Musa Dibadj. ISBN
1565181174 (paper).
IIA.5 Interpretation and the Problem of the Intention of the Author: H.G.Gadamer vs E.D.Hirsch. Burhanettin Tatar. ISBN 156518121 (paper).
IIA.6 Ways to God, Personal and Social at the Turn of Millennia: The Iqbal
Lecture, Lahore. George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181239 (paper).
IIA.7 Faith, Reason and Philosophy: Lectures at The al-Azhar, Qom, Tehran,
Lahore and Beijing; Appendix: The Encyclical Letter: Fides et Ratio.
George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181301 (paper).
IIA.8 Islamic and Christian Cultures: Conflict or Dialogue: Bulgarian
Philosophical Studies, III. Plament Makariev, ed. ISBN 156518162X
(paper).
IIA.9 Values of Islamic Culture and the Experience of History, Russian
Philosophical Studies, I. Nur Kirabaev, Yuriy Pochta, eds. ISBN
1565181336 (paper).
IIA.10 Christian-Islamic Preambles of Faith. Joseph Kenny. ISBN
1565181387 (paper).
IIA.11 The Historicity of Understanding and the Problem of Relativism in
Gadamer’s Philosophical Hermeneutics. Osman Bilen. ISBN
1565181670 (paper).
IIA.12 Religion and the Relation between Civilizations: Lectures on
Cooperation between Islamic and Christian Cultures in a Global Horizon.
George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181522 (paper).
IIA.13 Modern Western Christian Theological Understandings of Muslims
since the Second Vatican Council. Mahmut Aydin. ISBN 1565181719
(paper).
IIA.14 Philosophy of the Muslim World; Authors and Principal Themes. Joseph
Kenny. ISBN 1565181794 (paper).
IIA.15 Islam and Its Quest for Peace: Jihad, Justice and Education. Mustafa
Köylü. ISBN 1565181808 (paper).
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IIA.16 Islamic Thought on the Existence of God: Contributions and Contrasts
with Contemporary Western Philosophy of Religion. Cafer S. Yaran.
ISBN 1565181921 (paper).
IIA.17 Hermeneutics, Faith, and Relations between Cultures: Lectures in Qom,
Iran. George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181913 (paper).
IIA.18 Change and Essence: Dialectical Relations between Change and
Continuity in the Turkish Intellectual Tradition. Sinasi Gunduz and Cafer
S. Yaran, eds. ISBN 1565182227 (paper).
Series III. Asia
III.1 Man and Nature: Chinese Philosophical Studies, I. Tang Yi-jie, Li Zhen,
eds. ISBN 0819174130 (paper); 0819174122 (cloth).
III.2 Chinese Foundations for Moral Education and Character Development:
Chinese Philosophical Studies, II. Tran van Doan, ed. ISBN 1565180321
(paper); 156518033X (cloth).
III.3 Confucianism, Buddhism, Taoism, Christianity and Chinese Culture:
Chinese Philosophical Studies, III. Tang Yijie. ISBN 1565180348
(paper); 156518035-6 (cloth).
III.4 Morality, Metaphysics and Chinese Culture (Metaphysics, Culture and
Morality, I). Vincent Shen and Tran van Doan, eds. ISBN 1565180275
(paper); 156518026-7 (cloth).
III.5 Tradition, Harmony and Transcendence. George F. McLean. ISBN
1565180313 (paper); 156518030-5 (cloth).
III.6 Psychology, Phenomenology and Chinese Philosophy: Chinese
Philosophical Studies, VI. Vincent Shen, Richard Knowles and Tran Van
Doan, eds. ISBN 1565180453 (paper); 1565180445 (cloth).
III.7 Values in Philippine Culture and Education: Philippine Philosophical
Studies, I. Manuel B. Dy, Jr., ed. ISBN 1565180412 (paper); 156518040-2
(cloth).
III.7A The Human Person and Society: Chinese Philosophical Studies, VIIA.
Zhu Dasheng, Jin Xiping and George F. McLean, eds. ISBN 1565180887.
III.8 The Filipino Mind: Philippine Philosophical Studies II. Leonardo N.
Mercado. ISBN 156518064X (paper); 156518063-1 (cloth).
III.9 Philosophy of Science and Education: Chinese Philosophical Studies IX.
Vincent Shen and Tran Van Doan, eds. ISBN 1565180763 (paper);
156518075-5 (cloth).
III.10 Chinese Cultural Traditions and Modernization: Chinese Philosophical
Studies, X. Wang Miaoyang, Yu Xuanmeng and George F. McLean, eds.
ISBN 1565180682 (paper).
III.11 The Humanization of Technology and Chinese Culture: Chinese
Philosophical Studies XI. Tomonobu Imamichi, Wang Miaoyang and Liu
Fangtong, eds. ISBN 1565181166 (paper).
III.12 Beyond Modernization: Chinese Roots of Global Awareness: Chinese
Philosophical Studies, XII. Wang Miaoyang, Yu Xuanmeng and George
F. McLean, eds. ISBN 1565180909 (paper).
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III.13 Philosophy and Modernization in China: Chinese Philosophical Studies
XIII. Liu Fangtong, Huang Songjie and George F. McLean, eds. ISBN
1565180666 (paper).
III.14 Economic Ethics and Chinese Culture: Chinese Philosophical Studies,
XIV. Yu Xuanmeng, Lu Xiaohe, Liu Fangtong, Zhang Rulun and Georges
Enderle, eds. ISBN 1565180925 (paper).
III.15 Civil Society in a Chinese Context: Chinese Philosophical Studies XV.
Wang Miaoyang, Yu Xuanmeng and Manuel B. Dy, eds. ISBN
1565180844 (paper).
III.16 The Bases of Values in a Time of Change: Chinese and Western: Chinese
Philosophical Studies, XVI. Kirti Bunchua, Liu Fangtong, Yu Xuanmeng,
Yu Wujin, eds. ISBN l56518114X (paper).
III.17 Dialogue between Christian Philosophy and Chinese Culture:
Philosophical Perspectives for the Third Millennium: Chinese
Philosophical Studies, XVII. Paschal Ting, Marian Kao and Bernard Li,
eds. ISBN 1565181735 (paper).
III.18 The Poverty of Ideological Education: Chinese Philosophical Studies,
XVIII. Tran Van Doan. ISBN 1565181646 (paper).
III.19 God and the Discovery of Man: Classical and Contemporary
Approaches: Lectures in Wuhan, China. George F. McLean. ISBN
1565181891 (paper).
III.20 Cultural Impact on International Relations: Chinese Philosophical
Studies, XX. Yu Xintian, ed. ISBN 156518176X (paper).
III.21 Cultural Factors in International Relations: Chinese Philosophical
Studies, XXI. Yu Xintian, ed. ISBN 1565182049 (paper).
III.22 Wisdom in China and the West: Chinese Philosophical Studies, XXII.
Vincent Shen and Willard Oxtoby †. ISBN 1565182057 (paper)
III.23 China’s Contemporary Philosophical Journey: Western Philosophy and
Marxism ChineseP hilosophical Studies: Chinese Philosophical Studies,
XXIII. Liu Fangtong. ISBN 1565182065 (paper).
III.24 Shanghai: Its Urbanization and Culture: Chinese Philosophical Studies,
XXIV. Yu Xuanmeng and He Xirong, eds. ISBN 1565182073 (paper).
III.25 Dialogue of Philosophies, Religions and Civilizations in the Era of
Globalization: Chinese Philosophical Studies, XXV. Zhao Dunhua, ed.
ISBN 9781565182431 (paper).
III.26 Rethinking Marx: Chinese Philosophical Studies, XXVI. Zou Shipeng and
Yang Xuegong, eds. ISBN 9781565182448 (paper).
III.27 Confucian Ethics in Retrospect and Prospect: Chinese Philosophical
Studies XXVII. Vincent Shen and Kwong-loi Shun, eds. ISBN
9781565182455 (paper).
IIIB.1 Authentic Human Destiny: The Paths of Shankara and Heidegger:
Indian Philosophical Studies, I. Vensus A. George. ISBN 1565181190
(paper).
IIIB.2 The Experience of Being as Goal of Human Existence: The
Heideggerian Approach: Indian Philosophical Studies, II. Vensus A.
George. ISBN 156518145X (paper).
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IIIB.3 Religious Dialogue as Hermeneutics: Bede Griffiths’s Advaitic
Approach: Indian Philosophical Studies, III. Kuruvilla Pandikattu. ISBN
1565181395 (paper).
IIIB.4 Self-Realization [Brahmaanubhava]: The Advaitic Perspective of
Shankara: Indian Philosophical Studies, IV. Vensus A. George. ISBN
1565181549 (paper).
IIIB.5 Gandhi: The Meaning of Mahatma for the Millennium: Indian
Philosophical Studies, V. Kuruvilla Pandikattu, ed. ISBN 1565181565
(paper).
IIIB.6 Civil Society in Indian Cultures: Indian Philosophical Studies, VI. Asha
Mukherjee, Sabujkali Sen (Mitra) and K. Bagchi, eds. ISBN 1565181573
(paper).
IIIB.7 Hermeneutics, Tradition and Contemporary Change: Lectures in
Chennai/Madras, India. George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181883 (paper).
IIIB.8 Plenitude and Participation: The Life of God in Man: Lectures in
Chennai/Madras, India. George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181999 (paper).
IIIB.9 Sufism and Bhakti, a Comparative Study. Md. Sirajul Islam. ISBN
1565181980 (paper).
IIIB.10 Reasons for Hope: Its Nature, Role and Future. Kuruvilla Pandikattu,
ed. ISBN 156518 2162 (paper).
IIB.11 Lifeworlds and Ethics: Studies in Several Keys. Margaret Chatterjee.
ISBN 9781565182332 (paper).
IIIC.1 Spiritual Values and Social Progress: Uzbekistan Philosophical Studies,
I. Said Shermukhamedov and Victoriya Levinskaya, eds. ISBN
1565181433 (paper).
IIIC.2 Kazakhstan: Cultural Inheritance and Social Transformation: Kazakh
Philosophical Studies, I. Abdumalik Nysanbayev. ISBN 1565182022
(paper).
IIIC.3 Social Memory and Contemporaneity: Kyrgyz Philosophical Studies, I.
Gulnara A. Bakieva. ISBN 9781565182349 (paper).
IIID.1Reason, Rationality and Reasonableness: Vietnamese Philosophical
Studies, I. Tran Van Doan. ISBN 1565181662 (paper).
IIID.2 Hermeneutics for a Global Age: Lectures in Shanghai and Hanoi.
George F. McLean. ISBN 1565181905 (paper).
IIID.3 Cultural Traditions and Contemporary Challenges in Southeast Asia.
Warayuth Sriwarakuel, Manuel B.Dy, J.Haryatmoko, Nguyen Trong
Chuan, and Chhay Yiheang, eds. ISBN 1565182138 (paper).
IIID.4 Filipino Cultural Traits: Claro R.Ceniza Lectures. Rolando M.
Gripaldo, ed. ISBN 1565182251 (paper).
IIID.5 The History of Buddhism in Vietnam. Chief editor: Nguyen Tai Thu;
Authors: Dinh Minh Chi, Ly Kim Hoa, Ha thuc Minh, Ha Van Tan,
Nguyen Tai Thu. ISBN 1565180984 (paper).
Series IV.Western Europe and North America
IV.1 Italy in Transition: The Long Road from the First to the Second Republic:
The Edmund D. Pellegrino Lectures. Paolo Janni, ed. ISBN 1565181204
(paper).
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IV.2 Italy and The European Monetary Union: The Edmund D. Pellegrino
Lectures. Paolo Janni, ed. ISBN 156518128X (paper).
IV.3 Italy at the Millennium: Economy, Politics, Literature and Journalism:
The Edmund D. Pellegrino Lectures. Paolo Janni, ed. ISBN 1565181581
(paper).
IV.4 Speaking of God. Carlo Huber. ISBN 1565181697 (paper).
IV.5 The Essence of Italian Culture and the Challenge of a Global Age. Paulo
Janni and George F. McLean, eds. ISBB 1565181778 (paper).
IV.6 Italic Identity in Pluralistic Contexts: Toward the Development of
Intercultural Competencies. Piero Bassetti and Paolo Janni, eds. ISBN
1565181441 (paper).
Series IVA. Central and Eastern Europe
IVA.1 The Philosophy of Person: Solidarity and Cultural Creativity: Polish
Philosophical Studies, I. A. Tischner, J.M. Zycinski, eds. ISBN
1565180496 (paper); 156518048-8 (cloth).
IVA.2 Public and Private Social Inventions in Modern Societies: Polish Philosophical Studies, II. L. Dyczewski, P. Peachey, J.A. Kromkowski, eds.
ISBN.paper 1565180518 (paper); 156518050X (cloth).
IVA.3 Traditions and Present Problems of Czech Political Culture: Czechoslovak Philosophical Studies, I. M. Bednár and M. Vejraka, eds. ISBN
1565180577 (paper); 156518056-9 (cloth).
IVA.4 Czech Philosophy in the XXth Century: Czech Philosophical Studies, II.
Lubomír Nový and Jirí Gabriel, eds. ISBN 1565180291 (paper);
156518028-3 (cloth).
IVA.5 Language, Values and the Slovak Nation: Slovak Philosophical Studies,
I. Tibor Pichler and Jana Gašparí-ková, eds. ISBN 1565180372 (paper);
156518036-4 (cloth).
IVA.6 Morality and Public Life in a Time of Change: Bulgarian Philosophical
Studies, I. V. Prodanov and M. Stoyanova, eds. ISBN 1565180550
(paper); 1565180542 (cloth).
IVA.7 Knowledge and Morality: Georgian Philosophical Studies, 1. N.V.
Chavchavadze, G. Nodia and P. Peachey, eds. ISBN 1565180534 (paper);
1565180526 (cloth).
IVA.8 Cultural Heritage and Social Change: Lithuanian Philosophical Studies,
I. Bronius Kuzmickas and Aleksandr Dobrynin, eds. ISBN 1565180399
(paper); 1565180380 (cloth).
IVA.9 National, Cultural and Ethnic Identities: Harmony beyond Conflict:
Czech Philosophical Studies, IV. Jaroslav Hroch, David Hollan, George F.
McLean, eds. ISBN 1565181131 (paper).
IVA.10 Models of Identities in Postcommunist Societies: Yugoslav
Philosophical Studies, I. Zagorka Golubovic and George F. McLean, eds.
ISBN 1565181211 (paper).
IVA.11 Interests and Values: The Spirit of Venture in a Time of Change:
Slovak Philosophical Studies, II. Tibor Pichler and Jana Gasparikova, eds.
ISBN 1565181255 (paper).
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IVA.12 Creating Democratic Societies: Values and Norms: Bulgarian
Philosophical Studies, II. Plamen Makariev, Andrew M.Blasko and Asen
Davidov, eds. ISBN 156518131X (paper).
IVA.13 Values of Islamic Culture and the Experience of History: Russian
Philosophical Studies, I. Nur Kirabaev and Yuriy Pochta, eds. ISBN
1565181336 (paper).
IVA.14 Values and Education in Romania Today: Romanian Philosophical
Studies, Marin Calin and Magdalena Dumitrana, eds. ISBN 1565181344
(paper).
IVA.15 Between Words and Reality, Studies on the Politics of Recognition and
the Changes of Regime in Contemporary Romania. Victor Neumann.
ISBN 1565181611 (paper).
IVA.16 Culture and Freedom: Romanian Philosophical Studies, III. Marin
Aiftinca, ed. ISBN 1565181360 (paper).
IVA.17 Lithuanian Philosophy: Persons and Ideas Lithuanian Philosophical
Studies, II. Jurate Baranova, ed. ISBN 1565181379 (paper).
IVA.18 Human Dignity: Values and Justice: Czech Philosophical Studies, III.
Miloslav Bednar, ed. ISBN 1565181409 (paper).
IVA.19 Values in the Polish Cultural Tradition: Polish Philosophical Studies,
III. Leon Dyczewski, ed. ISBN 1565181425 (paper).
IVA.20 Liberalization and Transformation of Morality in Post-communist
Countries: Polish Philosophical Studies, IV. Tadeusz Buksinski. ISBN
1565181786 (paper).
IVA.21 Islamic and Christian Cultures: Conflict or Dialogue: Bulgarian
Philosophical Studies, III. Plament Makariev, ed. ISBN 156518162X
(paper).
IVA.22 Moral, Legal and Political Values in Romanian Culture: Romanian
Philosophical Studies, IV. Mihaela Czobor-Lupp and J. Stefan Lupp, eds.
ISBN 1565181700 (paper).
IVA.23 Social Philosophy: Paradigm of Contemporary Thinking: Lithuanian
Philosophical Studies, III. Jurate Morkuniene. ISBN 1565182030 (paper).
IVA.24 Romania: Cultural Identity and Education for Civil Society. Magdalena
Dumitrana, ed. ISBN 156518209X (paper).
IVA.25 Polish Axiology: the 20th Century and Beyond: Polish Philosophical
Studies, V. Stanislaw Jedynak, ed. ISBN 1565181417 (paper).
IVA.26 Contemporary Philosophical Discourse in Lithuania: Lithuanian
Philosophical Studies, IV. Jurate Baranova, ed. ISBN 156518-2154
(paper).
IVA.27 Eastern Europe and the Challenges of Globalization: Polish
Philosophical Studies, VI. Tadeusz Buksinski and Dariusz Dobrzanski, ed.
ISBN 1565182189 (paper).
IVA.28 Church, State, and Society in Eastern Europe: Hungarian
Philosophical Studies, I. Miklós Tomka. ISBN 156518226X.
IVA.29 Politics, Ethics, and the Challenges to Democracy in ‘New Independent
States’. Tinatin Bochorishvili, William Sweet, Daniel Ahern, eds. ISBN
9781565182240 (paper).
IVA.30 Comparative Ethics in a Global Age. Marietta T. Stepanyants, eds.
ISBN 978-1565182356 (paper).
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IVA.31 Identity and Values of Lithuanians: Lithuanian Philosophical Studies,
V. Aida Savicka, eds. ISBN 9781565182367 (paper).
IVA.32 The Challenge of Our Hope: Christian Faith in Dialogue: Polish
Philosophical Studies, VII. Waclaw Hryniewicz. ISBN 9781565182370
(paper).
IVA.33 Diversity and Dialogue: Culture and Values in the Age of
Globalization: Essays in Honour of Professor George F. McLean.
Andrew Blasko and Plamen Makariev, eds. ISBN 9781565182387
(paper).
IVA. 34 Civil Society, Pluralism and Universalism, Polish Philosophical
Studies, VIII. Eugeniusz Gorski. ISBN 9781565182417 (paper).
IVA.35 Romanian Philosophical Culture, Globalization, and Education:
Romanian Philosophical Studies VI. Stefan Popenici and Alin Tat and,
eds. ISBN 9781565182424 (paper).
IVA.36 Political Transformation and Changing Identities in Central and
Eastern Europe: Lithuanian Philosophical Studies, VI. Andrew Blasko
and Diana Janušauskienė, eds. ISBN 9781565182462 (paper).
Series V. Latin America
V.1 The Social Context and Values: Perspectives of the Americas. O. Pegoraro,
ed. ISBN 081917355X (paper); 0819173541 (cloth).
V.2 Culture, Human Rights and Peace in Central America. Raul Molina and
Timothy Ready, eds. ISBN 0819173576 (paper); 0-8191-7356-8 (cloth).
V.3 El Cristianismo Aymara: Inculturacion o Culturizacion? Luis Jolicoeur.
ISBN 1565181042.
V.4 Love as theFoundation of Moral Education and Character Development.
Luis Ugalde, Nicolas Barros and George F. McLean, eds. ISBN
1565180801.
V.5 Human Rights, Solidarity and Subsidiarity: Essays towards a Social
Ontology. Carlos E.A. Maldonado ISBN 1565181107.
Series VI. Foundations of Moral Education
VI.1 Philosophical Foundations for Moral Education and Character Development: Act and Agent. G. McLean and F. Ellrod, eds. ISBN 1565180011 (cloth) (paper); ISBN 1565180003.
VI.2 Psychological Foundations for Moral Education and Character Development: An Integrated Theory of Moral Development. R. Knowles, ed. ISBN
156518002X (paper); 156518003-8 (cloth).
VI.3 Character Development in Schools and Beyond. Kevin Ryan and Thomas
Lickona, eds. ISBN 1565180593 (paper); 156518058-5 (cloth).
VI.4 The Social Context and Values: Perspectives of the Americas. O.
Pegoraro, ed. ISBN 081917355X (paper); 0819173541 (cloth).
VI.5 Chinese Foundations for Moral Education and Character Development.
Tran van Doan, ed. ISBN 1565180321 (paper); 156518033 (cloth).
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VI.6 Love as theFoundation of Moral Education and Character Development.
Luis Ugalde, Nicolas Barros and George F. McLean, eds. ISBN
1565180801.
Series VII. Seminars on Culture and Values
VII.1 The Social Context and Values: Perspectives of the Americas. O.
Pegoraro, ed. ISBN 081917355X (paper); 0819173541 (cloth).
VII.2 Culture, Human Rights and Peace in Central America. Raul Molina and
Timothy Ready, eds. ISBN 0819173576 (paper); 0819173568 (cloth).
VII.3 Relations Between Cultures. John A. Kromkowski, ed. ISBN
1565180089 (paper); 1565180097 (cloth).
VII.4 Moral Imagination and Character Development: Volume I, The
Imagination. George F. McLean and John A. Kromkowski, eds. ISBN
1565181743 (paper).
VII.5 Moral Imagination and Character Development: Volume II, Moral
Imagination in Personal Formation and Character Development. George
F. McLean and Richard Knowles, eds. ISBN 1565181816 (paper).
VII.6 Moral Imagination and Character Development: Volume III, Imagination
in Religion and Social Life. George F. McLean and John K. White, eds.
ISBN 1565181824 (paper).
VII.7 Hermeneutics and Inculturation. George F. McLean, Antonio Gallo,
Robert Magliola, eds. ISBN 1565181840 (paper).
VII.8 Culture, Evangelization, and Dialogue. Antonio Gallo and Robert
Magliola, eds. ISBN 1565181832 (paper).
VII.9 The Place of the Person in Social Life. Paul Peachey and John A. Kromkowski, eds. ISBN 1565180127 (paper); 156518013-5 (cloth).
VII.10 Urbanization and Values. John A. Kromkowski, ed. ISBN 1565180100
(paper); 1565180119 (cloth).
VII.11 Freedom and Choice in a Democracy, Volume I: Meanings of Freedom.
Robert Magliola and John Farrelly, eds. ISBN 1565181867 (paper).
VII.12 Freedom and Choice in a Democracy, Volume II: The Difficult Passage
to Freedom. Robert Magliola and Richard Khuri, eds. ISBN 1565181859
(paper).
VII 13 Cultural Identity, Pluralism and Globalization (2 volumes). John P.
Hogan, ed. ISBN 1565182170 (paper).
VII.14 Democracy: In the Throes of Liberalism and Totalitarianism. George F.
McLean, Robert Magliola, William Fox, eds. ISBN 1565181956 (paper).
VII.15 Democracy and Values in Global Times: With Nigeria as a Case Study.
George F. McLean, Robert Magliola, Joseph Abah, eds. ISBN
1565181956 (paper).
VII.16 Civil Society and Social Reconstruction. George F. McLean, ed. ISBN
1565180860 (paper).
VII.17 Civil Society: Who Belongs? William A.Barbieri, Robert Magliola,
Rosemary Winslow, eds. ISBN 1565181972 (paper).
VII.18 The Humanization of Social Life: Theory and Challenges. Christopher
Wheatley, Robert P. Badillo, Rose B. Calabretta, Robert Magliola, eds.
ISBN 1565182006 (paper).
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VII.19 The Humanization of Social Life: Cultural Resources and Historical
Responses. Ronald S. Calinger, Robert P. Badillo, Rose B. Calabretta,
Robert Magliola, eds. ISBN 1565182006 (paper).
VII.20 Religious Inspiration for Public Life: Religion in Public Life, Volume I.
George F. McLean, John A. Kromkowski and Robert Magliola, eds. ISBN
1565182103 (paper).
VII.21 Religion and Political Structures from Fundamentalism to Public
Service: Religion in Public Life, Volume II. John T. Ford, Robert A.
Destro and Charles R. Dechert, eds. ISBN 1565182111 (paper).
VII.22 Civil Society as Democratic Practice. Antonio F. Perez, Semou Pathé
Gueye, Yang Fenggang, eds. ISBN 1565182146 (paper).
VII.23 Ecumenism and Nostra Aetate in the 21st Century. George F. McLean
and John P. Hogan, eds. ISBN 1565182197 (paper).
VII.24 Multiple Paths to God: Nostra Aetate: 40 years Later. John P. Hogan,
George F. McLean & John A. Kromkowski, eds. ISBN 1565182200
(paper).
VII.25 Globalization and Identity. Andrew Blasko, Taras Dobko, Pham Van
Duc and George Pattery, eds. ISBN 1565182200 (paper).
VII.26 Communication across Cultures: The Hermeneutics of Cultures and
Religions in a Global Age. Chibueze C. Udeani, Veerachart Nimanong,
Zou Shipeng, Mustafa Malik, eds. ISBN: 9781565182400 (paper)
The International Society for Metaphysics
ISM.1 Person and Nature. George F. McLean and Hugo Meynell, eds.
0819170267 (paper); 0819170259 (cloth).
ISM.2 Person and Society. George F. McLean and Hugo Meynell, eds.
0819169250 (paper); 0819169242 (cloth).
ISM.3 Person and God. George F. McLean and Hugo Meynell, eds.
0819169382 (paper); 0819169374 (cloth).
ISM.4 The Nature of Metaphysical Knowledge. George F. McLean and
Meynell, eds. ISBN 0819169277 (paper); 0819169269 (cloth).
ISM.5 Philosophhical Challenges and Opportunities of Globalization.
Blanchette, Tomonobu Imamichi and George F. McLean, eds.
1565181298 (paper).
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The series is published and distributed by: The Council for Research in
Values and Philosophy, Cardinal Station, P.O. Box 261, Washington,
D.C.20064, Telephone/Fax: 202/319-6089; e-mail: cua-rvp@cua.edu; website:
http://www.crvp.org.

