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			Asian Intersections:                                                                    Dispersed, Diverse, Different

			—Kwok Pui-lan

			—Lester Edwin J. Ruiz

		

		
			The Journal of Asian/Asian American Theological Educators (JANATE) was launched in 2015 to promote Asian/North American scholarship and leadership in theological education in collaboration with Asian counterparts. We are honored to be the guest editors for the second issue with the theme “Asian Intersections: Dispersed, Diverse, Different.” 

			In the past several decades, the sociopolitical situations of Asian countries have changed dramatically. With economic development on the Pacific Rim, the rise of China as the world’s second largest economy, a heightened arms race in many Asian countries, war and conflicts in West Asia, and recent South China Sea disputes, Asia Pacific has become a strategic political, economic, and military geopolitical area. Globalization, migration, and immigration have presented new social and economic challenges.

			On the other side of the Pacific, Asian Americans are the fastest-growing racial group and they are largely responsible for the growth of religious diversity in the U.S. Since the U.S. changed the national quota system in its immigration policy in 1965, the total population of Asian Americans has increased from less than 1% to 5.8% (18.2 million) according to the 2011 census. Nearly three-quarters of Asian Americans were foreign born. Although Asian Americans have higher educational attainment than other groups in the U.S., many of them face marginalization and alienation as racial minorities. New immigrants especially face cultural, linguistic, and economic barriers.

			It is important for theological educators across the Pacific to discuss challenges to theological education amidst the changing geopolitical situation in the region. In this issue, we probe the diversity and difference in Asia/North America and explore the intersections. We are pleased to include contributions from seasoned colleagues as well as emergent scholars from Northeast, Southeast, and South Asian backgrounds. They are from diverse theological disciplines, including theology, biblical studies, practical theology, mission studies, ethics, and art.

			This issue begins with Peter C. Phan’s keynote address, presented at a meeting of the Congress of Asian Theologians held in Kochi, Kerala, India in April 2016. The essay describes the diversity of Asia and analyzes different forms and expressions of Asian Christianities. Phan reminds us that in carrying out God’s mission, we must remember the “mind-boggling diversities of God’s oikos in Asia.” He notes that the contemporary period has been dubbed “the age of migration,” a phenomenon that has changed the face of Asian Christianities. Phan proposes a model of doing theology ecumenically and interreligiously in response to Asia’s religious, cultural, and ecclesial diversities. 

			Contributors to this issue employ different theories and concepts to analyze fluid identities and diversity, as well as to negotiate difference within Asia/North America. Courtney T. Goto critically evaluates the concept of “hybridity” as deployed in Asian American theological discourse. Noting that “hybridity” has different shades of meanings when applied in Asia and Asian America, she argues that while the term may be useful for articulating commonalities of Asian American experiences, it can also obfuscate particularities and differences when the lived experiences of different ethnic groups are ignored. Her article is a helpful reminder to avoid using a concept to generalize pan-Asian American identities.

			While Western theorists have theorized about difference and alterity for decades, Jin H. Han’s essay contributes to the conversation by turning to Asian resources for insights. He plays with the resemblance of the terms “difference” and “deference” and argues that the Asian understanding of deference to the Other has rich potential to address the question of alterity. As a biblical scholar, Han shows that deference to and caring for the Other are also at the heart of the biblical message.

			The following three articles focus on specific contexts in Asia—Taiwan, Nagaland, and the Philippines—while bringing out common concerns for churches in Asia. Su-Chi Lin from Taiwan discusses the pedagogy of using Christian art in theological education. As someone who has studied art and theology, Lin uses the works of two Taiwanese female artists as illustrations. Christian art in Asia in general and the work of Asian women artists in particular are areas that would need much further exploration. 

			Biblical scholar Zakali Shohe from Nagaland mines Paul’s discussion on Jewish-Gentile relationships in Romans 15:7-13 for insights to address the issues of economic migrants in Nagaland. She shows that Paul’s call for acceptance to the Jews and Gentiles is highly relevant today, because migration has caused tensions and conflicts in Nagaland and other parts of Asia. 

			Arun W. Jones’s essay interprets the history of Protestantism in the Philippines through the local agency of Filipino Christians, instead of from the lenses of mission and imperialism. He offers examples of how Filipino Christians have articulated and expressed their religion in theory and practice. The study of the interaction between local Christians and their particular Asian milieus broadens our understanding of world Christianity.

			We have included four essays in the Columns. Lester Edwin J. Ruiz discusses the challenges of globalization to theological education through re-telling the story of the Association of Theological Schools in the United States and Canada (ATS). He describes the work of the ATS in promoting global awareness and engagement through programs and partnerships. He argues that we need to use intersectional analyses to understand the complex body-politics of our world shaped by dispersal, displacement, and dislocation.

			Nami Kim’s essay discusses the role of a feminist woman of color scholar-teacher in seeking social transformation. She highlights the multiple belongings of and demands on an Asian scholar as a result of her national origin and her racial minority status. Through critical reflections on one’s teaching and the use of subversive pedagogy, a teacher can turn the American academy into a site of contestations of knowledge and power relations. 

			Paul H. B. Chang describes the life and career of Witness Lee (Li Changshou), a Chinese American minister who established a post-graduate training center in Southern California in 1989. Today, the training center has become one of the largest post-graduate theological institutions in the U.S. In addition, there are about twelve such schools in other parts of the world, which can be traced to the same minister. Yet until now, the story of Witness Lee and the school he founded is little known.

			The last essay in the Columns is a Bible study presented by vanThanh Nguyen at the inaugural meeting of the Global Forum of Theological Educators held in Dorfweil (near Frankfurt), Germany, in May 2016. Several leading Asian theological educators attended the meeting. By means of a creative re-telling of Acts 17:22-31, through the lens of Dionysius the Areopagite, Nguyen points to Paul’s tolerance and respect for the culture and philosophies of the Athenians. Paul’s attitudes and his cross-cultural preaching skills have much to offer to theological educators, preachers, and mission workers. 

			The Roundtable features a panel discussion on the book Asian American Christian Ethics: Voices, Methods, Issues at the annual meeting of the American Academy of Religion in 2015. Divided into thirteen chapters, this groundbreaking anthology showcases the work of the subfield of Asian American Christian ethics. The Roundtable presents an intergenerational conversation between the commentators—Kwok Pui-lan, Rita Nakashima Brock, and Andrew Sung Park—and the coeditors Ilsup Ahn and Grace Y. Kao. By discussing the nature, scope, sources, and methodology of the emerging subfield, this Roundtable provides food for thought not only for Asian American ethicists but also for others who want to introduce an Asian American lens to their respective fields of study.

			As we were writing the editorial in July 2016, the ambush and killing of five police officers in Dallas at the end of a peaceful protest organized by Black Lives Matter was much in our minds. The incident underscores the need to have much more conversation on racial tension, gun violence, police profiling and brutality, and healing as a nation. In the Symposium, we are very pleased to be able to broaden our conversation and explore wider intersections by including contributions from African American scholars Willie James Jennings and Emilie M. Townes, Jewish scholar Santiago Slabodsky, and Chinese American theologian Kwok Pui-lan. Jennings’s article was the opening statement at the plenary on “Theological Education after Ferguson” at the ATS biennial meeting in St. Louis, Missouri, in June 2016, while the other three essays were delivered at a panel on “Race, Ferguson, and the Future of American Democracy” at the annual meeting of the American Academy of Religion in 2015. We hope the Symposium will spark further conversations in churches, faith communities, seminaries, and divinity schools among different racial groups.

			Asian and Asian North American scholars have produced a significant number of new books in the last couple of years. We are indebted to Russell Jeung for his work in reviewing a selected number of these books in the Book Review section.

			Finally, in the process of editing the issue, we are deeply grateful to vanThanh Nguyen, managing editor of the Journal, for his advice and assistance in the editing, reviewing, and production processes. We appreciate the meticulous work of the staff of the Journal. It has been a learning experience for us, as the Journal is in its infancy, and we thank the contributors for their scholarship and their support for the Journal.

			Kwok Pui-lan

			William F. Cole Professor of Christian Theology and Spirituality

			Episcopal Divinity School

			Lester Edwin J. Ruiz

			Senior Director, Accreditation and Institutional Evaluation

			The Association for Theological Schools in the United States and Canada
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			Toward a New Ecumenical Paradigm                                        of Doing Theology in Dialogue with Other Faiths                      in God’s Oikos in Asia

			—Peter C. Phan

		

		
			This essay originated as my keynote given at the eighth meeting of the Congress of Asian Theologians (CATS) held in Kochi, Kerala, India, April 18-22, 2016 under the sponsorship of the Christian Conference of Asia (CCA).  The overall theme of the conference is: “Doing Asian Theologies in the Context of God’s Oikos.” The topic which Dr. Matthews George Chunakara, General Secretary of CCA, assigned for my lecture is well expressed in its title: “Toward a New Ecumenical Paradigm of Doing Theology in Dialogue with Other Faiths.”  First, note that the focus of the lecture is “doing theology,” and not some other tasks, such as peace-building and stewardship of creation, or other topics under discussion during the conference. This focus on theological methodology, albeit theoretical, is highly appropriate since the lecture is addressed to CATS, which is an association of theologians.  Secondly, the title of the lecture promotes a way for doing theology in Asia, namely, “in dialogue with other faiths.” There are of course legitimate ways of doing theology apart from, and without any concern for interreligious dialogue.  However, they are apparently deemed not appropriate for Asia, the land of religious pluralism par excellence. Thirdly, doing theology in dialogue with other faiths in Asia is said to call for a new paradigm, which is broadly characterized as “ecumenical.” Linking these three points together, the issue under consideration may be phrased in three questions: (1) Is there anything peculiar to Asia that makes interreligious dialogue an intrinsic dimension of doing theology? (2) If yes, why should such Asian theology be done ecumenically? and (3) How can this ecumenically-based interreligious theology be done?  To help answer these questions I begin with a description of Asia and Asian Christianity in order to show why doing theology today in Asia as God’s oikos demands dialogue with other faiths. Second, I explore the connections between ways of doing Christian missions and doing theology in the mode of dialogue with people of other faiths. Third, I propose a model for doing theology ecumenically and interreligiously.

			God’s Oikos in Asia and the Need for Dialogue between Christians and Peoples of Other Faiths

			The Greek oikos can mean: (1) a physical house or any part thereof; (2) household affairs or goods or property; and (3) family or members of the household. Asia, viewed as God’s oikos, can, I suggest, be described along all three of these meanings. I will argue that corresponding to the three meanings of oikos, Asia, first as the geographical abode of God’s peoples, secondly as the locus of Asian cultures and religions, and thirdly as a family of Asian peoples under God’s call and care, points to the need for a Christian theology done in dialogue with people of other faiths in an ecumenical way. Many Asian theologians have argued that the church in Asia must be not simply in but of Asia, that is, a fully and wholly inculturated church. Thus the context is not merely the location in which the church exists; rather it determines the church’s self-understanding and its mode of being and acting. Consequently, to understand how theology should be done in Asia requires a knowledge of the contexts in which the church exists and to whose challenges the church seeks to respond theologically and pastorally. 

			Asia as Continent

			With regard to Asia as a whole, several features should be kept in mind, and it will be clear that its extreme diversities make it a near-impossibility to refer to anything—Christianity included—as “Asian.” First, there is the immense geography and population. In the first meaning of oikos, that is, as a geographical abode of God’s family, Asia is Earth’s largest landmass, about 31,804,000 sq. km; stretching from the cluster of the former Soviet satellite states in the west to Japan in the east, and from Mongolia in the north to East Timor in the south and the Pacific Islands in the southeast. Conventionally, Asia is divided into Western Asia (the Middle East), Northcentral Asia, Southcentral Asia, Northeast Asia, and Southeast Asia. Asia is also the most populated continent, with a population of 4,166,308,000 in 2010, nearly two-thirds of the world’s seven-billion population, with China and India together making up a total of two and half billion. Today, roughly 60 out of 100 humans are Asians. 

			Second is overwhelming poverty. Despite the presence of some economically developed countries such as Japan and the so-called Four Asian Tigers (Hong Kong, Singapore, Republic of Korea/South Korea, and Taiwan), and despite the dramatic rise of China and India as global economic powers, Asia still remains mired in widespread poverty, with some of the poorest countries on Earth (e.g., North Korea, Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar/Burma, and Bangladesh). 

			Third is systemic oppression. There are various forms of oppression and marginalization; for example, those based on class (the caste system), ethnicity (against the tribals and the adivasis), gender (violence against women and sex trafficking), religion (persecution of various religious groups), and destruction of the environment. 

			Fourth is political heterogeneity. In addition to having the largest democratic country, namely, India, Asia also features three remaining Communist countries of the world, namely, China, Vietnam, and Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (North Korea), and several countries struggling to transition from military dictatorship or single-party state to democratic forms of government and from a socialist economy to a market economy.

			Fifth is cultural diversity. Though South Asia, Northeast Asia, and Southeast Asia are dominated by the Indic and the Sinic cultures, and West and Central Asia by the Arabic-Islamic culture, in the second meaning of oikos, that is, household goods, Asia is a tapestry of extremely diverse cultures and civilizations, often within the same country. For instance, ethnically and culturally, India and China are teeming with astonishing diversity, and more than a hundred languages are spoken in the Philippines and seven hundred in Indonesia. 

			Sixth is religious pluralism. In the third sense of oikos, that is, spiritual family, Asia is the cradle of all world religions. Besides Christianity, other Asian religions include Bahá’í, Bön, Buddhism, Confucianism, Daoism, Hinduism, Islam, Jainism, Shinto, Sikhism, and Zoroastrianism, as well as innumerable tribal and primal religions. 

			We must keep in mind these mind-boggling diversities of God’s oikos in Asia—geographic, linguistic, ethnic, economic, political, cultural, and religious—when broaching the theme of doing theology in Asia. Indeed, even if it is legitimate to use the umbrella term “Asian” to refer to the theology that is done in Asia, given the six common features mentioned above, we must remember that the theology done in Southcentral Asia is quite different from that done in Northeast Asia, let alone that done in Western Asia (the Middle East). Furthermore, even within one region of Asia, for example, Northeast Asia, the theology that is done in Japan is very different from that done in Korea. Thus, theology is inescapably contextual and local.

			Asian Christianities

			With regard to Asian Christianity, several features should be kept in mind.1 First, there are its ancient historical roots. Christianity itself is an Asian religion since it was born in Palestine, part of West Asia or the Middle East. Furthermore, though West Asia is now dominated by Islam, it was the first and main home of Christianity until the Arab conquest in the seventh century. The conventional narrative of Christianity as a Western religion, that is, one that originated in Palestine but soon moved westward, with Rome as its final destination, and from Rome as its epicenter, spread worldwide, belies the fact that in the first four centuries of Christianity, the most active and successful centers of mission were not in Europe but Asia and Africa, with Syria as the center of gravity. But even Asian Christians outside West Asia can rightly boast an ancient and glorious heritage, one that is likely as old as the apostolic age. For instance, Indian Christianity, with the Saint Thomas Christians, can claim apostolic origins, with St. Thomas and/or St. Bartholomew as its founder(s). Chinese Christianity was born in the seventh century, with the arrival of the East Syrian (misnamed “Nestorian”) monk Aloben during the T’ang dynasty. Christianity arrived in other countries such as the Philippines, Japan, Vietnam, Thailand, Cambodia, and Laos as early as the 16th century.	

			Second, there is colonial heritage. One of the bitter ironies of Asian Christianity is that though born in Asia, it returned to its birthplace only to be regarded by many Asians as a Western religion imported to Asia by Portuguese and Spanish colonialists in the 16th century, and later by other European countries such as Britain, France, Germany, Denmark, the Netherlands, and lastly by the United States.

			Third, it is important to remember Christianity is a numerical minority. In Asia, Christians predominate in only two countries, namely, the Philippines and the Democratic Republic of Timor-Leste (East Timor), but Christianity remains a minority religion in Asia, amounting to some 8.5 per cent of the general population in 2010.2 This fact raises extremely complicated questions about Christian missions, especially with regard to their purposes and methods, since, in terms of conversion and membership, they seem to be a monumental failure after two thousand years of evangelization.

			Fourth, we have ecclesial diversity. Asia is the home of many different Christian ecclesiastical traditions, rites, and denominations, so that it is more accurate to use “Christianities” (in the plural) to describe them. In 2010, Christian churches and traditions were distributed in Asia as follows: Anglican (864,000), Catholic (138,702,000), Independent (142,737,000), Marginal (3,159,000), Orthodox (15,787,000), and Protestant (87,279,000). 

			Fifth, within ecclesial diversity, there is the rapidly growing presence of Evangelicals and Pentecostals in Asia. The Evangelical churches have their roots in the Puritan movement and the Wesleyan revival in the English-speaking world as well as in the Pietistic movement in continental Europe. Evangelicals emphasize personal conversion, disciplined piety, care for the poor and the disenfranchised, flexibility in church organization, and evangelism. Given their little interest in distinct denominational church structures, Evangelicals tend to be interdenominational, especially in their missionary societies or “faith missions,” such as the China Inland Mission (now Overseas Missionary Fellowship), Worldwide Evangelization Crusade (now WEC International), and the Christian and Missionary Alliance. Worldwide, Evangelicals work together through the World Evangelical Alliance and foster evangelism through many congresses (especially the 1974 Lausanne Congress) and the translation of the Bible (the United Bible Societies). In 1910 there were in Asia 1,465,000 Evangelicals; in 2010, 40,140,000. Pentecostalism, as the name implies, emphasize the gifts (charismata) of the Holy Spirit. As an American movement, it began in the early 1900s with the Azusa Street Revival in downtown Los Angeles (1906-1909), led by the African American preacher William Seymore. However, it also had roots in Asia, especially in the Mukti Mission near Pune (1905-1907), under the direction of the Brahmin Christian woman Pandita Ramabai; the revival in the Khassi Hills in Northeast India in 1905; the Korean revivals in 1903 and 1907; and the Manchurian revival in 1910. Pentecostalism was later spread in China and throughout Southeast Asia from 1927 to 1940 by the charismatic healing evangelism of John Sung, and from the 1930s to the 1960s by the Hong Kong actress Kong Duen Yee (Mui Yee). In the Indonesian island of (west) Timor a revival started in a congregation of the Gereja Masehi Injili di Timor (Evangelical Christian Church in Timor) in 1965. In the Philippines in 1978 Eddie Villanueva founded the Jesus Is Lord Church, an independent Filipino Pentecostal Church. There too, in 1962, Butch Conde founded the Bread of Life; and among Catholics, Mariano (“Mike”) Verlande led the El Shaddai, a Charismatic Catholic group. In 1910 there were in Asia 5,800 Pentecostals (or Renewalists); in 2010, 179,624,000. 

			Sixth, again under the rubric of ecclesial diversity, we must consider the explosive and mind-boggling growth of Independent and Marginal Christians. By “Independent Christians” is meant Christians who do not identify with the major Christian traditions, namely, Anglican, Catholic, Orthodox, and Protestant, and are institutionally independent of them. In 2010, worldwide the number of Independents had grown to over 369 million. Largely the result of indigenous initiative, Independents have spread to every continent, region and country in the world. In 1910 there were 2,301,000 Independents in Asia; a hundred years later, in 2010, there were 142,737,000. 

			Of special interest is China whose number of Independents surpasses the number of Christians in the USA, 85 million compared to 72.7 million. Since the middle of the twentieth century, millions of Chinese Christians have opted to worship outside the government-sanctioned Protestant and Catholic churches, in the so-called house churches. An extremely significant phenomenon has been taking place, namely, the rise of Independent Chinese Christianity, without any foreign leadership whatsoever, though their founders were influenced to varying degrees by foreign missionaries. These include, with the names of their founders in parentheses: The True Jesus Church (Wei Enbo, 1876-1916), the Jesus Family (Jing Dianying, 1890-1957), and the Christian Assembly, commonly known as the Little Flock (Ni Tuoshen Watchman Nee, 1903-1972). 

			In addition to these Independent churches, there were indigenous Pentecostal-like and Charismatic movements such as the Spiritual Gifts Society (Ling’en hui) in Feixian (Southern Shandong), the “Shandong Revival” (started by the freelance Norwegian missionary Marie Monsen), the Christian Tabernacle (Jitudu Huitang), initiated by the conservative Wang Mingdao (1900-1991), and the Bethel Worldwide Evangelistic Band, founded by the revivalist preacher John Sung (Song Shangjie, 1901-1944). These Independent churches, with emphasis on speaking in tongues, prophesying, miraculous healing, emotional worship, and apocalyptic expectation, also engaged in enthusiastic evangelization, especially of the western parts of China, with their “Chinese Back-to-Jerusalem Evangelistic Band,” dedicated to evangelizing the vast reaches of Xinjang and the far west.3

			“Marginal Christians” refer to those who claim to be Christian but do not hold the basic Christian beliefs regarding Jesus Christ and the Trinity. Over 85% of Marginal Christians belong to just two traditions, Jehovah’s Witnesses and Latter-day Saints (the Mormons), both of which originated in the USA in the nineteenth century and are aggressively missionary. Worldwide in 2010 there were 34,912,000 Marginals. In Asia, in 1910 there were 290 Marginals; in 2010 there were 3,159,000. The major Asian-originated Marginal churches include the Unification Church in Korea (also known as the Moonies, with 900,000 members) and the Iglesia ni Cristo in the Philippines. 

			Again, China is a very interesting case. A large number of groups of Marginal Christians has sprung up in China. These movements, with colorful and biblical-sounding names, can pop up anywhere with charismatic founders, quickly attract a large following, and are not officially registered. These include the Local Church (also known as the Shouters), the Established King Sect, the Lightning from the East, the Lord God Sect, the All Scope Church, the South China Church, the Disciples Sect (also known the Narrow Gate in the Wilderness), the Three Ranks of Servants, the Cold Water Sect, the Commune Sect, the New Testament Church (also known as the Apostolic Faith Sect), the Resurrection Sect, the Dami Evangelization Association, and the World Elijah Evangelism Association.4 The Chinese government criminalizes these as “evil cults” and arrests, fines, and imprisons their leaders and followers, especially those of the Local Church and its offshoot, the Lightning from the East. Ostensible reasons for this suppression are their heterodox beliefs (end-time predictions and deification of leaders), superstitious practices (derived from folk religion and Pentecostal healing practices) and threat to public order (large-scale activities and meetings), but their large size, rapid growth, and avoidance of government control also play a key role. The above-mentioned house churches assiduously distinguish themselves from these groups, which they themselves condemn as heretical, partly because they do not want to be lumped with them as “evil cults,” a deadly legal categorization, and partly because these groups try to recruit members from them.

			Seventh, and lastly, extensive migration, a phenomenon that has transformed the face of Asian Christianity must be considered. According to one statistical report in 2013, 232 million people—3.2 per cent of the world’s population—lived outside their countries of origin.  It is predicted that the immigration rate will continue to increase over time. A 2012 Gallup survey determined that nearly 640 million adults would want to immigrate if they had the opportunity to do so.5 Global population movements today are so immense that our time has been dubbed “The Age of Migration.”6 In 2010 Asia hosted some 27.5 million immigrants. India had 9 million emigrants, Bangladesh 7 million, and China 6 million. Pakistan, the Philippines, Afghanistan, Vietnam, Indonesia, South Korea, and Nepal were also important countries of emigration. Top Asian 

			countries of destination include India (6 million), Pakistan (3 million), Hong Kong (2.5 million), Japan (2.1 million) Malaysia (2 million), South Korea (1 million), Iran (2 million), and Saudi Arabia (2 million).7 Asian migration is fueled mainly by the search for jobs through labor contracts (especially to the Middle East). The majority of migrants are women (the “feminization of migration”) whose typical jobs include domestic work, entertainment (a euphemism for sex industry), restaurant and hotel service, and mail-order marriage.  That migrants, and especially refugees, face a host of enormous problems of various kinds needs no elaboration. 

			What has not been sufficiently studied is the religious life of migrants, especially of Christians in Christian-minority countries, especially those of the Middle East. One of the best-kept secrets about Asian Christianity is that migration, national and international in scope, forced and voluntary in nature, economic and political in intent, have changed the faces of many Asian churches. Thanks to the ground-breaking research of scholars such as Kanan Kitani and Gemma Cruz, a fuller picture of contemporary Asian Christianity has emerged in which migration has played a key role in reshaping the membership and organization of the local churches and producing difficult pastoral and spiritual challenges for the churches.8 Such is, in a thumbnail sketch, God’s oikos in Asia, painted on two broad canvasses, namely: the continent of Asia with its unique socio-political, economic, cultural, and religious realities; and Christianity as an ancient yet still minority religion, with its colonial heritage, an extremely diverse ecclesial make-up, and a growing migrant membership. I would like to complete this picture of Asian Christianity with a quick glance at its projected future in 2050. Projecting the future of global Christianity to 2050 with a measure of probability presupposes reliable data on world demography and world Christian affiliation. Data for the former are provided by the United Nations Demographic Database, and those for the latter by the World Christian Database, developed for the World Christian Encyclopedia, first edition (1982), and continuously updated.

			As far as Asia is concerned, it is projected that by 2015 the number of Christians will increase from 352,239,000 in 2010 (8.5% of the Asian population) to 595,333,000 (11.3% of the population). In 2050, the Asian countries with the largest Christian population will be: China (225,075,000), the Philippines (125,252,000), and India (113,800,000), with China ranking second, the Philippines, sixth, and India, eighth among the ten countries of the world with the largest Christian populations. (The rest are, in descending order: USA, Brazil, DR Congo, Nigeria, Mexico, Ethiopia, and Russia.) That three Asian countries out of ten worldwide will have the largest Christian populations in 35 years renders the task of doing theology the Asian way all the more necessary and urgent than ever.         

			Christian Mission and Doing Theology as Interreligious Dialogue

			We can now broach the issue of our essay: How should theology be done in Asia and Asian Christianity as briefly described above? The answer implied in the title of the essay is that it should be done in dialogue with other faiths and this, ecumenically. But why should Asian theology be done in this way? Before answering this question I would like to point out that the precise issue at hand is not doing theology ecumenically. This 

			should no longer be a disputed issue for mainline Protestants since the World Missionary Conference in Edinburgh in 1910 and the founding of the World Council of Churches in 1948. For Catholics, doing theology ecumenically is an academic and ecclesial imperative since the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965). Thus, to say that today theology must be done ecumenically, in Asia as well as elsewhere, is simply preaching to the choir. 

			Nor is the issue about doing theology in dialogue with secular cultures, especially through philosophy---what is referred to today as “contextualization” or “inculturation.” Theological inculturation is as old as Christianity, and was extensively pursued down the centuries by theologians as they tried to express the Christian faith in Hellenistic, Roman, and broadly speaking, Western categories. In Asia, this task of inculturation was also widely undertaken, notably by the St. Thomas Christians of Kerala, the so-called Nestorians in China, and among Catholics, by Jesuit missionaries such as Matteo Ricci in China, Roberto de Nobili in India, and Alexandre de Rhodes in Vietnam. 

			While inculturation does present difficult challenges and problems of its own, these pale in comparison with those posed by interreligious dialogue. The reason for this is rather obvious. Historically, Christianity, whose early cultural products are insignificant, has always been deeply respectful of the cultural achievements of Greece and Rome, especially their philosophies, which it extensively, albeit critically, borrows to articulate its beliefs. By contrast, Christianity as a religious system, considers itself far superior to its religious competitors, whose beliefs it categorically rejects as ignorance and error, and whose rituals and practices it condemns as superstitious and immoral. Central to Christianity’s negative attitude toward other religions are its faith in Jesus Christ as the incarnated Word of God, the eschatological prophet, the full and final self-revelation of God, and the unique and universal savior, and its belief in the church as the exclusive community of the elect outside of which there is no salvation (extra ecclesiam nulla salus). 

			Missio ad gentes and Theology as Apologetics

			This sense of religious superiority and exclusivity undergirds Christian missions with their twofold purpose, namely, conversion through baptism and planting the church. Given this Christology and ecclesiology it comes as no surprise that dialogue with other religions is deemed not only unnecessary but also dangerous. Unnecessary, because Christianity believes it already possesses the fullness of truth and therefore has nothing to learn from other religions; and dangerous, because interreligious dialogue might contaminate the faithful with pagan superstitions and immoralities. Consequently, missions are conceived as something Christians do to or for the pagans or heathens in a one-way movement. Christian mission to non-Christians used to be, and still is, called in the official documents of the Catholic Church missio ad gentes.9  Note the theological force of the preposition ad [to]. The gentes, that is, those who have not yet accepted the Gospel and are still to be incorporated into the church through baptism, were once termed “pagans” or “heathens,” and were regarded as the object or target of evangelization and conversion. 

			In this context, doing theology was largely an academic activity performed in the service of missio ad gentes, seeking to articulate the Christian beliefs with the goal to move the pagans to renounce their religions and convert to Christianity. If there is any attention to non-Christian religions at all, the purpose is not to enter into a respectful dialogue with them, but with the apologetic aim of demonstrating their errors and defend-ing the truth of Christianity. Unfortunately, this apologetic task is made vastly more complicated by the split 

			of Christianity into many churches and denominations. To most Asians, the seemingly endless number and unlimited variety of Christian churches and denominations, often in the same city and even on the same street, is a mind-boggling mystery.  It is to be noted that only in Asia are the Catholic Church and the Protestant Churches legally classified as two distinct religions, and not just denominations of one religion, alongside other religions such as Hinduism, Buddhism, Islam, Daoism, Confucianism, and Shinto. There have been of course notable efforts at creating church unions, for example, in India and Pakistan, and national councils of churches have been instituted in many countries of Asia. Sadly, where such collaboration is absent, especially with the proliferation of Independent Churches and Marginal Christians, to the scandal of non-Christians, the evils of denominationalism are exacerbated by rivalries, “sheep-stealing,” and mutual condemnations to hell. In this context, Christianity is faced with an embarrassing conundrum: If Christianity proclaims itself to be the only true religion, non-Christians will rightly ask: Which one? Given the current unedifying spectacle of church divisions in Asian Christianity, especially between the historic churches on the one hand and the Evangelical, Pentecostal, Independent, and Marginal Christians on the other, work for ecumenical unity, which had been in the forefront in the few decades after the founding of the World Council of Churches and which has recently experienced a noticeable eclipse, is more urgent than ever, and the role of CCA and CATS in fostering a truly ecumenical way of doing theology is indispensable.

			Moving beyond missio ad gentes and toward Dialogue

			As I have observed above, however, the pressing task for Asian theology today is not doing theology ecumenically but doing theology interreligiously, that is, in dialogue with other faiths and in an ecumenical mode. Fortunately, in recent times it has been widely recognized, especially among mainline churches, that the old apologetic way of doing theology is no longer an appropriate paradigm, if it ever was, for Asia. A new paradigm for doing theology in dialogue with other faiths is emerging in which non-Christians are no longer seen as targets for conversion who will be condemned to hell unless they profess an explicit faith in Christ and are baptized into the church, and in which the doctrinal teachings and the moral and spiritual values of non-Christian religions are respectfully acknowledged. One exceptional example of this new appreciation of non-Christian religions and a call for a new way of doing theology are found in Vatican II’s 1965 Declaration on the Relation of the Church to Non-Christian Religions (Nostra Aetate):

			The Catholic Church rejects nothing of what is true and holy in these religions [primal religions, Hinduism, and Buddhism]. It has a high regard for the manner of life and conduct, the precepts and doctrines which, although differing in many ways from its own teaching, nevertheless often reflect a ray of that truth which enlightens all men and women....The church, therefore, urges its sons and daughters to enter with prudence and charity into discussion and collaboration with members of other religions. Let Christians, while witnessing to their own faith and way of life, acknowledge, preserve and encourage the spiritual and moral truths found among non-Christians, together with their social life and culture.10

			The council’s teaching on the relation of Christianity to other religions represents a radical reversal of the church’s centuries-old condemnatory attitude toward people of other faiths, though some post-conciliar statements, such as Dominus Iesus, a Declaration of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (2000), which tries to reverse the council’s open position. Another Vatican document (1991) helpfully spells out in detail the various ways in which interreligious dialogue can be done. It is important to note that dialogue as a 

			mode of being church in Asia does not refer primarily to the intellectual exchange among experts of various religions, as is often done in the West. Rather, it involves a fourfold presence: 

			a. The dialogue of life, where people strive to live in an open and neighborly spirit, sharing their joys and sorrows, their human problems and preoccupations. b. The dialogue of action, in which Christians and others collaborate for the integral development and liberation of people. c. The dialogue of theological exchange, where specialists seek to deepen their understanding of their respective religious heritages, and to appreciate each other’s spiritual values. d. The dialogue of religious experience, where persons, rooted in their own religious traditions, share their spiritual riches, for instance, with regard to prayer and contemplation, faith and ways of searching for God or the Absolute.11

			This understanding of the four modes of interreligious dialogue, especially the first, second, and fourth, can shed light on the new ecumenical paradigm of doing theology in dialogue with people of other faiths. It opens a new way of viewing Christian missions, and hence a new way of doing theology in Asia.  In addition to missio ad gentes, I suggest that there are two other, much more adequate, ways of understanding missions in Asia. I will use two prepositions in Latin as helpful short hands: inter (among) and cum (with), so that we have the two phrases: inter gentes and cum gentibus. A few words of terminological clarification on each are in order.First, the preposition inter in the phrase missio inter gentes means among or in the midst of, so that missio inter gentes means a reciprocal mission between the missionaries and the believers of other faiths. In other words, mission is not a one-way activity, done by the missionaries to the gentes, but rather a two-way activity done by the gentes to and for the missionaries, and by the missionaries to and for the gentes. It is therefore a mutual mission: Both the missionaries and the gentes “do mission” (as agents) and “are missioned” (as recipients). 

			Furthermore, in addition to reciprocity between missionaries and the gentes, mission in Asia is performed together, so that missio inter gentes is also missio cum gentibus (mission with people of other faiths). This implies that there is a common cause to which both the missionaries and the gentes are committed and for which they labor together. I now explore these two aspects of missio inter gentes and cum gentibus Asiae in some detail.

			Missio inter gentes as Mutual Evangelization

			Perhaps a story in the life of the American Dominican veteran missionary to Pakistan, Chrys McVey (1933-2009) best illustrates the concept of missio inter gentes. Once he was asked how many converts he had made during his four decades of mission, he replied: “One, myself.”12  It is a widely shared experience of mission in Asia (and of course also elsewhere) that in evangelizing the gentes, missionaries themselves are evangelized by them, and indeed, that the effectiveness of their mission work depends on the extent to which they are open to being evangelized by the gentes. By this I do not refer to the banal fact that there are people of other faiths who are much wiser and holier, even by Christian standards, than the missionaries themselves, or that there are certain official actions by the church as an institution that the gentes deem immoral and therefore they find no compelling reasons to join the church. I refer rather to the fact that in not a few areas of Christian life there are teachings and practices of the religions and cultures of the gentes that missionaries would do well to learn and practice in order to be better Christians and missionaries. Examples abound in areas such as sacred books, ethics, prayer, spirituality, and monasticism. This fact was recognized by luminaries such as Matteo Ricci in China, Roberto de Nobili in India, Alexandre de Rhodes in Vietnam, as mentioned above, 

			and countless other, lesser-known but no less effective, missionaries, both women and men, in the distant past as well as in the present.13

			Recognizing and celebrating the goodness and holiness of people outside one’s religious tradition and culture—the goyim or gentes—is not an invention of progressive missionaries. It was practiced by Jesus himself. Jesus praises the Samaritan leper who alone among the ten lepers he has cured, comes back to thank him (Lk 17:17-18). He also holds up a Samaritan as the model of love of neighbor (Lk10:33-35). Jesus is said to have been astonished or amazed by “such great faith” of the Roman centurion (Mat 8:10). That Jesus was— and did not pretend to be— “astonished” (ethaumasen) implies that the existence of such faith in a goy was something he did not expect or know. Thus, in a real sense, the Roman centurion’s faith-filled behavior revealed to Jesus how universal God’s saving grace is. Even more  tellingly, the “great faith” (Mat 15:28) and the perseverance of the Canaanite woman, in spite of Jesus’ curt, even insulting, refusal to grant her request for her daughter’s healing, and her humble retort that even “the dogs [a Jewish term of abuse for the goyim, which Jesus himself used] eat the crumbs that fall under their masters’ table” (Mat 15:27), succeeded in changing Jesus’ earlier understanding that he was sent only to the lost sheep of Israel. Here, it is Jesus’ ethnocentric understanding of his ministry that was changed and enlarged by a Gentile, and a woman to boot! 

			In their work, in light of Jesus’ own practice, missionaries in Asia must be willing and able to open their minds and hearts to be changed intellectually and transformed spiritually by the “reverse mission” of the people of other faiths to them. Admittedly, they are severely hampered in this by the fact that the traditional descriptions of mission as “teaching,” “proclamation,” “evangelization,” and “conversion” that form part of the theology of missio ad gentes, do not dispose missionaries to adopting a posture of listening and humility.14 Indeed, if one comes to a foreign place with the conviction that one or one’s church already possesses exclusively all the truths in all their fullness; that one’s primary task is to “proclaim” these truths, as if standing at a pulpit or behind a lectern, with a megaphone in hand, and “teach” them like an all-knowing professor; and that the objective of one’s mission is to “convert” the heathens, would it come as a surprise that the heathens are seen as nothing but targets of one’s mission (as is implied by the preposition ad) and that success in mission is measured by the number of baptisms, just as victory in a war is demonstrated by the number of casualties and cities destroyed or occupied? Would it be strange that the gentes Asiae will look upon Christian mission as a neo-colonialist attempt to conquer and destroy their religions? How can we plausibly defend ourselves against this charge if in fact the goal of our mission is to “convert” the followers of other religions to Christianity?  

			What would missionaries do and how would they act if they come to Asia not as proclaimers and teachers and converters and evangelizers but as guests—and uninvited, and even unwanted, guests at that—who totally depend for their physical and spiritual survival on the kindness and generosity of the gentes as hosts?  What if we bring our Christian faith not as something to be proclaimed and taught in order to evangelize and convert the Asian gentes but as a humble gift, as a token of our gratitude for their hospitality, which our hosts have the perfect right to accept or refuse, use or not use? What if, as befitting grateful guests, we do not insist that they abandon their beliefs and adopt ours, reject their moral norms and follow ours, condemn their rituals and practice ours, disown their religions and be baptized into ours? Suppose, with a sincere and humble heart, we let ourselves be “taught,” “proclaimed,” “evangelized,” and “converted” by our hosts’ beliefs, moral values, 

			modes of worship, and religious affiliations because in fact there are things that are of great, or even greater, truth and value in these than in ours.15

			Perhaps, someday, after we have known and trusted each other as friends, we can play host in our turn and invite the gentes as honored guests into our spiritual home, which we call “church.” Then we can proudly display its splendor and gemütlichkeit, its welcoming atmosphere and warm hospitality. Then we can talk about our beliefs and practices; tell them our family history, from the ancient Hebrews to Jesus to us as Jesus’ disciples, with warts and all; and invite them to create with us a larger religious family made up of theirs and ours.  But then we must reckon with the likelihood that as guests, they too will bring us their own gifts of faith, which may very well be of great use to us, or which we even may find that we are in need of very badly.  In this way, our mission is no longer ad gentes but inter gentes. The “evangelizers” become “evangelized” and the “evangelized” become “evangelizers,” in mutual respect and appreciation, in open honesty and genuine friendship, correcting one another when necessary, and always reaching out to greater truth and goodness. 

			Missio cum gentibus: The “Reign of God” as Our Shared Goal and Destiny 

			Christian mission is not only done inter gentes but also cum gentibus (together with people of other faiths). This means that Christian mission is a collaborative enterprise which involves both Christians and the believers of other faiths and which they help each other carry out. Both Christians and non-Christians are bound together in a common cause and purpose. 

			On the face of it this notion of missio cum gentibus sounds rather strange: Why should non-Christians contribute to Christian mission? The point is well taken only if mission is conceived as missio ad gentes. Of course, Asian believers of other religions can hardly be expected to help missionaries plant and expand their own churches. Nor should they be blamed for their suspicion and rejection of Christian mission if it is geared toward conversion to Christianity, which they rightly perceive as a destruction of their religions.

			The situation would be completely different if mission is undertaken as missio inter gentes, since in this case the ultimate goal of mission and the final destiny of humanity are not expansion of the church but the realization of the kingdom of God, however this reality is understood and named in various religious traditions.16 To make the kingdom (or reign or rule) of God (or heaven)—and not the church—the ultimate goal of mission is no theological innovation. On the contrary, it represents fidelity to Jesus since there is no doubt that Jesus himself made the reign of God the center of his life and ministry.  It is this total commitment to the reign of God that allowed Jesus to recognize that a man who drove out demons in his name, even though he was not one of his disciples (“not one of us,” said John), was not against him but for him and should not be stopped from doing it, since driving out demons was part of working for the kingdom of God (Mk 9:38-40). Interestingly, there is no record that the exorcizing man ever knew Jesus personally, or that Jesus ever attempted to make him his disciple, or required him to be one. It is thus possible (and indeed is a fact) that a person can do something “in the name of Jesus” without knowing him or being his follower. 

			There is another reason why in Asia missio inter gentes must also be missio cum gentibus. I mentioned above both the tiny percentage of Christians among the Asian population and the unlikelihood of mass conversion of the Asian gentes to Christianity. This means that from a practical point of view Christians in Asia will never be able to effectively work for God’s reign of justice, peace and reconciliation without the collaboration of the gentes. They simply cannot “go it alone.” This is especially true in socialist-communist countries and in countries with Muslim majorities, where Christianity lacks the necessary resources and encounters severe restrictions to its mission. Thus, while the gentes cannot and must not be expected to work for the expansion of the church, they can be encouraged to work with Christians for the reign of God—however this reality is named, since Buddhists, for instance, do not even mention God—by promoting justice and peace, reconciliation and love. Indeed, in many places of Asia, they have in fact already done so. Once again, it is to be noted that in missio inter gentes and cum gentibus, the goals of Christian mission can be amply fulfilled, without the gentes being converted, baptized, and made members of the church. Of course, there is no opposition between church and the reign of God. In fact, the former is a sign and instrument, or sacrament, or symbol of the latter. But it would be idolatrous to identify the church with the reign of God. It is the difference between the two that enables the people of other faiths to work for the kingdom of God and yet not belong to the church, either reapse [in fact] or in voto [in desire].

			A New Paradigm for Doing Theology: Interreligious and Ecumenical

			So far I have been speaking of missionaries and Christians. But, as I have noted above, how mission is understood shapes the way theology is done. In the old paradigm theologians practiced their craft in the service of missio ad gentes. In the new paradigm, theology is still an ecclesial activity, and not just an academic discipline, like religious studies. However, as I have described above, the continent of Asia in which theologians live and move and have their being possesses unique socio-political, economic, cultural, and religious realities, and the Asian churches in which theologians find their home are an ancient yet still minority religion, with their colonial heritage, an extremely diverse ecclesial make-up, and a growing migrant membership.

			Theology as Interreligious Dialogue

			With both the continent of Asia and the Asian churches as God’s oikos, how can Asian theologians not search for a new way of doing theology that helps the churches meet the challenges facing them and fulfill their mission as missio inter gentes and mission cum gentibus? In a world in which different Christian traditions are treated as distinct religions; in which Christian divisions are a scandal for the faith (“scandal” in the sense of the Greek skandalon); in which one Christian denomination sometimes condemns another to eternal damnation; in which the very Christian identity is blurred by the rise of Independent and Marginal churches, is it not a solemn obligation of Asian theologians to work together ecumenically, for the sake of the Gospel and the reign of God? Must we not abandon our ecclesiological complacency and egoism, rejoicing in the fact that my particular church, thanks be to God, unlike other churches, is doing well in membership, finance, and ministry, and is not wracked by scandals, without making efforts at being church together in Asia?     

			It has been remarked that there is an “ugly ditch” separating the so-called “ecumenical churches” and some groups of Evangelicals, Pentecostals, Independent, and Marginal Christians which is deeper than the division between Christians and non-Christians. There is, it has been said, a brutal ideological warfare between ecumenical Christians who despise the Charismatic Christians as theological rednecks with their biblical fundamentalism, beliefs in prophecy, miracles and exorcisms, and “Prosperity Gospel,” and the latter groups charging ecumenical Christians with betrayal of the Gospel, failure to carry out evangelizing, hankering after relevance to the godless world, and surrender to the modern ethos of relativism. How can Asian theologians work together ecumenically to build a bridge of mutual acceptance and harmony between these two groups of Christians, especially in their theological formation and practice of mission?

			In a continent in which Christianity still remains a minority after two thousand years of missions; in which Christians daily rub shoulders with believers of other faiths; in which non-Christians put Christians to shame with their prayer life, monastic practices, meditation on their sacred books, pilgrimages, fasting, and commitment to and work for justice and peace and the integrity of creation; in which religion is hijacked to justify and instigate violence against believers of other faiths; in which the number of migrants and refugees keeps increasing every day, how can theologians help the churches overcome the old model of mission as converting (proselytizing?) people of other faiths to Christianity and planting as many churches as possible, as if missions were a colonialist enterprise of conquering spiritual kingdoms for the Lord in Asia? How can we challenge and correct the way of doing theology that bolsters that way of doing mission?  

			To answer some of these questions, allow me to return to the four modes of interreligious dialogue listed above and reflect on their impact on theological method. Church leaders and theologians are familiar with the third form, namely, dialogue of theological exchange. That this form of intellectual sharing is absolutely indispensable is something for which members of CATS require no proof and convincing. It is, so to speak, our bread and butter, literally and metaphorically. Again, that theological exchange as interreligious dialogue is not an easy task is shown again and again in practice.  It is not just getting together and “talking” over food and drinks. On the contrary, it requires years of intense study and disciplined training to acquire a solid knowledge of other religious traditions, and above all, intellectual openness and humility to learn from and be corrected by peoples of other faiths, without defensiveness and self-justification for oneself and the institutions one represents. In so doing one tries to achieve a measure of understanding of the others as other and not just as a different, often inferior, version of oneself, and on that basis seek concerted action for the common good of church and society.

			While all this is necessary, I suggest that theological exchange be made subordinate to the other three forms of dialogue, namely, dialogue of life, dialogue of action, and dialogue of spiritual experience, which provide the context, that is, perspective and resources for the dialogue of theological exchange. Liberation theologians never tire of insisting that theology is the “second act,” arising at sundown, after a day of common life, action, and spiritual experience. Academics tend to dismiss these activities as unscholarly, and indeed little credit is given to them come time for tenure and promotion in the academy. Yet, there is no doubt that unless theologians of different denominations and church traditions are deeply immersed, at least periodically, in action, work, and above all, spiritual experience with believers of other faiths, our way of doing theology will fall short of producing an ecumenical theology in and of interreligious dialogue. What I am proposing here is no earth-shaking innovation; it is being done in many centers of theological formation and seminaries all over Asia. What is still needed is a more consistent, intense, and comprehensive practice of this way of doing theology in theological formation and scholarship.

			Theology Done Interreligiously

			Limited space does not permit me to show how theology done in this dialogue of life, action, theological exchange, and religious experience will challenge and transform our traditional understanding of the Christian faith, especially in Asia. In a real sense, we Asian theologians, given the situation of Asia and Asian Christianity as described above, are especially charged, more than our colleagues elsewhere, with asking and answering inconvenient questions such as the following: Will our theology of divine revelation and our biblical hermeneutics remain unchanged if done in the company of believers for whom the Sacred Book or the Classics is paramount, such as the Sikhs with their Adi Granth and the Confucians with their Four Books and Five Classics? How will our classical theology of God be changed if done in the company of non-theistic Buddhists?  What insights can we get for our theology of the Trinity if done in the company of those Hindus who believe in the trimurti? How will our Christology, with its claims of uniqueness and universality for Jesus, be different if done in the company of Muslims who make the same, even stronger claims for the Qur’an as the Word of God made Word (Arabic)? How will our pneumatology be affected if done in the company of believers in Shakti, or Qi or spirits? How different will our theology of the church be if developed in the midst of the sangha of bhikkhu and bhikkhuni? How will our theology of grace look like if it is done together with Pure Land Buddhists? Will our traditional Just-War theory be unchanged if formulated in the company of Jains? How will our ecological ethics be framed if done in the company of Daoists? How will our theology of death and the afterlife sound if elaborated in the midst of Tibetan Buddhists?  How will our theology of the communion of saints look like if done in the company of practitioners of ancestor veneration? 

			These are but a sample of questions, and a host of others can be added by theologians specializing in other areas of Christian theology. The crucial thing to note is that the purpose of this theological exercise is neither to combat what we consider errors in other religions nor to search for similarities and parallels between Christian beliefs and non-Christian beliefs that do not exist. Rather, it is to listen attentively and respectfully to the beliefs and practices of people and then ask where they can correct, complement, and enrich our own Christian beliefs and practices. It is a new form of comparative theology that in many ways resembles comparative religion but with the all-important difference in that it is done from the personal commitment to the Christian faith and its theological standpoint, in dialogue with other religions, for the sake of a deeper understanding of God and God’s action in the world on behalf of the whole humanity.
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			Hybridity:                                                                                        Retrieving the Real-life Messiness                                              Erased by a Reified Concept 

			—Courtney T. Goto

		

		
			Within historic Japanese American churches, few members would speak in theoretical terms about how they belong to multiple cultures and traditions. However, there is not a single person who does not know from the inside the discomfiting, challenging, creative nature of having to negotiate multiple-belonging and being caught in-between. As a practical theologian, I am concerned with how individuals in my community are formed by and enact improvised mixtures of Japanese, American, and other cultural and religious traditions, narratives, blood lines, and identities. All along the way and at every moment, people perform being Japanese, American, and Christian—all of which is in constant flux. 

			In the community in which I grew up, people have fashioned creative rituals that draw upon multiple cultures and religious heritages, while helping them to navigate communal memories and experiences of marginalization, dislocation, as well as hope. In my hometown of Sacramento, California, Japanese Americans participate in a communitywide interreligious service to observe Memorial Day at a local cemetery, a tradition that has been practiced since 1972.1 While Memorial Day commemorates those who have given their lives to serve the United States, this is a Japanese American service to honor members of the community who have passed away—the issei (first generation), increasingly the nisei (second generation), and the veterans who served while their families were interned in World War II.2 Participants include Christians, Buddhists, those belonging to “new religions,” and members of Japanese American civic organizations.3 They honor the dead with either incense or flowers, in Buddhist and Christian tradition respectively. Historically local Boy Scouts and Nisei Veterans of Foreign Wars (second generation Japanese American members of VFW) participate, for example, by presenting the American flag or laying a wreath.

			In 1970, members of Parkview Presbyterian Church in Sacramento observed Thanksgiving in a somewhat unusual way under the pastoral leadership of Heihachiro Takarabe.4 At that moment in the church’s and in the wider community’s history, many of the issei were passing away, which created a sense of urgency to recognize their contributions while some remained. Rather than honoring the Mayflower pilgrims and a history of American colonialism, this Japanese American church held a dinner accompanied by a sermon and prayer to celebrate the issei who came from Japan to America. Participants honored the courage, hope, and faith of the first generation pioneers who faced racism, poverty, and unlawful internment during World War II.5 It was an opportunity for children and grandchildren of the issei to express gratitude for the foundation they built in America. 

			These Japanese American faith communities created or adopted practices that were neither solely Japanese nor exclusively American nor were they simply following traditions that most white religious or civic organization’s practice. In the first example, honoring the ancestors is an ancient Japanese tradition that takes on new meaning when performed in the context of a patriotic American holiday, expressing a confounding mix of American civil religion, Japanese culture, Japanese American history, and multiple religious traditions. Japanese Americans are obliged to do what “good Americans” do on Memorial Day which is to mourn the war dead. However, Japanese Americans cannot be true to the complexity of who they are and follow what members of racially and culturally dominant groups practice, so they must compromise. They adopt the form of this patriotic American holiday, but implicitly (and for most unconsciously) they also witness to historic communal injuries and loss that have affected all Japanese Americans—none of which is recognized by the wider culture and therefore remains latent.6 Their gathering across religious differences speaks to the need to bear public witness to the truth of what the community knows about hardship, prejudice, hope, courage, and loss—less in words than in symbolic actions and presence. 

			In the second example, a Japanese American church, for all intents and purposes, reinvented Thanksgiving, while still forming people in the practice of gratitude. Like Memorial Day, Thanksgiving provided an opportunity to participate in feeling American, yet to observe the holiday like white Americans (honoring the New England colonizers) would mean erasing the community’s memory and experiences of oppression and hope, which Japanese Americans cannot do. In this Japanese American church ritual, the faithful re-imagined their forefathers and mothers (their “pilgrims”) in more culturally appropriate ways, rather than allowing those with greater social capital to define who/what is important. Both Japanese American holiday rituals suggest the uniqueness and complexity of lived experiences negotiating multiplicity, marginalization, and power, which Asian American theologians often theorize as “hybridity.” 

			This review essay explores some of the limitations of the ways in which theorists employ the notion of hybridity in Asian American theological discourse. Of course, I am not alone in expressing concern about the concept of hybridity.7 However, as a practical theologian, I not only focus on the meanings of the term but also the uses of the term as a practice. I see a paradox in the ways in which the concept “hybridity” has come to be used: In highlighting commonalities between and among diverse Asian American experiences (“we are all hybrid”) as potential sources of strength, the need to see the proverbial glass half full rather than half empty simultaneously obscures the particularity, messiness, and pain of lived experiences of negotiating multiplicity, marginalization, and power. The historic Japanese American rituals I described are dense in meaning because they represent intersecting cultural and theological worlds that can neither be reduced to any theorizing nor easily transferred to another Asian American context. I bring to this particular discussion a healthy skepticism of how this significant concept is commonly discussed and invoked, recognizing that theories of hybridity have been forged, tempered, and honed within and for the academic context in which Asian American theologians work. Any theorizing about hybridity takes place in a culture of power and privilege that regrettably shapes how Asian Americans develop, appropriate, and wield theoretical tools.8 In order to succeed, Asian American colleagues make more compromises in following practices of the academy than we can allow ourselves to realize. In this essay, I will also examine how the culture of the academy has played a pivotal and less than salutary role in misshaping the meanings and uses of hybridity.

			Shifting from Mother Tongues to Trade Language

			One might wonder how and why Asian American theological discourse about hybridity shifts attention away from the lived rawness of it in the context of domination. In the Japanese American holiday rituals I described, one hears the haunting cries, poignant murmurs, and earnest longing of the living and the dead caught between cultures, countries, traditions, and histories, as they publicly perform strength, creativity, and hope. In theorizing such experiences in terms of hybridity, the powerful edge of danger in dangerous memories is lost and made over into something more clinical and “objective.” Although Asian American theologies are known for their contextual nature, colleagues often rush to theory and abstraction, which tends to boil away the visceral, particular details to create a solid, perhaps more manageable mass. 

			American theorists in psychotherapy and theology, Alvin Dueck and Kevin Reimer help me to understand that a shift happens when many Asian American theologians invoke the notion of hybridity in discourse, which unintentionally distances them from lived experiences.9 Before we (Asian American theorists) are able to catch ourselves in the act, we often allow the assumptions and commitments of the academy to dominate (though never entirely) how we think and write. We easily default to our training in Western cultural assumptions about and practices of research, even if we are committed to thinking and writing from the margins.10 

			Dueck and Reimer’s contribution comes from an unexpected professional setting as they discuss the implications of Christians providing psychotherapeutic care in a multicultural world. Though they do not use the concept “hybridity,” they do, in fact, discuss recent immigrants to the United States—people who live within and between multiple cultures and thereby pose serious challenges for practitioners of psychotherapy. Unfortunately, many if not most clinicians are generally not equipped to enter into the client’s theologically varied and culturally dense world. Not only is the client’s world so radically different from their own, the therapists are often preoccupied with dispensing the “objective” knowledge in which they are trained. Dueck and Re-

			imer present a case study of Juanita, a Pentecostal refugee woman from Guatemala, who receives care from “Dr. Davidson,” a fictitious, wealthy, white clinician trained at an American research university. 

			Juanita understands and expresses her experience most easily in what Dueck and Reimer call her “mother tongue”—a term that in her case encompasses not simply Spanish but more especially the particular languages and practices through which Juanita constructs the world she inhabits. Dueck and Reimer describe a person’s “mother tongue” as “local, ethnically freighted, emotionally laden, and capable of poetic nuance.”11 In Juanita’s case, in order to receive care, she must manage to think in her mother tongue(s) (and perhaps English) and speak whatever English she knows. For the clinician’s part, Davidson listens, interprets, and speaks through the filters of his own mother tongue(s) and multiple “trade languages.” Dueck and Reimer describe “trade language” as “distant, utilitarian, contractual, and general.”12 Trade languages serve as the currency of the academy. Fluency and overconfidence in trade language reinforce the felt rightness of translating any mother tongue into terms that Davidson takes to be universal, objective, and even superior. By responding selectively to what Juanita says, the clinician slowly but surely teaches Juanita to abandon her mother tongue(s) as much as she is able and to speak in languages that Davidson understands, using words and concepts that he recognizes.13 However, he does not realize—and I believe very few people realize—what violence is done in allowing father trade languages to override mother tongues. 

			The shift from living experiences in mother tongues to having to convey those experiences in trade languages is a move from particularity to abstraction (and sometimes back again), from living experience from the inside to taking an outside point of view. This transition helps to explain how and why theorizing about experience evaporates the particularities, differences, and nuances of lived experiences. At that same time, it cleanses experience of impurities, capturing the outlines of what happened while at the same time erasing the (often painful) affect and body memories embedded in experience. A skeptic might appropriately argue that this is the nature of theorizing in general, but I agree with Dueck and Reimer that the cost of privileging trade language(s) is rarely recognized. Much is lost in the negotiation of languages and clash of hybridities both within the research subject and the theorist as well as between them. 

			Unfortunately, using the term “hybridity” often becomes an exercise in trade language. Because trade languages lend themselves to objectivism, the researcher is required to remove herself from her own lived experiences of hybridity to take a perspective that is also at a distance from the subject’s experience of hybridity. The result is that the theoretical account is impoverished—often more reflective of the academic world than the real one. 

			Tracing the Genealogy of an Elusive Concept

			Hybridity is a concept that is frequently used in the trade languages of Asian American theologies (and Asian American studies more broadly), but its meaning is not easily deduced because it has multiple meanings and uses. Part of the problem is that “hybridity” belongs to a network of terms in Asian American theology that is often used to describe some of the same territory. Frank Yamada and Jonathan Tan, for example, associate hybridity with heterogeneity.14 Kwok Pui-lan links hybridity with interstitial integrity.15 Wonhee Anne Joh argues for the close relationship between hybridity, mimicry, and interstitial integrity.16 Simply stated, hybridity is a moving target, taking on the shades of particular terms with which it is grouped. These clusters indicate that we should be cautious about treating hybridity as a stand-alone-term that designates anything, sufficiently well, on its own. 

			My approach is to examine the reification of the concept “hybridity.” In my words, reification is the process of making an entity (in this case, hybridity) a thing in itself, as if it gave birth to itself and has a life of its own, while disavowing responsibility for creating or maintaining its power.17 “Hybridity” has been reified in the sense that Asian American theologians (and others) often evoke the term without critically examining the constructed nature of the concept, which makes theorists liable not to see how their use reflects their priorities, assumptions, and defenses.  In this essay, I trace uses of the concept “hybridity” to visualize part of its genealogy within Asian American theology, recognizing that any review essay captures only a segment of a larger family tree of scholarly ideas. I begin with the work of two sources commonly cited in Asian American theology—Homi Bhabha and Lisa Lowe. They are by no means the only theorists cited in discussions of hybridity in Asian American theology, but their ideas are well known.18 

			In his classic essay “Signs Taken for Wonders,” examining hybridity in relation to colonialism, Bhabha argues that domination happens through a process of colonizers asserting—in myriad, insidious, cultural ways—rules that dictate what is more pure and what is less, what is closer to the “mother culture” and what is a “double.”19 The process of “splitting” off from the original or “doubling” is what Bhabha calls “disavowal,” “where the trace of what is disavowed is not repressed but repeated as something different—a mutation, a hybrid.”20 Bhabha writes, “Hybridity is the sign of the productivity of colonial power, its shifting forces and fixities; it is the name for the strategic reversal of the process of domination through disavowal (that is, the production of discriminatory identities that secure the ‘pure’ and original identity of authority).”21 Colonial power is not simply an all-powerful oppressive force. Paradoxically, its contradictory nature also produces the potential for its own dismantling. By being spinoffs, hybrids are considered inferior, says Bhabha, but at the same time, because they are necessary for propping up colonial claims to superiority, hybrids have their own subversive power by not exactly doubling the colonials.22 

			In a later essay “Commitment to Theory,” Bhabha expands his discussion of hybridity to reflect on political discourse, continuing to address resistance and social transformation. In this essay, he conceives of hybridity as characteristic of the space of discourse, where the object under investigation is constructed in a tensive “negotiation”23 of competing perspectives, knowledges, and commitments. The “political object” that is created on an ongoing basis is “neither the one nor the other,” persistently defying easy polarities or binaries that might impose unity.24 The political object (represented by an idea or concept) is not simply a more evolved iteration of a prior theory, but rather engagement with a political object contributes to its continuous, contested creation that challenges and forms the perceptions of theorists. Political change happens at what Bhabha calls “hybrid moments,”25 when theorists are forced to think beyond simple or reductive categories and explanations.26 It is self-evident from this brief review that the concept “hybridity” is neither simple nor straightforward. More particularly, it does not refer simply and solely to the convergence and mixture between or among differing racial, ethnic, cultural, and religious communities and traditions. Rather, the concept “hybridity” refers to negotiating multiplicity, marginalization, and power in the context of domination.

			A second theorist whose work is commonly cited in discussions of hybridity is Lowe. In her seminal work, Immigrant Acts: Asian American Cultural Politics (1996), Lowe traces the “genealogy of Asian immigrants as a genealogy of American citizenship,” discussing a history of exclusion and degrees of disenfranchisement that Asians have suffered.27 She is well known for her tripartite association of “heterogeneity, hybridity, and multiplicity.”28 For her, hybridity (in conjunction with heterogeneity and multiplicity) is a comparative term, deriving meaning in opposition to Orientalist essentialism, whose adherents seek the “essence” of culture. She writes, “By ‘hybridity’ I refer to the formation of cultural objects and practices that are produced by the histories of uneven and unsynthetic power relations…Hybridity, in this sense, does not suggest the assimilation of Asian or immigrant practices to dominant forms but instead marks the history of survival within relationships of unequal power and domination.”29 

			Lowe understands hybridity as an active, formative process rooted in empire that results in cultural objects and practices that reflect histories of unequal power. In Lowe’s materialist reading, histories of Asian immigrant suffering mark people, creating “hybrid cultural identities” that reflect their “movement between sites and the strategic occupation of heterogeneous and conflicting positions.”30 She emphasizes the fluid, contested, emerging nature of Asian American culture, yet she also recognizes the need for “strategic essentialism” in the words of Gaytri Chakravorty Spivak.31 It is self-evident from this brief review that the concept “hybridity” does not and cannot be used to identify a circumscribed event or isolated factor but rather points to a project of survival, of coping with suffering in the midst of exclusion and disenfranchisement.

			In our eagerness to appropriate their notions of hybridity, theorists often overlook some key issues. First, some colleagues often discuss either Bhabha or Lowe and sometimes both, but rarely do they reflect on the differences between their understandings of hybridity. Comparing their work reveals that hybridity has different referents. Too often authors collapse the varieties of the meanings and uses of the concept. Second, it is easy to forget that Bhabha and Lowe labored to gain theoretical perspective on their respective lived experiences of what they came to describe as “hybridity”—both of which are significantly different from one another. Bhabha’s discussions of hybridity are rooted in his experiences of the brutal colonialism of British India. Living in quite a different context, Lowe retrieves the experience of hybridity in the everyday lives of Asian Americans caught between cultures, their stories expressed in literature and film. In discussing works such as Louis Chu’s Eat a Bowl of Tea, Amy Tan’s Joy Luck Club, and Peter Wang’s film A Great Wall (1985), Lowe examines the clash of everyday cultural practices, the intermingling of cultures in hybrid spaces, the blurring of geographic boundaries, and the constant crossing of borders. In both cases, Bhabha and Lowe knew these experiences in mother tongues before they named it with the concept “hybridity” and before it was appropriated by various trade languages. They develop their respective notions of hybridity to open up complex, contested, painful, lived experiences of being in-between and belonging to multiple cultures. Ironically and regrettably, all we tend to remember in citing their work is the trade language they lend us.32 

			Using the Notion of Hybridity in the Politics of Knowledge Production

			The respective work of Bhabha and Lowe continues to be cited because they help us to engage in the political work of knowledge production. As minoritized scholars, Asian American theologians must legitimate what we know to colleagues with greater social power by discussing what is objectively true and therefore in some sense universal about Asian American experiences (ostensibly hybridity being one of them). We are expected to explain our uniqueness as Asian Americans, which confirms our otherness to those who are white.33 Forced to conform to what is expected of us in order to be successful in the academy, many colleagues have adopted Bhabha and Lowe’s respective approaches to hybridity and extended their trajectories to conceptualize our own diverse, particular experiences of hybridity and symbolize them for ourselves and for others. However, so invested in and adept are we at transacting scholarship according to the culture and assumptions of the academy, we fail to realize that the concept “hybridity” (a seemingly objective or neutral term) actually erases the uniqueness of lived experiences, especially expunging lived experiences of suffering in contexts of domination, exclusion, and disenfranchisement. It hides from view the particular harm done (and the responsibility for that harm), and the specific harm lived (and the summons to address it). A lack of critical self-awareness about how we use the term puts us at risk for continuing to inflict harm and be harmed by complicity. Without paying attention to the context of knowledge production, the reasons that we borrow from Bhabha and Lowe’s work on hybridity seem straightforward. 

			One reason Asian American theologians draw from Bhabha’s work is that it provides support for theologians’ claims that there are advantages to being hybrid.34 No doubt many of us are perhaps more alert not to what helps but to what hurts—that is, the painful challenges of being hybrid people, for example, coping with “holy insecurity”35 (in the words of Fumitaka Matsuoka), never feeling at home in our homeland (also Matsuoka36), or feeling “betwixt-and-between”37 (as Peter Phan says.) Bhabha himself is acutely aware that hybridity arises from situations of unequal power, at least in the context of colonialism. However, he also recognizes that the dynamics of hybridity can catalyze social change and transformation. Because we have needed to find hope in being hybrid, some Asian American theologians have found inspiration in Bhabha’s approach. For example, Joh, who is influenced by his discussions of hybridity and mimicry, argues that experiences of hybridity along with mimicry equip the colonized (including Asian Americans) to be subversive. She writes, “Hybridity works to disturb the questions of the images and presences of authority.”38 Feminist postcolonial ethicist, K. Christine Pae and her colleague James W. McCarty III not only associate being hybrid with Asian American social identities, which is more along the lines of Lowe, they also claim that “it [hybridity] creates particular moral agents who can claim a particular form of political power within the U.S. political context.”39 Though they do not cite Bhabha, this latter statement about the upside of being hybrid echoes part of his argument.40 Pae and McCarty argue that being a mix of cultural, racial, and political perspectives assists Asian Americans to discern oppression in its multiple guises, that is, as it affects for example race, gender, class and the environment.41 In other words, Pae and McCarty claim that being hybrid prepares Asian Americans to transform society. Arguing for the benefits of being hybrid, we can temper the pain and ambiguity of being hybrid by reframing our experiences in a more positive light.42 

			Asian American theologians also draw on Lowe’s work on hybridity for a different purpose, namely, that of countering essentialized notions of what is Asian American. Extending the trajectory of her work, Jonathan Tan explains the trend among Asian American theologians to think critically about hybridity. He argues that while the first generation of Asian American theologians focused on issues of marginality and liminality, they unwittingly “idealized and essentialized biological notions of what constituted ‘Asian’ and ‘American.’”43 At the time, they were primarily responding to the white ethnocentrism of theology, church structures, practices, and ecclesial thinking.44 However, since the 1980s Asian American theologians have explored more seriously the variability, plurality, and tensions within Asian American theologies, identities, and experiences.45 

			The notion of hybridity, especially in the way that Lowe uses it, has been an incisive way to complexify notions of Asian American identity. Asian American theologians such as Joh,46 Matsuoka,47 and Yamada48 build on Lowe’s notion of hybridity as a state of being fluid and multiple. Hybridity as a comparative term helps us to distinguish ourselves from what we are not, shrugging off problematic, essentialized, or monolithic assumptions about Asian Americans. Defining ourselves via negativa has been an important strategy, exercising the right to discern and name our own experiences. In a Loweian sense, hybridity is often used as a descriptor to characterize Asian American identities and social locations. 

			In sum, borrowing from either or both Bhabha and/or Lowe, Asian American theologians tend to use the concept of hybridity in these two ways49—to make a case for the subversive, creative upside of being hybrid and/or to counter tendencies toward essentializing what is “Asian American.” Using the concept of hybridity helps us to open up certain aspects of Asian American experiences to greater view, particularly the fragmented, ambiguous, fluid, contradictory nature of being Asian American. 

			Even when we seek to shed light on Asian American faith communities by appropriating one or another notion of hybridity, we cannot overlook the socio-political setting in which we produce knowledge. Asian American theological discourse takes place in the academy, where we must use the “master’s tools.”50 As much as we intend be masters of the master’s tools, we have also been shaped by the institutional cultures of which we are a part. As a result, institutional cultures of power and privilege tend to affect how we research, theorize, and present findings whether we know it or not, even when we are discussing something as potentially subversive as the notion of hybridity. Perhaps we mistakenly expect that the increasingly common meanings and uses of the concept of hybridity will express the complex and ambiguous processes which it originally was designed to capture. Though we speak from places of suffering, pain, and conflict in being hybrid ourselves, we (ironically) recast what we have lived as an abstraction that ostensibly reveals something “essential” and “universal,” even though the meaning of the term contradicts essentialism and universalism.51 

			Dueck and Reimer help me to understand that the privileging of trade languages over mother tongues is embedded in institutional cultures of Western research universities. Davidson has incentive to interpret Juanita’s experience in terms of trade language because it allows him to make his research intelligible to colleagues. Juanita’s case becomes a commodity that he controls. His representation of her voice gives him an authoritative voice in the academy. In parallel fashion, the notion of hybridity serves political ends for Asian American theologians (and theorists in Asian American studies and religious studies). As a concept embedded in various trade languages, hybridity serves as symbol that gives Asian American theologians (and colleagues) a sense of commonality and reinforces shared identity, as one theorist can speak to another about hybridity without explaining much about the term. Given the marginalization that Asian American scholars face in the academy, one cannot underestimate the value of shared symbols.52 Furthermore, using the trade language of hybridity in discussions with colleagues from dominant groups serves the purpose of “strategic essentialism,” addressing the need to assert Asian American identity given the politics of difference. At the same time, however, and this is the point I have sought most to emphasize—these positive functions may mute awareness of how “shared symbols” eclipse differences between and among lived experiences of hybridity, as well as how our uses of the concept reflect the need to conform to the culture and assumptions of the academy. 

			The Domestication of a Concept: A Case Study 

			I began this essay with examples of lived experiences of hybridity that are particular to my own Japanese American community. I return to these examples to recall the feel of one’s hometown as well as lived experiences of hybridity because I wish to contrast these memories with a case of writing about hybridity in the abstract, showing how easily it loses connection to what hybridity looks and feels like from the inside.

			I focus on the work of systematic theologian Julius-Kei Kato, who has written one of the few extensive studies that address hybridity and Asian American theology.53 Kato focuses on making a contribution to Asian American hermeneutics, based on experiences of what he calls “diasporic hybridity.” He conceives of hybridity as a “tertium quid” (“a third thing that is indefinite and undefined but is related to two definite or known things”54) implying a state of being or a social location of Asian Americans. He adds to this the notion of diaspora, distinguishing Asian American hybridity by associating it with experiences of migration.55 Assuming that all Asian Americans are hybrid, Kato focuses on what they have in common. 

			Though he draws on many theorists for his study, Kato’s work is shaped by Bhabha and Lowe in specific ways. From Bhabha, Kato borrows the notion that hybridity upsets traditional hierarchical binaries such as center/margin, colonizer/colonized, or hegemony/subaltern.56 Like other Asian American theologians, Kato is interested in the subversive power of hybridity, to which Bhabha attests. In addition, Kato acknowledges the importance of Lowe’s work, invoking (as many others have) the “holy trinity” of “heterogeneity, hybridity, and multiplicity.”57 He too wishes to complexify an essentialist approach to understanding who and what is Asian American. Kato is like Lowe in using hybridity (or more precisely diasporic hybridity in Kato’s case) as a descriptor for Asian American identity. Like Lowe, Kato invokes the precedent of “strategic essentialism” (in the tradition of Spivak), which gives him license to treat Asian Americans as a group.58 His claim is that the hybrid social location of Asian Americans equips them to contribute in fresh, maybe even radical, ways to the task of hermeneutics. In this latter sense, he takes up the trajectory that Bhabha argues. 

			In my judgment, Kato’s major contribution is to review the work of six Asian American theologians in light of diasporic hybridity. To his credit, he starts with their lived experiences of diasporic hybridity wherever possible. Kato’s stated intention is to consider “the particular context of diasporic hybridity out of which their theological reflections emerge.”59 Following David Tracy’s model of hermeneutics, he takes lived experience as a starting point, which I appreciate as a practical theologian. Because the six theorists do not use the same language, Kato reflects on their work through the single lens of diasporic hybridity, allowing us to appreciate their work anew. 

			Unfortunately, Kato’s discussion of the six theorists misses the spirit of the trajectory of Tracy’s work, especially as Don Browning and others in practical theology have developed his ideas.60 Tracy and practical theologians who follow his way of thinking approach experience not simply as the background from which theological reflection emerges but as embodied theology, treating it as the foreground of the theologian’s task. The interpretation that Tracy proposes is to unearth the implicit theology within experience itself. While Kato tries to be faithful to Tracy’s model of hermeneutics, I find that he relegates the lived experiences of the six theorists to a litmus test, proving that because they have experienced hybridity, they possess the appropriate pedigree for discussing what he understands as diasporic hybridity.61 Furthermore, he unwittingly glosses the differences among his theorists’ lived experiences of hybridity, dwelling primarily instead on how these theorists’ work support his notion of diasporic hybridity.62 

			In a sense, Kato’s proposal both solves problems and unintentionally creates others. He articulates a conceptual tool that promotes a sense of shared identity (“we are all hybrids”) and highlights the unique contributions that Asian Americans can make to hermeneutics. I agree with Kato that Asian Americans are bound to approach hermeneutics differently than others. Like Kato, I would like colleagues to understand what hermeneutical contributions I and other Asian American theologians might offer. However, one wonders if Kato strains the limits of invoking “strategic essentialism” by generalizing about experiences of hybridity and what Asian Americans know because of them. Erasing difference, particularity, and tension between and among Asian Americans not only does harm by not being true to lived experiences but also by defanging and domesticating hybridity. Kato’s use the notion of hybridity leads to an all-too-common pitfall in the politics of knowledge production: The concept “hybridity” becomes mainstream and codified, conforming to a traditional, Western analytical frame (found in Tracy’s work) that then defines the boundaries of where and how the hermeneutical work takes place. Discussing “diasporic hybridity” becomes the occasion for practicing an Asian American version of the way that colleagues in dominant groups approach hermeneutics, which undermines the potentially subversive power of the concept. I question what we take as methodologically normative and a de facto starting point for Asian American hermeneutics. 

			Kato does what most of us might do with the concept of hybridity, which is to use it uncritically as an analytical tool, an identity descriptor, or a symbol. While using trade languages undoubtedly advances careers in 

			the academy, it also covers over dangerous memories of hybridity that originally brought us to try to write prophetically about what we have lived.

			Implications

			As minoritized scholars, Asian American theologians (and Asian American colleagues in other disciplines) know firsthand the difficulty of being hybrid in a mostly white academy. As hybrids, we are constantly at risk for not being aware of the compromises we make, which is not unlike the situation of faith communities in Sacramento. While they work within the traditions of all-American holidays, we are working within the traditions of the academy, practicing respect for norms that many white colleagues take for granted because their social location affords privilege. Asian American theologians resist these norms as much as possible, making creative contributions (like Kato does with diasporic hybridity). However, sometimes we unwittingly hide from ourselves complicity with power dynamics in the very ways we theorize and produce scholarship. Asian American theologians need greater critical awareness of the extent to which we have unknowingly adopted cultural assumptions and practices of the academy (e.g., the privileging of trade languages over mother tongues) and how easily we tidy up and make intellectually respectable lived experiences of marginalization through theorizing shaped by the “master’s tools.”

			We are in a thorny situation of needing to invoke the concept “hybridity” because it helps us to describe Asian American identity, but needing to use it in ways that do not eclipse particularity, difference, and ambiguity as well as power, oppression, harm, conflict, and suffering. Despite the feeling of comfort or security that the abstraction hybridity gives us, it freezes the ephemeral, mercurial nature of lived experiences of hybridity.63 Lived experiences of hybridity are sufficiently varied that they cannot fit into a conceptual category called “hybridity.” (Recall that hybridity assumes non-uniformity.) However, lived experiences of hybridity are similar enough to be comparable. 

			I propose that we adopt Robert Neville’s strategy of making a category (in our case “hybridity”) sufficiently “vague.”64 He writes, “[A vague comparative] category constitutes the respect in which two or more positions might be compared, and is unbiased to the extent it can accommodate the expressions of the various positions without reducing one to another or any position to its own theoretical elements. The category is vague in the logical sense that it can accommodate positions that contradict one another.”65 Vague comparative categories have multiple advantages. Neville argues that a category can be made solid or “specific” enough to bring what is being compared in relation to one another, but open-ended or “vague” enough to see them “in their own, perhaps contradictory, terms.”66 Using the concept “hybridity” in a functionally vague sense would mean having some notion of what experiences of hybridity look like while deliberately keeping one’s understanding open to difference, tensions, and the particularity of lived experiences.67 

			Rather than approaching hybridity primarily as an abstract concept, I find it more helpful to linger with lived experiences of hybridity within a given Asian American community and to reflect on the intersections of plural mother tongues and plural trade languages. Hybridity works less well as a universal descriptor of Asian American identity and better as a concept that primarily takes on meaning when discussed in terms of the lived experiences of members of a particular community in a certain context with all its intersecting and clashing cultures, communal narratives, and histories. Lived experiences of hybridity exceed and unsettle the very notion of hybridity itself. If we wish to speak more broadly about multiple Asian American communities, it would be more modest to respect the multiple mother tongues represented in discussing multiple hybridities. It would be more fruitful to negotiate particularities and differences between and among hybridities rather than to assert the generality of the concept “hybridity.” How we use the notion of hybridity needs to better reflect the meaning of the term, which is meant to resist essentialism. 

			In addition to rethinking how we approach the hybridities of Asian American faith communities, we must also deepen theological reflection. Asian Americans have often theologized hybridity by reflecting on the hybridity of Jesus as a symbol and as a person, for example, his divine and human nature as well as his location within and between cultures. Feminist postcolonial theologians Namsoon Kang, Kwok Pui-lan, and K. Christine Pae each discuss a hybridized concept of Jesus as a helpful, empowering image.68 By rooting our experiences of hybridity in none other than Christ himself, we can find no stronger justification or perhaps even redemption for our existential situation as hybrid people.  While it may be easy to draw an analogy from the hybridity of Jesus (the man or the symbol) to our own, it implies that our human experience resembles his or what the concept of Jesus means.  For example, Christ’s divine/human hybridity was ordained by God, rather than being a byproduct of unequal power dynamics and/or commodification, as Bhabha and Lowe help us to understand. One wonders about the differences between Christ’s experience of hybridity and Asian American experiences that might call an analogy into question.  Furthermore, taking seriously the multiple, contested, hybrid images of Jesus/Christ may reveal more about the mystery of who he is than the hybridity that marginalized people experience.  Rather than focusing on making “formal” parallels between Christ and ourselves, one might focus on “substantive” parallels.  Both the concept of hybridity and Scripture address suffering, oppression, sin, and evil, potentially creating a rich intersection for theological reflection.  

			A potential source for theologizing hybridity is the embodied theologies of particular Asian American communities that require theorists to stay close to lived experiences and theologically rich practices rather than hastening to theory and abstraction.69 Examples like the Japanese American holiday rituals I described are contextually appropriate for a theology of hybridity, not necessarily for all Asian American but perhaps for Japanese American Christians. Memorial Day and Thanksgiving observances in the Sacramento Japanese American community express a theology of creative subversiveness rooted in the creativity of the Spirit.70 They attest to a refusal to conform to ways that dominant cultures formalize the memorialization of an ostensibly common history. The rituals reveal a commitment to participate in as well as subvert tradition, creating practices of celebrating these holidays that were more true to the complexity and multiplicity of the Japanese American community. Less obvious is that these rituals embody a theology of lament.71 On Memorial Day, the community grieves not only their war dead and others who have passed on but also their own suffering. Even on Thanksgiving, Parkview church members practiced recalling the courage and resilience of forebears who faced great adversity. These are laments of the marginalized who need the cover of national holidays to express what is painful and conflicting. In the midst of suffering, the community practices hope, which nuances these all-American holidays in ways that enrich the meaning of being American.

			No doubt, other Asian American faith communities have embodied theologies of their own that could be mined as normative sources. Our own diverse narratives, practices, and contexts could potentially be rich sources for theologizing hybridity, while honoring the complexity of lived experiences.

			I would like to thank conversation partners Sang-il Kim, Fumitaka Matsuoka, and Chris Schlauch.  I appreciate the research assistance of Sang-il Kim as well as the help of Gary Barbaree, Hei Takarabe, and Motoe Yamada Foor, who provided information about Japanese American church practices in Sacramento.
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			In Deference to Difference:                                                         A Path to the Enrichment of Cultures

			—Jin H. Han

		

		
			The facile resemblance of “difference” and “deference” conveys a significant connection—rich in signification. In spite of their divergent etymology, signaled by their distinctive features of /i/ and /e/, the enchantingly similar sound of the two words conjures kinship, perhaps that of lost kinsfolk. Often, in social exchanges, difference triggers the protocol of respect for others, whereas at times it is just as capable of engendering enmity and conflict. Theological education, grounded in a long tradition of respecting others to the extent of declaring total strangers brothers and sisters, takes a special interest in the nurture of deference to difference. While the deferential negotiation of differences is relevant to many cultures, this article focuses on Asians and Asian-Americans with no exclusionary geo- or geno-centrist agenda.

			Superabundance of Difference

			The ubiquitous process of differentiation applied to any set of multiple objects may well be biologically hardwired. A child who looks at his or her two hands apparently likes one over the other, while right- or left-handedness is prenatally determined. In the binary, one is virtually doomed to choose the sinister one, which is not always the left (Lat. sinistra). A binary reductionism sprawls like an invasive plant into any field of observation, in which one of the pair takes up a privileged position. The social and ethical matrixes enforce the binary paradigm as seen in the clash of “us” and “them,” right kind and wrong kind, good guys and bad, and so forth. In modern times, the political platforms are aligned in the framework of right or left until none but moderates are left. The Western discourses often cite the Asian philosophy of yin and yang to proffer the binary as universal while being oblivious that yin-yang is merely one of many articulations of the Asian cosmogony.1

			To learn how to categorize a set of sundry items based on their different features is reinforced by traditional forms of instruction, which rate it as an essential skill useful beyond the ovarium of learning or the seminary. Theological schools have been no exception to the trend of privileging the analysis of different details over the synthesizing. In Jewish and Christian traditions, creation theology summons Genesis 1, in which various creatures are depicted as being created after their own kind, distinct from others. The rhetoric can easily flow over into exclusionary practices that are deemed “according to their kinds” (see Gen. 1:11, 12, 21, 24, 25, RSV).2

			The discriminatory posture to any difference, however, runs the risk of missing the jubilant celebration of the diverse ways the universe is constructed, as made amply clear in the speech by Wisdom in Prov 8 (see also Pss 8, 29, 104).3 The confusion over the ambience of creation may be compared to the commotion at the maternity ward where a question is raised as to why a newborn cries. Is it over the terror of leaving the womb and heading for the tomb? Alternatively, is it the nascent thrill of nativity bursting into the world—like Bergson’s élan vital or Baudelaire’s frisson—after the period of gestation that lasts nine months (or ten months as many Asians would say)? At any rate, children’s growing pains include the diligent effort to retain the capacity to marvel at different phenomena, whose infinite variety is analogically depicted in a Chinese Daoist phrase sēn luó wàn xiàng that can be roughly translated as “forest-like network of ten thousand phenomena.” Jorge Luis Borges toys with the idea that the 10,000 beings (wàn xiàng), “the very conservative estimate,” have the generativity for an infinite number of different metaphors.4

			Living in such a world of superabundance of variables, finite human beings learn to construct their identity based on the differences they observe in their social locations. In the fluid universe of identity, however, differentials are never static. Susceptible to changes, they may also be affected by the very act of those who seek to understand what their identity entails, in a way that simulates Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle. 

			The array of differences in the world resists and never succumbs to the totalizing efforts of the dominant discourses that seek to reduce everything to a certain binary pair and write codes of conduct for them. Upliftingly, there is an alternative. Difference is best approached as a category of superabundance. Paul Ricoeur has popularized the term for the boundary-crossing possibility of ethics of care, for example, by juxtaposing the superabundance of love with the equivalence of justice.5 Whereas the latter calls for satisfaction, the former is governed by a different kind of equation that permits extraordinary grace.

			Deference Lost

			While difference is a fact of life, deference in the sense of respecting the Other (divine or human) is attested to more often in ethical and theological discourses than in social praxis. Human beings have shown the tendency to shape their postures and actions based on what they perceive to be different in those whom they defined as others. Grievously, difference has been used as a pretext to sponsor pogroms, genocide, discrimination, and prejudice. Otherness has also facilitated the argument that proposes slavery as something natural. Even noble egalitarian efforts can be tainted when everyone is said to be equal before the law with privileges instituted for some. In a comparable way, everyone may be equal before God, and some are more equal than the others.6 Can the respect of others ever be restored?

			The troubled history of differences summons the ubiquitous notion of alterity. Emmanuel Lévinas advances it as the very basis of ethics, when he says, “I understand responsibility as responsibility for the Other, thus as responsibility for what is not my deed, or for what does not even matter to me; or which precisely does matter to me, is met by me as face.”7 In other words, the Other deserves respect for being different, not because of any reciprocity that he or she can altercate. Lévinas casts the net wide to capture the notion of the Other that covers all who have a face. Although it is not clear whether he would include non-human or inanimate entities, the choice of figurative speech is instructive in that the Hebrew word for “face” is based on the root pnh, which means “to turn.” The Other is someone who can turn to present his or her face. In other words, turning to face him or her activates the ethical mandate in the face-to-face encounter, which gives birth to responsibility to the Other, “whether accepted or refused, whether knowing or not knowing how to assume it, either able or unable to do something concrete for the Other.”8

			While alterity as configured by Lévinas is uplifting, it struggles to be manifested in the public arena. Difference can inspire many things including Frankenstein’s sibling jealousy. In connection with the perennial way existentialism can make one intelligently miserable, one may recall Jean Paul Sartre, in whose play, No Exit, Joseph Garcin says in hell, “You remember all we were told about the torture-chambers, the fire and brimstone, the ‘burning marl.’ Old wives’ tales! . . . . Hell is—other people!”9 It is hardly fair to lampoon the playwright for what his character says, and Sartre should not be charged with xenophobia. It is eminently to his credit to construct the line that warns about human existence, in which the way one relates to others can make a difference of heaven and hell.

			Near the top of the list of the main causes of infelicity in human relationship, there is indifference to others. While there is a constructive side to forgetting differences in pursuit of forgiveness of “those who trespass against us,” indifference can be easily co-opted to the perpetuation of injustice. It may take the global form of economic exploitation. It may also involve the local manipulation of wages. While prophets speak of the former in broad strokes, the biblical literature includes concrete instances of engaging the latter that impacts the powerless and often goes with no restitution (e.g., Mal. 3:5; James 5:4). Malachi, the prophet of the Old, and James, the wisdom teacher in the NT, join to warn that the failure to defer to the underprivileged—the others—is bound to have a damning impact upon the community and society.

			By contrast, a moral crisis can be transformed into an opportunity to pursue justice in the interest of the disenfranchised, depending on what one does with it.10 There is a possibility of lucid parody in the word play Jacques Derrida advances with the amalgamation of différence and différance, indistinguishable in the French pronunciation. On the one hand, one can be engaged in the serpentine deferral (différance) of what fairness to the other means. On the other hand, one can take difference as “something that ‘constantly folds the infinite back into the finite’ and reminds us that it ‘cannot fail to upset our common representation of history and time.’”11 Differences in others can facilitate deference to the Other, when they are inducted into a context of recognizing the value of the Other.

			The title of this section (“Deference Lost”) is poised to recall John Milton’s epic poem Paradise Lost (1667). Theologians living in a post-lapsarian world have no access to what it was like before Adam and Eve ate of the tree of knowledge of good and evil; however, poets help to imagine what has been lost and look forward to the possibility of regaining it. The rabbinic interpretation of Genesis 3 as a story of growing up12 may imply that there is no going back, for even Albert Einstein was dubious about the possibility of reverse time travel. Looking forward, the apocalyptic may serve as a guiding angel for the future. As one of the main threads of the apocalyptic, the vision of the reign of God (commonly rendered as the kingdom of heaven or the kingdom of God) nurtures the hope of a world where oppression ceases. While it is not hard to run into a call to build the kingdom of God, the biblical literature depicts it not as something human beings construct, but as what God brings into the world in due time. Without presuming to establish a human version of the reign of God, the apocalyptic offers a vision of the end time where “all tribes and peoples and languages” honor God (Rev 7:9; see also Dan 7:14). One may count among the offerings of many peoples Asian cultures of deference as outlined in the next paragraphs.

			Asian Cultures of Deference

			The Confucian tradition of “five virtues in human relations”13 is well known. Although this aretalogy is usually construed as based on the hierarchical understanding of society, it can also accommodate the idea of promoting the interest of the lower in status. For example, the “amity” stipulated for the parent-child relation does not exist unilaterally. The idea that there is an order for the young and the old often has been summoned in defense of the privilege of the elders, but the notion of precedence also mandates that the older should care for the younger and be a good role model for them.

			One may find a historical example of the care that the powerful exercised for the powerless in Asian history. For example, the Korean royal annals of King Sejong, the fourth king of the Yi Dynasty, record that an edict was issued in the eighth year of his reign (1426), stipulating that the maid servants throughout the country be given a hundred-day maternity leave,14 and in the sixteenth year of his reign (1432) a supplement to the decree adds that the father be given a thirty-day paternity leave, as well.15 The edict is apparently motivated by the care for those with no privileges, providing a provocative illustration of the biblical teaching of ḥesed. While this Hebrew word is commonly translated as “loyalty” in modern biblical studies, Katharine D. Sakenfeld underscores its extraordinary connotation when she says, “The word ‘loyalty’ is often used in English for the attitude that a subordinate should exhibit toward a superior, but rarely the other way round. We will discover that the biblical notion of ḥesed/loyalty refers more often to just the opposite direction of relationship: the powerful is loyal to the weak or needy or dependent.”16 

			Asiatic cultures are at times caricatured as ruthless and barbaric.17 There is virtually no society that has not left the traces of exploitation and oppression, however. Asian cultural practices can include the abusive demand of unconditional obedience to the elders or the rulers and the exploitative arrangement in the spousal or other familial relationships. The lamentable manifestations of inequity are not uniquely Asiatic problems. While human relationships in Asia are often depicted in the order of hierarchy, which is also not confined to Asiatic societies, they aspire not for domination and exploitation but for “humaneness” (rén), whose pictographic implicature highlights the relationship of two human beings, and it will be not be in violation of the lexical meaning of rén to extend it to all that are created by God. While the unfinished struggle to bring down “the dividing wall” (Eph. 2:14) remains imperative, one should not lose sight of many good things that historians and other scholars of humanities continue to uncover in Asian cultures of deference and elsewhere.

			Being Asian-American

			While the totalizing discourse of scholarship occasionally errs by lumping Asians and Asian-Americans together, the latter deserve to be discussed on their own terms. Much has been said about the hyphenated shape of their descriptor. Whether or not the hyphen is inserted, the combination of the two words immediately indicates hybridity, which may be biological or cultural. Whereas pure culture has often been paraded as an ideal, history repeatedly recalls the idiocy of ethnic, cultural, or ideological purge, let alone that projects of purity advanced by beings that are eminently incapable of attaining or retaining it are doomed from the outset.18 By contrast, identity is discovered or constructed with the input and aid of many other elements of alien nature.

			In negotiating with what one inherits from progenitors as well as what he or she embraces as his or her own, Asian-Americans have a special blessing of being able to go back and forth in multiple cultural realms and shape their own cultures. They can embrace many perspectives, paying heed to ancient Greeks who dreaded the one-eyed Cyclopes. Citing the modern social theorists who are wary and weary of the surveillance of the panopticon,19 Asian-Americans can also articulate who they are without being lured into the predatory profiling practice of totalization. Although their particular location can make them look like eternal visitors to America, the ambiguity inherent in being Asian-American facilitates detecting and exposing unfairness and inequalities that intersect in many areas.

			This extraordinary social location plays a role in the creative output by many Asian-American writers, including Maxine Hong Kingston, Amy Tan, David Henry Hwang, and Chang-rae Lee. They capture the lives of those who are caught, trapped, or enthralled in the interstices of more than one culture. A growing number of Asian-American authors, whose works are listed under “marginalized literatures” for indefensible reasons, continue to tell the stories of those who put up a good fight with multifaceted challenges against the odds. By giving voice to those who could not have been heard, they pay respect to those who have led a different life in history and modern times.

			Asian-Americans are obliged to wrestle with: “Where is my home?” In seeking to give voice to the home-ambiguous, Asian-American discourses often introduce what appears to be insider knowledge: for example, what seems to be a typical conversation in immigrant families but must sound foreign to outsiders. To create this familiar-and-unfamiliar world, Asian-American writings often include non-English words printed in italics with or without translation. Perhaps, any effort to lift up what had been yet to be said and heard of Asianness should speak in strange tongues. These measures to introduce something new in its authentic garb can reinforce the idea of Asia being such a foreign world that used to confound the West. However, this is a worthwhile risk that needs to be managed, not avoided, when Asian-American writers set out to present what they have discovered in and around them. One may compare it to what Frederick Douglass says about the African-African spirituals:

			I did not, when a slave, understand the deep meaning of those rude and apparently incoherent songs. I was myself within the circle; so that I neither saw nor heard as those without might see and hear. They told a tale of woe which was then altogether beyond my feeble comprehension; 

			they were tones loud, long, and deep; they breathed the prayer and the complaint of souls boiling over with the bitterest anguish.20

			The world will be better served by the inside knowledge of those who can describe “the bitterest anguish” that urges one to speak on and off the published pages on behalf of the Other.

			Design of Deference

			Respect apparently requires the external expressions to become tangible. William Shakespeare eloquently speaks of the necessity of means for any noble effort, when he says, “But passion lends them power, time means, to meet.”21 Likewise, deference to the Other needs a platform and is commonly associated with etiquettes, protocols, manners, and les moeurs. Whereas these socially useful items presuppose a connotation of submission by one class to another, this article has advocated the possibility of another kind of deference, one that respects the difference in the Other. In actual social contexts, it signifies deference to the poor and the powerless, that is, those other people who may be deemed to require no respect.

			The effort to sustain the customs of deference to others is bound to encounter a treacherous terrain. As Terry Eagleton points out, “otherness is not the most fertile of intellectual furrows.”22 Without repeating his list of horrible ways others are portrayed in literature, one may concede that those who are inscribed as different make it difficult to know what to do with them. Many of Asian and Asian-American writers have done a remarkable job in presenting such alterity of their experience. Even when their creative task may not include an immediate action plan, they are to be credited with opening up what Homi Bhabha calls “Third Space, which represents both the general conditions of language and the specific implication of the utterance in a performative and institutional strategy of which it cannot ‘in itself’ be conscious.”23 The Third Space, however, comes with no guarantee to stay open and available, and postcolonial discourses have to be on  constant watch for the tide of the empire that strikes back.

			Bhabha and other postcolonial thinkers highlight the treacherous terrain one encounters in the colonial or neo-colonial configuration. The line between the colonizer and the colonized is no longer as distinct as it used to be, and there is ample reason to suspect that the structure of colonial exploitation is intact. Furthermore, a struggle to fight the monstrosity of the power structure could turn one into a comparable beast, as one can detect in Herman Melville’s Moby-Dick, in which Captain Ahab increasingly takes after the monster he fights. As Sheng-mei Ma observes, “Asian American cultural practice routinely risks reinscribing Orientalist stereotypes in the name of refuting them.”24 For a related reason, there is something alarming about the fact that Asian and Asian-Americans’ work is assessed in conformity with the Western measures of success. This insidiously perpetuates a modern myth in which one’s value is determined by what one can produce with the grim prospect of literally outliving one’s usefulness in being able to produce material and other goods. In such a framework, valuation is again reinstituted based on power and prestige, not on the alterity of the Other.

			In this Kafkaesque metamorphosis, one may keep up the appearance of the prophetic vocalization engaged in subversive speeches against the social edifices of domination. In spite of the great advances in social critiquing in and outside theological reflection and education, however, the world is yet to witness peace for all living beings—not just human beings but all the created, animate and inanimate. Lamentably, contemporary history continues to deny the hope to find the twenty-first century to be a better era than the previous. Privileged classes continue to stay in power, handing out concessions to “other backward classes.” From time to time, a call goes out for the celebration of the postmodern trend of recognizing cultural diversity. However, the grand narrative is still in sway. In this configuration of reality, one has to suspect that the contention that the grand narrative is dead is also part of the grand narrative that now eludes social critics. To borrow from Eagleton, again, “Nothing is now more stereotyped in literary studies than the critique of stereotypes.”25 Dismantling persistent power structures that do not value respecting others for their difference is undoubtedly a formidable task, but there is the resilience of hope, as Rebbe Nachman of Breslov, Hasidic rabbi of the eighteenth century, says: “Never despair! Never! It is forbidden to give up hope!” (Likute Moharan II:78).

			One may find the solid basis of such hope in the biblical vision of community, which is elucidated in Father Gerhard Lohfink’s book, Wie hat Jesus Gemeinde gewollt?26 It is arguably less than propitious that the American publisher felt compelled to provide the subtitle The Social Dimension of Christian Faith. The erudite addition has the apparent advantage of highlighting the social change that the book advocates, while blurring the straightforward agenda of presenting what kind of community Jesus desired. In the book, Lohfink underscores the life and death of Jesus, who renounces power, empowering the believing community to do likewise. A community that chooses not to be fixated on power is not a Christian invention, but a biblical convention already manifested in the people of Israel that care for the poor, as elucidated by the older Lohfink brother, Father Norbert Lohfink.27 The message the two Jesuit brothers have fostered reveals the biblical provenance of the idea of deference extended to others, not because they are powerful and can repay favors in a social network of patron-client, but because God takes a special interest in everyone, especially those who may be set aside or glanced at askance or tossed aside for being somehow different—the Other.

			Jin H. Han is Professor of Biblical Studies at New York Theological Seminary. His publications include Six Minor Prophets in the series of Blackwell Bible Commentaries (with Richard Coggins).
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			Lévinas, Emmanuel. Ethics and Infinity: Conversations with Philippe Nemo. trans., Richard A. Cohen. Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1985.

			Lohfink, Gerhard. Jesus and Community: The Social Dimension of Christian Faith, trans. John P. Galvin. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984.

			Lohfink, Norbert. Options for the Poor: The Basic Principle of Liberation Theology in the Light of the Bible. Berkeley: BIBAL Press, 1987.

			Ma, Sheng-mei. Diaspora Literature and Visual Culture: Asia in Flight. London: Routledge, 2011.

			Marotta, Vince. “The Multicultural, Intercultural and the Transcultural Subject.” In Global Perspectives On The Politics of Multiculturalism in the 21st Century: A Case Study Analysis, edited by Fethi Mansouri and Boulou Ebanda de B’béri. Abingdon: Routledge, 2014.

			Ricoeur, Paul. “Hope and the Structure of Philosophical Systems,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 44 (1970): 55-69.

			Ritivoi, Andreea Deciu. Paul Ricoeur: Tradition and Innovation in Rhetorical Theory. Albany: State University of New York Press, 2006.

			Sakenfeld, Katharine Doob. Faithful in Action: Loyalty in Biblical Perspective. Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2001.

			Wood, Sarah. Derrida’s Writing and Difference: A Reader’s Guide. London: Continuum, 2009.

			

			
				
					1	Other cosmogonic conceptualizations of Asia include Laotzu’s Dao-filled wú or Chuangtzu’s xū charged with qì, both of which may be comparable to the Greek plēnē rather than to the Latin nihilum.

				

				
					2	By contrast, the NRSV brings out more clearly the abundant variety of creatures of “every kind” (lěmînēhû).

				

				
					3	Emanuel Lévinas, The reduplication in Hebrew ša‘ašȗ‘îm (“delight”) and yôm yôm (“daily”) in Prov 8:30 highlights the perpetual joy attested to in creation.

				

				
					4	Jorge Luis Borges, This Craft of Verse (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2000), 21.

				

				
					5	“Hope and the Structure of Philosophical Systems,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 44 (1970): 58; see also Andreea Deciu Ritivoi, Paul Ricoeur: Tradition and Innovation in Rhetorical Theory (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2006), 116. 

				

				
					6	Cf. “All animals are equal, but some animals are more equal than others” George Orwell, Animal Farm: A Fairy Story (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 1989, 192; originally published in 1945), 88.

				

				
					7	Ethics and Infinity: Conversations with Philippe Nemo, trans., Richard A. Cohen (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1985), 95.

				

				
					8	  Ibid., 97.

				

				
					9	  Jean Paul Sartre, No Exit (Huis Clos): A Play in One Act (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1949), 61.

				

				
					10	 The ambiguity inherent in challenge may be best portrayed by the Chinese word for “crisis” (wēijī), which is made of two syllables that mean “danger and opportunity.”

				

				
					11	 Sarah Wood, Derrida’s Writing and Difference: A Reader’s Guide (London and New York: Continuum, 2009), 3; quoting Geoffrey Bennington, “Derridabase,” Jacques Derrida, eds., Geoffrey Bennington and Jacques Derrida (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1993), 118.

				

				
					12	 In this regard, Moses Maimonides entertains a question as to how a human should receive the intellect as a punishment for disobedience. He replies that after sinning Adam knew “necessary truths,” while thereafter, “apparent truths” (Guide for the Perplexed I.2).

				

				
					13	 In a sketchy but modernized version, the five relations refer to (1) parents and children; (2) king and the subject (or people); (3) spouses; (4) young and old; and (5) friends.

				

				
					14	 http://sillok.history.go.kr/id/kda_10804017_004 (accessed May 1, 2016).

				

				
					15	 http://sillok.history.go.kr/id/kda_11604026_003 (accessed May 1, 2016).

				

				
					16	 Katherine D. Sakenfeld, Faithful in Action: Loyalty in Biblical Perspective (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2001), 2.

				

				
					17	 See, for example, John M. Hobson’s analysis of a certain Eurocentric conceptualization of international politics in The Eurocentric Conception of World Politics: Western International Theory, 1760-2010 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 127.

				

				
					18	 Vince Marotta, “The Multicultural, Intercultural and the Transcultural Subject,” Global Perspectives On The Politics of Multiculturalism in the 21st Century: A Case Study Analysis, ed., Fethi Mansouri and Boulou Ebanda de B’béri (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014), 92.

				

				
					19	 First proposed by Jeremy Bentham as a penal structure; later appropriated by Michel Foucault as a metaphor of the all-seeing grip of social control (Discipline and Punish: Birth of the Prison, New York: Vintage Books, 1979; originally published in 1975).

				

				
					20	 Frederick Douglass, Narrative of the Life of Frederick Douglass, an American Slave, Written by Himself (San Francisco: City Light books, 2010), 121.

				

				
					21	 William Shakespeare, Romeo and Juliet, Acts 2, Prologue, line 13.

				

				
					22	 Terry Eagleton, Figures of Dissent: Critical Essays on Fish, Spivak, Žižek and Others (London and New York: Verso, 2003), 2. 

				

				
					23	 Homi K. Bhabha, The Location of Culture (London and New York: Routledge, 1994), 36.

				

				
					24	 Sheng-mei Ma, Diaspora Literature and Visual Culture: Asia in Flight (London and New York: Routledge, 2011), 96.

				

				
					25	 Eagleton, Figures of Dissent, 2.

				

				
					26	 Gerhard Lohfink, Jesus and Community: The Social Dimension of Christian Faith, trans. John P. Galvin (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984).

				

				
					27	 See for example, Norbert Lohfink, Options for the Poor: The Basic Principle of Liberation Theology in the Light of the Bible (Berkeley: BIBAL Press, 1987), 16-32.

				

			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			
				[image: ]
			

		

	
		
			Imagine the Real:                                                                   Teaching with Asian Christian Art 

			in the Theological Classroom

			—Su-Chi Lin

		

		
			Being both an educator of theology and art coming from an Asian context, this essay asks the questions from my social-cultural position: How do women artists make God visible in their Asian/North American cultural contexts? In what ways can the theological imagination of Asian Christian art enhance our understanding of the reality of the world?1 These questions are central to the pedagogy developed for “Christian Art of Asia”, a medium level course offered to M.A. and M.Div. students at the Graduate Theological Union (GTU) in Berkeley.2 During my journey of integrating art into the theological classroom at GTU, which started in 2012, I have learned various lessons from my professors and peers. Their diverse nationalities and denominational backgrounds have taught me about the unique ways in which using art in the classroom can serve the function of breaking boundaries and speaking the prophetic voice of freedom and liberation. In this process, both instructors and students discover that engaging the arts collectively in a learning community could be a powerful way to practice theology. This presence can be cultivated in the classroom by knowing the different cultural heritages of the “other” through our imagination.3 To this end, the present essay examines a practical application of theological aesthetics in relation to the prophetic voice of Asian Christian art in global settings of education and faith formation. The intersection of art and social justice is the main concern during the process of perception, translation, and appropriation of biblical messages. 4The aim of this essay is to demonstrate that Asian Christian art could be an alternative approach to pastoral ministry, while fostering contemplative and pedagogical possibilities for social transformation. 

			An undeniable fact is that the art curriculum in theological education at seminary or church settings continues to evolve as a newly developed field. In thinking about teaching with the visual arts in the ministry, we are reminded that the movement of iconoclasm in early church history has led people to be cautious and 

			suspicious with the uses of images in the church. Theologians are afraid that certain Christian images may limit the viewer’s imagination in pure worship. Therefore, the result seems to be twofold: either they lead us closer to the truth of God, or away from it. How might the contemplation of Asian Christian art influence our theological imagination in the growth or hindrance of faith in the present context? Nowhere is this tension in how cultures connect seen more sharply than in Asian Christian art, with both global and local aspects that can keep diverse viewpoints together. It is my understanding that doing theology is vital in a dialogue with different social-historical contexts, and this goal could be successfully accomplished by an engagement both with the theological imagination of the visual arts and with the process of art-making. Theological imagination “opens up the realm of alternative ways of being in the world, creating new possibilities for human community.”5 Through images, memories, and narratives, we explore theological themes regarding beauty and divinity, humanity and suffering. Unfortunately, a stereotyped understanding of Asian Christian art still discloses a notable bias—one which portrays an Asia imagined as a homogenous, oriental, and distant land, rather than seeing it as an invitation for a renewed creativity.6 This situation is lamentable, since Asian Christian art and aesthetics, with its intersection between various religious cultures and Eastern wisdom, can illuminate the contextualized expression of Christian faith. 

			In this essay, I deploy a model of “transcultural mediation” as a course methodology to analyze the many ways Asian Christian art has invited viewers to enter a transcultural dialogue in a diverse learning community.7 This framework helps students identify the theological principles in the arts as well as the intercultural exchange for building up a foundation for faith formation. I will first of all demonstrate this interpretive framework for inviting participants to actively engage in an exercise of embodied practice through visual arts in the class. This transformative pedagogy, involved in approaching this particular cultural contact, may enter into an on-going dialogue with other types of cultural contact between other cultures. Secondly, I will present an intercultural aesthetic conversation between visual arts, theology, and social transformation, primarily through sensory responses to the images made by Wang Jen-wen (王貞文) and Chris Chou (周蘭惠). In this session on Christian art in contemporary Taiwan, I create a meeting space of different artistic expressions so as to learn and collaborate with students and to expand our existing insights as we encounter the Christian faith in light of Eastern cultures and wisdom. Throughout the semester, students will facilitate a deep practice for faith formation through a self-chosen creative discipline including visual art, music, or dance from pan Asia. This model introduces avenues for the awareness of each other’s different social-cultural locations that students may use to share the creative work they have developed over the semester.

			Transcultural Framework for Faith Formation

			A model of “transcultural mediation” provides us an interpretive framework to explore the role of social transformation in the intersection between Asian visual cultures and Western Christian iconography. I adopt this idea in perceiving contemporary Asian Christian art as the making of a new medium, which is based on a received old medium from different cultures. We will see that the ambiguity as a signifier of identity correlates Asian cultures and Christian iconography into a “hybrid” form of art.8 In the field of theological education, which is dominated by the uses of Western religious paintings for building faith reflection, the theological 

			engagement with Asian Christian art gives viewers the opportunity to embrace the “other” and make room for hospitality. This transcultural perspective of interpretation thus helps theological educators to confront the challenges of how different sorts of visual elements and aesthetic experiences have been transformed into hybrid forms of Asian Christian art. Due to the fact that culture is fundamentally transcultural and Christian faith is essentially diverse, it is important to acknowledge that Christian art developed through several centuries is a means of creating a space for dialogue with different cultures and traditions. Christian art is already hybrid. But we may still have questions: To what extent is the style, concept or aesthetics of Asian art used with integrity by Christian artists for the sake of ministry? In our cases, two women artists’ works and their theological imaginations bring insights for enriching the expression of Christian aesthetics, while constructing a transformative and inclusive dimension of Asian Christian art and aesthetics.

			It is worth noticing that theological aesthetics presents an effective methodology for interlacing engagement of Christian iconography, Asian cultures and personal experiences in the context of theological education. In other words, the theological aesthetics and imagination provided by the images takes faith experiences of the community seriously while understanding the capacity this very art has to help viewers make sense of reality. The transformative power of “imaging” thus functions significantly in the process of an aesthetic perception of the representation of the divine image.9 In my plan of using Asian Christian art in the faith formation session, students are, first of all, invited to name the present context of their lives in response to these particular topics for attention through sensory response to the images.10 The collective experiences of the perception of the images in the classroom are central to a contemplative moment of freely sharing feelings or insights about these images. By doing so, the visual arts allow the participants in the class exercises to retrieve a significant experience from their personal contexts and invite them to respond to the Christian message. The participants/viewers bring insights from the Christian story and vision into the perception of the work and appropriate the story to their lives in a dialogue with one’s own experiences of the past and future. The story of salvation about God’s love and mercy to the Israelites becomes not only Asian artists’ stories and visions but also our stories and visions for imagining the kingdom of God. Therefore, the bigger picture of God’s story/vision can be made present in this way of disclosure, and the students can bring their own stories and visions to reflect upon the images, or, to question and challenge what is being presented. 

			Departing from this transcultural perspective, the liminal space in two Taiwanese women artists’ works is created by the interaction between Taiwanese cultures and Christian iconography. This ongoing process of a joined conversation intertwines with social-historical commitments, reflecting an inclusive vision of a lived Taiwanese Christian faith in a non-biblical world. Through the power of redemption accomplished with Divine Beauty, Truth, and Goodness—manifested in the arts as contextually rooted in the Asian culture—we can thus imagine and envision a kingdom of God that actively partakes in social transformation.11 By using the lens of social justice in Asian/North American contexts, our theological reflections through aesthetic perceptions of two artists’ work bring Asian Christian art and aesthetics from the margins into the center of feminist theological reflection, presenting a much needed effort toward a better understanding of women’s faith and spirituality in the world today. The forms and functions of these cultural objects/images not only meet a congenial aesthetics of the present context of Asia but also challenge the faith community in the process of adaptation. By fostering dialogue between the viewers’ faith experiences and images shaped by cul-

			tures today, women artists and theologians depict biblical themes with visual imagination, bringing the field of theological aesthetics into Asian/North American perspectives. 

			Wang Gen-wen’s Christ the Bread of Life

			Wang blends Christian motifs of sharing Holy Communion and an Asian women’s context successfully by putting Christ sitting among a group of female disciples. In a watercolor entitled Christ the Bread of Life (Fig.1), Christ and the four female disciples are seated in a semi-circle around a dining table. Disciples receive the bread of life through sharing a meal with Christ himself. In the center of the table, a chalice, several small cups of wine and a plate of bread are represented clearly, signifying Christ’s body and blood of eternal life. Some natural motifs of leaves and strokes   in a dark green background seem to represent the artist’s struggles in life, but in the foreground, two white doves suggest the abundance of joy and hope flowing out from this warm and hospitable environment. This composition is arranged to evoke the viewer’s engagement with the theme of Jesus’ last meal with the twelve disciples, which appears frequently in the masterpieces of religious art in the West. In looking at Wang’s art with explicit Christian themes, the viewer is attracted to the example of a translation model of inculturation. The body of Christ is incarnated in peoples of different genders and ethnicities. 

			Born in 1965 in Taipei and growing up in Chia-yi, Wang Jen-wen studied for her Ph.D. in theology at Kirchliche Hochschule Bethel in Germany, and now is a professor who teaches Church History and Christian Worship at Tainan Graduate School of Theology in Tainan, Taiwan. As both a church historian and a woman pastor, Wang writes extensively on criticisms of Christianity and Christian literatures. Since 1994, Wang has used the native Taiwanese language, conspicuously overlooked and dismissed, to write poetry, prose, and fiction while studying theology in Germany.12 Wang’s advocacy for preserving Taiwanese women’s identity is obvious in her purposeful uses of vernacular language in her many literary works. In 2013, Wang was diagnosed with cancer in a serious situation. Through the process of a series of surgeries and chemical treatments, Wang started to use ink pen and watercolor to make some scribbles and drawings in her pocket notebooks. Wang writes, “Many things not easy to be understood in life have started to settle down through the process of drawing; then, my life became clear with transparency.”13 Undoubtedly, visual art has continuously opened up new ways for Wang’s personal process of healing. As being intrinsic to healing rituals in many parts of the world, word and image have also proved to be ways to record and rediscover the artist’s mind and thoughts in her daily practices of prayer and spirituality. This intimate watercolor work faithfully illustrates how Wang’s wounded spirit and flesh experience God’s providence and protection in the artist’s daily pain and suffering.  

			Interestingly, the visual appropriation of this famous scene of Western church painting into Wang’s living reality reflects the artist’s awareness of her feminist consciousness and suffering body. The image communicates to the viewer the theological meaning of Christ’s hospitality to the suffering, stressing a longing for a deep communion with the Holy One from a woman disciple’s perspective. Wang’s awareness of her spiritual hunger for Christ’s love is recorded in her words and images: The bread of life is Christ himself, not something else, but eternal life.14 Christ’s broken body for His disciples in a liberating and life-affirming spirituality proves to be a source of strength for the artist’s broken body and wounded spirit. Wang transposes the composition and atmosphere into her much more subjective style, relating them to her personal narratives in a contemporary Asian women’s context. Gender consciousness is definitely one of the expressions, and through it, female subjectivity and spirituality are communicated vividly by its explicit depiction of female discipleship. The viewer is inspired to witness Jesus Christ through an Asian woman’s eyes through the most intimate illustrations of the artist’s life situation, that is, Christ is the one who empties Himself like the broken bread of life for those who are in need. The aspirations of life, the hope for peace and the gratitude for the graciousness of God are central to the artist’s works as well as human existence in a broader cross-cultural context. 

			Meanwhile, the reinterpretation of the classical iconography of the Holy Communion invites multiple meanings and reinterpretations of those meanings. This is an example of how the artist interprets the great art of the past by embracing the heritage of Renaissance art of the Golden Age. The great art of the past becomes an incomparably precious heritage of meaning for cultural contact and exchange.15 Wang depicts a female scene of fellowship through experimenting with this classical motif of Western Christian art. Wang’s juxtaposition of Christ’s image with female disciples echoes C.S. Song’s story theology, in which Asian people’s stories of old and new, past and present are the abundant sources for developing contextual theology.16 As an Asian woman theologian, writer and artist, Wang introduces viewers to a theological perception of Western art and aesthetics from an Asian feminist perspective. Wang’s feminist imagery invites us to experience the meaning of the arts through the “third eye,” that is, the eye of the mind, through an Asian women’s interpretation of the vision of an invisible God.17 Christ offers those who are hungry for love and healing His abundant life of eternity. Wang’s female iconography offers us an example of religious art that not only strengthens a believer’s faith but also challenges the faith. Theological engagement with the art can be a process of struggling against a dehumanizing status quo. Wang’s image speaks to each of God’s children and proclaims women’s solidarity in the midst of Asia. The depiction of female discipleship not only honors the embodied nature of being a woman with a sense of self-worth but also urges us to pay attention to our bodies and environments with the possibility of opening ourselves to God through our personal reflections.

			A concrete example of depicting the female body is shown in another of Wang’s watercolor works entitled, The Wound is a Fern Leaf (Fig. 2). The broken body is depicted as having the potential to manifest God’s presence to the viewer in realms of life, opening new eyes of compassion within oneself and others. This intimate work shows a half-length nude female body with her torso as a symbol of a tree. The symbol of nature is rooted in this woman’s identity and in her experiences of pain and suffering. Looking closely, the nude female with closed eyes seems to sink in her thoughts. Out of her shaven head and shoulders grow lots of small branches, with leaves growing close to the body, which might be associated with the growth of her hair. A round shape of darkness is on the center of her chest. As suggested by the title, this dark, oval shape of a wound in the woman’s chest is a fern leaf that grows out of her distorted body. However, the woman’s broken body as a metaphor of a fern signifies the woman’s wound that will grow up freely, though hidden in the darkness.18 Wang develops her work out of her personal narratives of bodily trauma and pain and their influences on the artist’s self-identity as a woman. But more than this, the female body conveys spirituality through the distortion resulting from the physical suffering and frailty that denote human finitude. The female nude body as a tree becomes the physical site of struggling and anxiety, connecting humanity and divinity through this experience of trauma. The imagery of a female wounded body as a leaf communicates concepts of self-worth as well as the artist’s longing for a harmonious relationship with self and others. The metaphor of leaves can be interpreted as expressing the artist’s longing for freedom to be connected with the lives of God’s creatures. Wang’s exaggerated depiction of the body featured as a leaf nourished by the water of life offers the viewer an opportunity to transcend the present world to eternity.

			Christ’s hospitality exemplifies in Wang’s works that Asian Christian art resists being understood as merely the appropriation of motifs of Western Christianity. The truth-claim of the work, emerging from the artist’s faith reflection on her trauma experiences, transcends the viewer’s personal taste and subjectivity, and leads our theological perception into the depths of Christ’s mystery. Wang’s hybrid artworks speak to audiences across the boundary of East and West, recognizing the transformative power of the imagery: Jesus came and died for all peoples, no matter how different their gender and ethnicity, and will bring life and hope when He comes again. We see that Jesus is among female disciples in the scene of Holy Communion, transforming into the symbol and assurance of Asian women’s hope and salvation.

			Chris Chou’s Six Jars

			Compared to Wang’s figurative painting with the theme of the Lord’s last supper, Chou’s depiction of feasting conveys strong dynamics through its abstract illustrations of biblical narratives. Born in Taipei, Taiwan in1963, Chris Chou moved to the U.S. in 1991 to pursue her career as a painter, and received her MA degree in fine arts at Boston University, Massachusetts. Chou has studied art in Taiwan, Hawaii, New York and Boston, was awarded residencies at several artist colonies and received the Guggenheim Fellow Award in 2007. Chou is currently living and working as a full time artist in Boston. For Chou, drawing has been a way of living just like breathing is necessary for sustaining life. Making art in an abstract form becomes a sufficient visual language of recording the artist’s response to God’s grace experienced in her daily life. In her oil paintings with organic, dynamic patterns, Chou finds in natural symbols such as dots and circles sufficient ways to express the artist’s praise to the truth, goodness, and beauty of God’s creation.

			Chou’s Six Jars (Fig. 3) depicts a biblical theme of feasting in abstract forms of dots and circles yet with exquisite colors and strokes. The energetic forms and colors invite the viewer to participate in a world of biblical narrative where the wedding in Cana of Galilee takes place joyfully. Looking closely, the simple composition of the work is primitive, but not in an ordinary form. Six ovals lie side by side in front of the viewer’s eyes. These oval shapes could be symbols of eggs, life itself, echoing the celebration and rejoicing in this wedding feast of love. Each organic shape is arranged in the composition of a bird’s eye view, occupying all of the pictorial space and the viewer’s sights. These six organic circles are the six magic stone water jars which witness the miracle story of Jesus turning water into wine. How good it tastes, and what a surprise it is to all the guests at the wedding of Cana! Colors in her works are exceptionally gorgeous and lively, creating a visual effect which demands from the viewer a sensory response. A joyful spirit is hidden inside these primal colors of bright oranges, reds, yellows, blues, and greens. 

			As one observes these egg-like circles more closely, one sees, in the varieties of dots and circles, that each has a different design. It could be a seed that is full of life energy, or the heavenly bread that comes from above with unknown power to nourish humanity. The design for the dot in the artist’s work is inspired by the biblical concept of manna, which tastes like a wafer made with honey. The viewer tastes God’s amazing grace by encountering these manna-like dots. Each dot speaks to the viewer about who God is and how the grace of God is worthy to be tasted. The image comes alive to interact with the viewer, satisfying the viewer’s hunger for fellowship with God. These basic, structural and non-objective elements of dots and circles as artistic symbols transcend all reality.19 The feast of love with an abundance of food and drink reminds viewers of God’s fruitful supplies from generation to generation. Viewers smell the fragrance of good wine and taste the sweetness of God’s mercy through luxurious colors and the simple designs of dots and circles. 

			As a woman artist in an Asian American context, Chou’s Asian cultural background is expressed both implicitly and explicitly in her works. For example, these circles in Six Jars, each with a unique pattern, look like flowers of love in their full bloom. The feminine colors and exquisite strokes permeate the organic symbol and composition of the work. If we notice carefully, two of them have traditional Chinese Characters Shi (囍) on the top. Shi means “double joy” in the context of Chinese language, conveying a joyful attitude toward life. Through incorporating visual elements of Chinese ideogram into the fusion of the biblical narratives and the artist’s Chinese heritage, Chou’s universal symbols of dots and circles lead the viewer to enter the depth of human spirituality and a life of solidarity in the context of Asia. Through these organic symbols and images found in her everyday life, Chou’s artworks suggest a traditional Asian form of harmony between nature and humanity with warm affection. 

			As proposed by Ye Lang, the traditional Chinese aesthetics is located in the world of idea-image, the interfusion between feeling and scene.20 Human feeling and the scene cannot be understood as separate from each other but as a harmonious unification. Chou’s visual imagination is a significant way to reflect her consciousness of “Asianness” by fusing Chinese ideogram and universal symbols of dots and circles in expressing the 

			artist’s theological thinking. Likewise, it is a means to sense the echoes and responses of humanity reflected by the artist’s spirituality and to take action to respond to the message of God. Chou’s energetic symbols incorporated from her cultural background and living reality help us to see God’s work of creation and salvation, that is, the meaning of Christ’s love and hospitality and the Holy Spirit’s amazing work, especially through an Asian woman’s heart. In this regard, the idea of Tian-ren He-i—the continuity between heaven and the human world—has deeply permeated Chou’s organic form of iconography. The harmony of the God-human relationship in the East is vividly reflected in its organic composition. Despite the Western techniques of oil painting and abstract form, the Chinese ideogram and shifting the perspective of a bird’s eye view echo the artistic and religious tradition in Chinese landscape ink painting. Asian people’s mentality and intuition should not be neglected while considering Asian women’s spirituality and iconography as manifested in these creative images. For Chou as an Asian female artist, the notion and vision of God come to be associated more with intuition than with reason.21 Chou’s Christian art and aesthetics demonstrate to us an example of how Christian faith’s monotheistic epistemology is negotiated by the artist’s Asian cultural and religious heritages. 

			On a closer look at another work entitled 153 Fishes (Fig. 4), the Chinese ideograms are clearly depicted on the left-hand side of the work against the blue background. In the center of the work is a big, oval shape, signifying the fisher’s net with lots of symbols and numbers inside. Again, on the right-hand side of the work, six circles with egg-like shape are full of life energy or like the heavenly bread that comes from above. A whole scene of the biblical narrative about Jesus’ calling His disciples is transformed through visual languages of dots and circles into a vivid contemporary world. The organic elements of dots and circles and biblical symbol of manna are blended together, creating an Asian aesthetic experience of harmony in Chou’s hybrid art and transcending the physical world to the presence of divine. The inclusive and transformative theme of the feast suggests the idea of invitation, as the Holy one invites each of us to experience His grace in Christian taste and aesthetics.22 Art as a means of grace bridges cultural boundaries for a diverse faith community to learn to transmit and share the “languages” of differing tastes, so that the basic perception of the Beautiful One can begin to be shared. The conflation of the biblical narrative and the contemporary world in Chou’s universal symbols of dots and circles serve as abstract expression of an inclusive vision of the artist’s life and spirituality.

			In summary, both artists represent the transformative dimension of the divine image in different ways. Either in the figurative form of the Lord’s table or the abstract illustrations of the biblical manna, we have reflected on the contextualization of Asian Christian iconography through discussing how social transformation functions in the intersection between Christian motifs and Asian worldviews. Art as a text for visual theology is an invaluable source to unveil to the viewer not only the artist’s internal landscapes of the heart and mind but 

			also the truth, goodness, and beauty of God. Taiwanese women’s iconography manifests Christ’s hospitality in a present context and is subversive to a stereotyped understanding of Asian Christian art in a notable bias. The portrayal of the divine symbols and stories from Asian/North American perspectives create an intimate space for inviting the viewer to experience a liberated moment of creative tension, shown through a joined conversation of the biblical and contemporary world. 

			Conclusion

			This essay has employed a transcultural framework for developing a theological reflection in a learning community. Our engagement with Asian Christian art has led us to see the richness of the aesthetic experiences from multiple perspectives of appropriation. Images from the “other” cultures not only come alive to interact with and speak to the viewer but also look directly to the viewer and demand a reply. For a theological educator, one can be aware of how the viewers’ reception of the images and personal stories are relating to the artist’s works. How reality is constructed, created, and expressed in these images? What questions on intercultural exchange the images are eliciting, and how the images invite us to reflect on what is both common and unique in our human experiences? In both artists’ works, we see that the biblical iconography, Asian cultures, and aesthetic traditions are intertwined in ways that evolve into a novel worldview of Asian Christian art emanating from this process of searching multiple perspectives. The critical hybrid form of Asian Christian art has the ability to move beyond the image and point to the viewer a new direction to comprehend the wholeness of the Beautiful One. As Alejandro Garcia-Rivera proposes, the theological imagination moves the human heart toward the good and true.23 The viewers are willing to open experience to the mysterious and the strange that can move us to journey where we have never been. Both women artists’ works build upon the ambiguity of visual representation to reinterpret traditional Christian art forms and aesthetics, inviting the viewers’ revision to their present stories and cultural contexts in light of the kingdom of God. The idea of using art in the theological studies classroom captures the goal of Christian formation so we have the ability to both see the visible world and yet try to see the Holy. 

			Theological imagination is a way of pedagogy for social transformation and can be transported to any classroom that is seeking to find creative ways of understanding our human condition and responsibility in a world that is increasingly inviting more cultural awareness. This essay approaches both theological education and pastoral ministry by demonstrating the use of contemporary Asian Christian art in a contemplative mode of teaching and research in global settings. Through our engagement with these art forms, traditions, cultures, and our personal experiences we can see how images are intimately interwoven in the cultural and religious fabric of our lives. Images challenge viewers to name our present situations, confront our personal story in light of the faith community’s vision, and finally, lead us to make decisions to respond in action. One of the powers images have is to invite us to imagine the reality through the aesthetic perception of Christ’s hospitality, such as is the case with the inclusive vision of Asian Christian art. Perceiving Asian/North American artists works becomes a process of sharing cultural backgrounds and life experiences in which people and churches from different parts of the world are bound together.24 Both aspects of local and global in Asian Christian art enable viewers to examine the creative process of cultural exchange and imagine the reality of the world.
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			Fig. 1, Wang Gen-wen, Christ the Bread of Life,                                           watercolor, 2013. Taiwan.
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			Fig. 2, Wang Gen-wen, 

			The Wound is a Fern Leaf,                            watercolor, 2013.

			Taiwan.
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			Fig. 3, Chris Chou, Six Jars, oil painting, 2006.          Boston.
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			Fig. 4, Chris Chou, 153 Fishes, oil painting, 2006. Boston.

		

	
		
			Enlarging Boundaries:                                                                 Romans 15:7-13 and the Churches in Nagaland

			—Zakali Shohe

		

		
			Nagaland, one of the eight states of North East India covering a total area of 16,579 sq. km, with a population of 1,980,602 per the 2011 census of India, is comprised of at least sixteen major recognized ethnic tribes and more than twenty minor tribes, each with its own language.1 It shares borders with three Indian states: Arunachal Pradesh, Assam,  and Manipur. This proximity lends itself to the movement of people both from other parts of India and outside India into Nagaland and vice versa. Nagaland has become a destination point for economic migrants from Bangladesh, Nepal, Tibet and other parts of mainland India. 

			Civilizations have always been characterized by human migration. Such movements, which today may be understood as a process of moving either beyond international political borders or within national borders, have contributed to the structural transformation of societies and economies. As defined in the UN Convention on the Rights of Migrants, a migrant worker is a “person who is to be engaged, is engaged or has been engaged in a remunerated activity in a State of which he or she is not a national.” More broadly described in the UN document, the term “migrant” “should be understood as covering all cases where the decision to migrate is taken freely by the individual concerned, for reasons of ‘personal convenience’ and without intervention of an external compelling factor.”2 The migration of people to new places always raises difficult, if common issues, including “access to justice without fear of deportation, harsh border controls, lack of evidence-based policies on migration, xenophobia, no systemic identification or consideration of the most vulnerable groups, invisibility of migrant communities at policymaking levels, governance gaps, the need for new working structures, and more focus on migrant communities in the Universal Periodic Review.”3 As with migration worldwide, Nagaland is experiencing profound society-wide questions of identity, justice, conflict, and ecology. 

			Firstly, Nagas in Nagaland are an ethnic group that is particular both about groups that come in from the “outside” and what they bring with them. Economic migrants, for example, bring with them their distinct identity and practices as Bangladeshi, Nepalese, Tibetan, Bihari, Bangla, Assamese and so on. This, for the Nagas, is a threat to their identity as Nagas. Their identity is connected to their land and therefore the influx of migrants raises the possibility of turning Nagas into a minority in their own land. While Nagas benefit from 

			the services provided by economic migrants, they are very negative and suspicious toward them and treat them as outsiders.

			Secondly, Nagas in Nagaland are ninety-five percent Christian with a few in the remote villages where people still practice ancestral religion. But the influx of economic migrants who also bring with them their religious practices, faith and belief like Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism and so on, is also perceived as a threat: the intermingling and intermarriages will defile their religious faith as Christians. 

			Thirdly, the Nagas also attribute the rise in the incidence of crime, especially of rape, to the influx of economic migrants especially from Bangladesh. Nagas point to the rape of Naga women, previously unheard of in Naga society, as being perpetrated by “outsiders” (mainly by economic migrants). Whether factually demonstrable or not, such perceptions underscore the stereotyping of “outsiders” as troublemakers and de-stabilizers of an otherwise stable society. 

			The churches in Nagaland have not been immune to these difficult societal issues. In fact, they have tried to address these problems. The churches in Nagaland are looking not only for answers to these problems, but also for guidance from the sources of their faith, including the Bible. As a student of the New Testament, I feel a profound obligation to assist in this search for answers to these difficult questions. The perspective may be formulated thus: Does Paul’s “acceptance motif” found in Romans 15:7-13 have anything to say to the churches in Nagaland regarding the dilemmas posed by migration? 

			Jew-Gentile Context

			We note here that opinions differ on the audience of Romans. Some argue for the Jewish believers as a majority,4 militating against the view that Paul was addressing mainly the Gentile believers.5 However, we cannot suggest with certainty a clear-cut division in terms of numbers. But, one can only suggest that both Jewish and Gentile believers are referred to in the epistle to the Romans.6 In considering the edict of Claudius expelling the Jews from Rome in AD 49 as a possible historical background for Paul’s letter to the Romans,7 this edict could have significantly shaped Christian faith in Rome in the early years.8 Probably one can assume that with the expulsion of the Jews and the Jewish believers in Christ, Gentile believers would have increased in number, and by the time Paul was writing to the Roman believers, Gentiles could have been in the majority even when the Jewish believers returned. 

			In line with the view that Paul in Romans is addressing a mixed community of Jews and Gentiles, this essay attempts to look at the acceptance motif in such a setting. In taking this stand, the essay does not intend to argue for Jew-Gentile unification as the sole purpose of Paul for writing Romans. In recent years many studies have come up on Paul’s reasons for writing Romans.9 The epistle itself gives evidence of the many purposes of Paul, but it is beyond the scope of this essay to go into details. Hence, keeping in mind the Jew-Gentile context of Romans, this essay will take up the acceptance motif in redefining relationships and enlarging boundaries. In accordance with this aim of looking at the pericope, I will avoid a detailed discussion of every exegetical issue arising from the text. Instead I will concentrate on how Romans 15:7-13 contributes to redefining relationships and enlarging boundaries in the context of the Jew-Gentile relationship. In relation to the acceptance motif in Romans 15:7-13 this essay will highlight two aspects: acceptance on the basis of the example of Christ and Scripture bears witness.

			Acceptance on the Basis of the Deed of Christ

			In the Pauline epistles προσλαμβάνω (proslambano) occurs only in Romans and Philemon (Rom. 14:1; 15:7; Philem. 17). In Romans it appears in the context of accepting a person despite the differences in their ways of life and practices; likewise in Philemon it appears in the context of welcoming into a house. In both contexts it is a call for incorporating another member or other members into a community or fellowship. 

			Paul’s exhortation in Romans 15:7-13 begins with a call for acceptance. The double use of προσλαμβάνω (proslambano) in 15:7 indicates the importance of the issue. In its first usage (Rom.15:7a), προσλαμβάνω (proslambano) refers to believers in Christ receiving one another while its second usage (Rom.15:7b) points to Christ’s accepting the believers. In Romans 14:1, the “strong” are to accept the “weak,” while in the present text with the use of ἀλλήλους (allēlous) Paul makes a more generic reference exhorting the Roman believers in Christ to accept one another. The Greek word ἀλλήλους (allēlous) is an expression used by Paul for individual members and the Christ believing communities in general (cf. Rom. 12:5, 9-16). 

			The issue of diet in a community gathering consisting of both the “weak” and the “strong” appears in the preceding verses (Rom.14: 2-3, 6b, 14, 20-21). The idea of glorifying God (Rom. 15:7, 8-11) also reflects a 

			liturgical setting. Paul is reminding the Roman believers in Christ of the need to accept one another in the context of community gatherings. Nevertheless, for both groups to accept one another and partake together in common worship and meals, they need to compromise based on strong theological grounding. On the one hand, the Gentiles are not to disregard Jewish dietary habits but be sensitive to them and accommodate their dietary habits accordingly (Rom. 14:13-23). On the other hand, the Jews are not to consider adherence to the tradition as a primary necessity for Christian faith.

			The basis for Paul’s exhortation on acceptance is the service of Christ to the Jews and to the Gentiles (Rom. 15:7). This pattern of presenting his exhortation is consistent with Romans 15:1-3a, where Paul’s exhortation is based on an appeal to what Christ has accomplished. In these verses, the deed of Christ remains the center of Paul’s exhortation. It provides a basis for an important motif in Roman 15:7-13 or even in Romans 14-15, i.e., “accept one another.”

			In referring to the pattern of Christ, Paul uses ὁ Χριστός (ho Christos) in Romans 15:7. In the Pauline epistles Χριστός (Christos) and ὁ Χριστός (ho Christos) occur without much distinction. But it is highly likely that in this pericope the use of ὁ Χριστός (ho Christos) and Χριστός (Christos) alternatively in verses 7 and 8 suggest an important differentiation. In Romans 14 and 15 the use of the definite article with Χριστός is constantly maintained (Rom. 14:18; 15:3, 7).10 As in Romans 15:3, the definite article in 15:7 indicates that the emphasis of the text is to highlight the significance of Christos, the Messiah. Thus, the presence of the definite article ὁ also indicates that Χριστός (Christos) needs to be regarded as a title of Jesus, i.e., the Messiah whose deeds benefit both the Jews and the Gentiles.

			Unlike in Romans 15:7, Christ in 15:8 appears without the definite article ὁ, suggesting that it is a proper name. As James Dunn surmises, “The purpose is to focus on the person rather than on the people as the one in and through whom fulfillment of covenant promise and gentile incoming have been made possible.”11 Hence, the article ὁ (ho) with Χριστός (Christos) in Romans 15:7 is significant. After this, Paul reinforces his appeal by referring to the purpose of Christ’s acceptance of the believers, i.e., to the glory of God.

			Scripture Bears Witness

			In order to demonstrate that Christ has accepted both the Jews and the Gentiles, Paul further appeals to the Jewish scriptures in Romans 15:9b-12. Noteworthy is Paul’s strategy of bringing texts from the Law, Prophets and Writings in a closely knitted structure in order to indicate that the acceptance of the Gentiles is found within the key cluster of Scriptures. This powerfully provides an avenue for both the Jews and the Gentiles to glorify God together.

			Most interpreters12 refer to the “Gentiles” as the link word suturing the citations, but a few13 include also the praise language. It is true that the common element in all the citations is the catchword “Gentiles.” However, the way the citations are presented may indicate another crucial theme. Noteworthy is Paul’s appeal to three 

			parts of the Scripture, viz., the Law, the Prophets and the Writings along with the use of diverse praise vocabularies. The praise language is elucidated with parallel terms as given in the chart below.

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Praise language

						
					

					
							
							Romans 15:7

							Romans 15:9b

						
							
							εἰς δόξαν τοῦ θεοῦ (eis doxan tou theou) (note that this verse is not a citation, added for reference to show the praise language that dominates in this text)

							τὰ δὲ ἔθνη ὑπὲρ ἐλέους δοξάσαι τὸν θεόν (ta de ethnē huper eleous doxasai ton theon)

						
							
							Glory

							To glorify

						
					

					
							
							Parallel terms

						
					

					
							
							Romans 15:9b

							Romans 15:10

							Romans 15:11

						
							
							διὰ τοῦτο ἐξομολογήσομαί σοι ἐν ἔθνεσιν (dia touto exomologēsomai soi en ethnesin)

							καὶ τῷ ὀνόματί σου ψαλῶ (kai tō onomati sou psalō)

							εὐφράνθητε, ἔθνη, μετὰ τοῦ λαοῦ αὐτοῦ

							καὶ ἐπαινεσάτωσαν αὐτὸν πάντες οἱ λαοί (euphranthēte ethnē meta tou laou autou kai epainesatōsan auton pantes hoi laoi)

						
							
							Praise

							Sing

							Rejoice

							Give praise

						
					

				
			

			The first citation (Ps. 17:49 LXX) bears a note of confession in which the psalmist praises God among the Gentiles. Here, David exalts the name of God for delivering him from the hands of his enemies. The second citation (Deut. 32:43) is an invitation for the Gentiles to rejoice with Israel. The third citation (Ps. 116:1) emphasizes the universality of praise. The fourth citation (Isa. 11:10) speaks of the cause of the inclusion of the Gentiles and the reason for the Jews and the Gentiles praising God. The reference to the Davidic lineage and kingship in Psalm 17:49 LXX and Isaiah 11:10 in the first and the last citation of Romans 15:9b-12 provides the basis for the call to praise from Deuteronomy 32:43 and Psalm 116:1 LXX. Paul’s reading of Scripture in Romans 15 can be taken eschatologically where the risen Christ stands in the place of David.14 Therefore, the resurrected Christ exalts the name of God among the nations. As a response to this exaltation, the Gentiles join the Jews in praising God, as indicated in the second citation from Deuteronomy 32:43. The inclusion of the Gentiles results in a common praise of the Jews and the Gentiles in the citation from Psalm 116:1 LXX. As indicated οἱ λαοί (the peoples) can be generalized as neither Jew nor Gentile. The psalm emphasizes the universal glorification of God. The cause for this universal praise is the Messiah from the “shoot of Jesse” who will restore Israel and in whom the Gentiles will hope. The scriptural citations from the Writings, the Law, and the Prophets demonstrate that Scripture bears witness to God’s faithfulness and mercy to the Jews and the Gentiles, resulting in a universal praise. The coming together of the Jews and the Gentiles in common worship, glorifying God together, redefines boundaries. 

			Redefining Boundaries 

			The notion of an inclusive community of both Jews and Gentiles is especially indicated in Paul’s call for acceptance in Romans 15:7-13. In this call for acceptance, Paul urges the Jews and the Gentiles to be open to one another. Consequently, the exclusive claim of the Jews as the only race chosen by God is relativized. Moreover, the meaning of Israel in its strict sense as referring to an ancestor, land, or a descent from the tribe of the patriarch is also enlarged upon (Acts 2:36; 7:41; Rom. 9:27; 2Cor. 3:7; Phil. 3:5; Heb. 8:8; Jth 6:2).15 Such redefinition arises from the act of God in Christ. A brief analysis of Paul’s exhortation in relation to the identity of the believers would give us a clearer picture.

			Prior to Romans 9, Paul frequently refers to “Jew and Gentile,” but from Romans 9-11 there is a shift in the terminology to “Israel” (Rom. 9:6b). James Dunn argues that Paul is not trying to merge two distinct identities, “Jew and Gentile” but through the shift in terminology to “Israel” Paul opens up a “different possibility.” The term “Jew” or “Jews” represents an ethnic identifier or has a geographical connotation. It refers to Jewish people in order to distinguish them from the other nations. The term “Israel,” on the other hand, connotes an “insider” perspective, connected with the covenant. Dunn’s conclusion is that “Jew” is understood in relation to the land, whereas “Israel” is understood within the sphere of a believer’s relation to God. However, it is possible to include “Gentiles” within “Israel” and this is what Paul is attempting to do in Romans 9-11 with the shift in terminology.16 In the new identity, Israel is not defined in relation to physical descent but in relation to the divine call. Καλεῶ (kaleō Rom. 9:6-29) is the key word for determining Israel’s identity.17 Such a definition is also taken up in Romans 11:28-29. The children of God are therefore the children of promise and not children of the flesh. Neither is election determined by works, but by God’s calling (καλοῦντος Rom. 10-13 esp. v. 12). 

			Clearly, the boundary of historical Israel is redefined and this arises from God’s salvific act in Christ. In defining the identity of Israel through the call of God, Paul does not deny the election of historic Israel, but redefines it,18 not by physical descent (Rom. 9:7-12), but through life in Christ.  Life in Christ is not a label of identity but it is a description of belonging for Israel and the other nations. Thus, the coming together of the Jews and the Gentiles remains an important dimension in Paul’s emphasis on the theme “in Christ.” Paul even states that the example of Christ in accepting all actualizes a universal praise (Rom. 15:7-12). For Paul, the promises of God to the fathers are confirmed and actualized in Christ (Rom. 15:7-8). The act of faithfulness actualized in Christ opens up belonging to the Gentiles, who through mercy praise God along with the Jews (Rom. 15:9-12). They too become worshippers of the God of Israel through the act of Christ. However, the actualization of the promises through Christ does not make them “Israel,” in terms of an ethnic group. It rather provides them a new status as children of God. 

			Paul proceeds to show how in this redefinition the promises of God to the fathers are not nullified. For him, the covenant promises with Israel remain valid and he has frequently emphasized the priority of the Jews in Romans (Rom. 1:16; 2:9, 10; 3:9, 29; 9:24; 15:7). This priority remains because of God’s promises to their ancestors (Rom. 11:28-29). The inclusion of the Gentiles does not nullify God’s promises to Israel. For, if God’s promises were nullified, then the salvation to the Gentiles would have no guarantee. Thus, Paul in Romans 15:8-9a shows that God in Christ remains faithful to the promises to the fathers but at the same time extends his mercy to the Gentiles, who look up to the Jewish Messiah as a banner (Rom. 15:12). In this sense, the divine act of God in Christ to the Jews and the Gentiles in accepting all, redefines the boundary of Israel. This relationship becomes evident and is expressed in a community comprised of believers who wanted to adhere to the Jewish way of life and those who wanted freedom from it. 

			In redefining the identity of the people of God as being linked to the life in Christ, Paul does not demand of both Jews and Gentiles the renunciation of their identities as Jews and Gentiles. In fact, the identity as people of God adds to the believer’s multiple identities and roles. To be sure, Paul does not directly use words like “multiple identities” and “roles” in relation to the believers in Christ. However, the idea that as followers of Christ, believers continue to belong to the world and participate in the public and private spheres is conspicuous in the Epistle to the Romans. In Romans 12-13 Paul highlights the four spheres of the Christian life: the individual sphere (12:1-2), the Christian community (12:3-13), the social sphere (12:14-21; 13:8-10), and the political sphere (13:1-3). A believer in Christ continues to belong to the world for he/she is neither removed  from the world nor set back into it.19 The notion of embracing multiple identities and roles is also emphasized in Paul’s call for acceptance in Romans 14-15. He asks neither party to renounce its practices, nor to judge the other. Instead, he calls for acceptance (Rom. 15:7). He exhorts the “strong” to accept the “weak in faith” (Rom. 14:1) and not to despise them (Rom. 1:3). Conversely, the “weak” are not to judge the “strong” (Rom. 14:10).  

			For Paul “the one who observes the day does it for the Lord. The one who eats, eats for the Lord because he gives thanks to God, and the one who abstains from eating abstains for the Lord, and he gives thanks to God” (Rom. 14:6). He further adds to his exhortation by stating that the kingdom of God is not only food and drink, but also “righteousness, peace and joy in the Holy Spirit” (Rom. 14:17). These kingdom values can be visible only if the members of the believing communities live in harmony despite their diverse practices and ethos. In accepting each other, they will be able to strengthen one another and grow together as a community of faith (Rom. 14:19; 15:2, 5, 7). This leads inexorably to the redefining of their relationship, not based on strict Jewish practices, but through the act of Christ. 

			Thus far, this essay has attempted to bring out the acceptance motif in Romans 15:7-13. As mentioned, the call for acceptance is on the basis of the example of Christ who accepted both the Jews and the Gentiles to the glory of God, and to this, Scripture also bears witness. From the above analysis of Romans 15:7-13 it can be said that the call for acceptance describes a new kind of relationship, one expressed in openness, an openness to accept the “other.” In accepting one another relationships are redefined and  people move from narrow boundaries to a much larger “sense of the whole”—to the glory of God in Christ.

			Challenges for the Churches in Nagaland 

			I return now to the question posed earlier in this essay: Does Romans 15:7-13, Paul’s “acceptance motif,” have anything to say to the churches in Nagaland regarding the dilemmas posed by migration?

			Attitude towards the Migrants

			First, there is a stereotyping of the migrants. Many Nagas say that they are not against the migrants from Nepal, Tibet, and Mainland India, who have done exceedingly well in business sectors in Dimapur and Kohima. 

			The Nagas generally assume that the migrants from these places do not indulge in crimes.20 However, the Naga society adheres to a myth that regards the non-locals to be responsible for bringing into the land rape and also other crimes. The migrant from Bangladesh becomes the main target as they can disappear easily; they have no proper identity proof or a permanent place of residence in Nagaland. This understanding unfortunately proved accurate when four migrant workers who had no papers to prove their Indian citizenship raped a Naga woman in February 2011.21 In such a context where stereotyping is common, Paul’s exhortation on the example of Christ has implications for the churches in Nagaland. For a Jew, one born a Jew was considered part of a chosen race, the people of God, and the Gentiles were considered outside the people of God. This stereotyping of Jews as the insiders and the Gentiles as the outsiders within the boundary of the people of God is broken down by Christ Jesus whose deeds benefit both the Jews and the Gentiles as seen in Roman 15:7-13. Christ accepted everyone and so Jews who are considered as the chosen race and the Gentiles who are considered as outsiders are to accept one another on the basis of Christ’s acceptance. The churches in Nagaland can learn from Paul to enlarge their boundaries and accept people “outside” their faith and their own ethnic communities.

			Question of Identity

			Second, in the context of the influx of migrants the question of identity becomes a challenging issue in Nagaland. The history and identity of Nagas and their identity are connected to land and now with the influx of the migrants, the Nagas feel insecure that their land will be taken from them. Nagas in Nagaland fear that the day will come when the Bangladeshi “infiltrators” will reduce them to a minority in their own native land. Jakato Sumi, convener of Survival Nagaland, remarks “Bangladeshis will reduce us to a minority if we do not stand united. We are also talking about dignity of labor. If our young people do all kinds of work then the Bangladeshis will have to anyway go.”22 There is thus the growing sense of insecurity among many Nagas that people from outside the state (both national and international) are tapping into economic opportunities more effectively than they do. There is vast unemployment in this group. It is a common notion that Naga people look out for business that reaps big returns. As a result, street-side businesses, retail, wholesale, and poultry in the region are owned mostly by non-Nagas. All this has brought about concern with regard to Naga identity and its survival in the new world of entangled economics and politics.23 

			Moreover, for many, the inter-mingling, adoption, and intermarriages pose a threat to the identity of being a Naga by “blood.” With many mixed marriages between Nagas and Bangladeshis, they are insecure that the identity and heritage of the Nagas is at stake. As Christians the Nagas also think that they should not mingle with the migrants especially those coming from Bangladesh, as most of them are Muslims. They have the attitude that Nagaland is a Christian state and so intermarriages between Christians and Muslims defile Christian faith and constitute an invasion of their space that must be avoided. 

			The fear of losing their identity and land that accompanies this so-called “invasion” gives rise to exclusivism where there is no openness to accept the political, cultural, and religious dimensions of the “other.” In this case the understanding of building relationships is narrowly confined and tied to immediate family or to those residing within the structured political boundary. Nagaland, as a Christian state and a Christian community, needs to rethink and critically evaluate its understanding of building relationships by redefining it, especially in the context of migrants from Bangladesh, Tibet, Nepal, and mainland India. In this regard Paul’s call for acceptance to the Jews and the Gentiles in Romans becomes a challenge, particularly for the Christians and the churches in Nagaland.

			Paul’s exhortation on redefining relationships between the Jews and the Gentiles that move beyond the traditional boundaries of peoples can serve as a normative basis for creating space for openness to accept one another in a faith community. In their acceptance and openness to one another the believers abound in hope that strengthens and nurtures their relationship in a constructive and meaningful direction. The Churches can create awareness among the people that opening up and accepting the other does not reduce anyone to a minority nor it does not take away another’s identity, but it helps to build a community of diverse peoples where we learn, share, and grow together. 

			The Question about Life

			Part of the issue of migration has to do with legal questions. The question of legal and illegal becomes a priority in the attitude of the Nagas towards the economic migrants. But beyond the issue of legal and illegal is the question about “life”, for whether it is legal or illegal, both concern life.  Every life is precious and every single individual should be allowed to experience life and live it out to the fullest. In Romans we have seen that Christ Jesus accepted both the Jews and the Gentiles. The condition of acceptance was not the Jews as the chosen race, but  salvation in Christ was extended to both the Jews and the Gentiles. The Gentiles, who were considered as outside the covenant community, are also accepted by Christ and along with the Jews they experience life in the family of God. They also give praise to God along with the Jews for extending his mercy, which makes possible their inclusion into the community of believers. The notion of the Jews and the Gentiles growing together and strengthening one another in their common faith can also be interpreted in the context of our experience in Nagaland: accepting the other in our community and learning to strengthen one another and build a community of sharing, and nurturing one another and learning from one another. It is thus important for the churches in Nagaland to be agents in creating awareness that the migrants are also our neighbors and so we need to help them live life to the fullest and not deprive them of it. 

			Hospitality

			By nature Nagas in Nagaland are known to be very hospitable not only among themselves but even with those coming from the outside. This is one positive feedback that Nagas receive from those coming to visit Nagaland as tourists from other parts of the country and the world. However, towards the economic migrants the hospitable nature of the Nagas seems lacking. As mentioned, the Nagas in Nagaland have stereotyped the migrants, especially those from Bangladesh as the ones committing crime and rape in Nagaland. This stereotyping prevents the Nagas from extending hospitality toward the migrants and it also stimulates suspicion of them. As a Christian community the Nagas in Nagaland fail to practice the teaching of Paul on the acceptance of one another. Paul exhorts the “strong” and the “weak” to be mindful of the other and not to judge the other. But many Christians in Nagaland tend to be judgmental about the “outsiders.” Thus the churches in Nagaland have the task of preaching and creating awareness on the need to be hospitable towards the migrants as co-creatures sojourning together in this world. In a different but not unrelated context, Lester Edwin Ruiz, has rightly pointed out that, “the event of Diaspora announces the existence of the racialized and gendered Other who invites a religio-moral response, namely, hospitality.” Ruiz goes on to explain that “the experience of the          stranger or of Otherness” lays before us “the problems, prospects and the possibilities of fundamentally new and better forms of knowledge and being.” Strangeness or Otherness represents the “constitutive outside” and in this case the “constitutive inside” is hospitality which for Ruiz is “the inclusion of the stranger into a community not originally his or her own.” In the context of a racialized and gendered diaspora that gives rise to or creates the stranger and the other, Ruiz raises two important questions, “the who” and “the how.” “Who the stranger is, is the socio-analytical question occasioned by the stranger’s existence; how we treat the stranger in our midst [hospitality] is the ethical demand which is not caused by the Stranger, only motivated by the encounter.”24

			Conclusion

			Paul’s call for acceptance in a Jew and Gentile context is an invitation for the churches in Nagaland to engage in this conversation by being open to the migrants. This will give an opportunity for the churches in Nagaland to enlarge their boundaries and to build bridges and provide opportunities to critique the walls built in the past and create space for openness; to be a witnessing community to the transformative power of God in the world. 
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			Local Agency and the Reception of Protestantism                in the Philippines

			—Arun W. Jones

		

		
			In the year 2010, Protestants made up about 5 to 7 percent of the Filipino population, depending on how one defines a Protestant.1 While small in number, Protestants have not been an insignificant presence in Filipino national life. For example, Gen. Fidel Ramos, president of the Republic of the Philippines from 1992 to 1998, is a member of the United Church of Christ in the Philippines, a Filipino Protestant denomination, as is Senator Jovito Salonga, a famed politician and erstwhile opponent of President Ferdinand Marcos.

			The Protestant variety of Christianity was introduced into the Philippines during the American colonial regime, which slowly established its rule in the archipelago over the course of the Filipino-American War that lasted from 1899 to 1902. The first Protestant ministers to come to the islands, therefore, were military chaplains.2 The pairing of Protestantism and American rule was not coincidental. Leaders of several (though certainly not all) major Protestant bodies in the United States of America, such as the Methodists and Presbyterians, were fervent believers in the righteousness of their country’s invasion of the Philippines.3 Thus in May of 1898, the Presbyterian General Assembly meeting in Winona, Indiana “enthusiastically endorsed” the following statement coming from the Committee on Foreign Missions:

			The peace-speaking guns of Admiral Dewey have opened the gates which henceforth make accessible not less than 8,000,000 of people who have for three hundred years been fettered by bonds almost worse than those of heathenism, and oppressed by a tyrannical priesthood only equaled in cruelty by the nation whose government has been a blight and blistering curse upon every people over whom her flag has floated, a system of religion almost if not altogether worse than heathenism . . . We cannot ignore the fact that God has given into our hands, that is, into the hands of American Christians, the Philippine Islands, and thus opened a wide door and effectual to their populations, and has, by the very guns of our battleships, summoned us to go up and possess the land.4

			The statement above lays bare some of the assumptions of those mission-minded American Protestants who supported annexation of the Philippines. (Again, it is important to remember that there was a diversity of opinions in the American public regarding annexation of, and Christian mission to the Philippines.) First of all, these Protestants tended to be anti-Roman Catholic, at times virulently so.5 Second, and in a parallel manner, they were highly critical of Spain and its empire. Third, they saw true Christianity come to full fruition in American Protestant civilization. For example, the president of Wesleyan University had proclaimed in 1876, “The August Ruler of all nations designed the United States of America as the grand repository and evangelist of civil liberty and of pure religious faith. And the two are one.”6 Fourth, they believed (correctly) that their country would allow them to establish their own missions and churches in the predominantly Roman Catholic country. The Spanish colonial regime that had ruled the Philippines almost continuously from 1565 to 1898 had forbidden any form of religious propagandizing in the country besides that undertaken on behalf of the Roman Catholic faith.7 

			Historiography of Early Protestantism in the Philippines

			The close connection between American rule and Protestantism in the Philippines has had a profound effect on the writing of history regarding the establishment of Protestantism in the islands. First of all, the interest of researchers has tended to be in the work and effect of missionaries and evangelists, both foreign and native. The importance of such contributions is, of course, very important, but it tends to overshadow more complex Filipino understandings of Protestantism. Views of native agency tend to be constricted: Filipinos come to be seen as simply duplicating or reacting to American initiatives. Ironically, this perspective is reinforced in studies that are highly critical of American agency, where the foreigners are regarded as an authoritarian, even oppressive force. The second effect of the close link between Protestantism and American rule is that historians have been eager to investigate Filipino Protestantism in light of the political history of the nation. The long dictatorship of Ferdinand Marcos only added fuel to the fire of academic inquiry of religion that has deep interest in national politics. As Oscar Suarez put it, “Since the early years of Marcos’ rule, the question of the church’s involvement in political life has been repeatedly posed from various quarters of Philippine society. Indeed, much religious literature published over the past couple of decades [since the early 1970s] sought to address this growing concern.”8 In such studies, religion tends to be interpreted as a function of politics.

			While not denying the importance either of American missions or of larger political issues in the history of Filipino Protestantism, a fuller accounting of this movement seems to be in order, if for no other reason than what Paul Kollman calls the “World-Christian turn” in the study of the history of Christianity.9 This “turn” has been precipitated due to a historically rather sudden and quite unpredicted shift in the demographic composition of Christianity: namely, that during the second half of the 20th century the religion has moved from having a majority of its adherents in the “west” (North America, Europe and Australasia) to the “global South” (Latin America, Africa, Asia and Oceania). In the academic discipline of the history of Christianity, the turn to World Christianity has meant that a great deal more attention is being paid to local agency, local religions 

			and local societies, rather than primarily to foreign agency, imperial and colonial Christianity, and western empires. Again, the emphasis on World Christianity does not preclude the study of missions, empires, neo-colonialism or the politics of post-colonial states.10 However, the primary question that is being investigated is how local adherents of Christianity have thought of and articulated their religion, both in theory and practice, in their particular milieus. Or to narrow the question, how have Filipino Protestants conceived of and lived out their own religious identities in their contexts, which have certainly been marked by American imperialism, but have included diverse powers and authorities beyond foreign rule? In these kinds of investigations, historians of World Christianity are being greatly aided by scholars working in the field of the Anthropology of Christianity.11 This rather new sub-discipline foregrounds the ethnographic and analytical study of local variants of Christianity around the world, especially in non-western cultures and contexts.12

			With the historical focus on local people, at least three preliminary observations can be made about the introduction of Protestantism in the Philippines during the American colonial era. First, this period of political revolution and turmoil was also a period of religious innovation and creativity in the Philippines. The examples that immediately come to mind are the founding in 1902 of the Iglesia Filipina Independiente, also known as the Aglipayan Church, and in 1914 of the Iglesia Ni Cristo. Both of these have grown to become not only national but international Christian denominations. Yet these are not isolated examples. In the Mountain Province (a geographic area that I have studied), numerous local religious movements sprang up before, during and after the Philippine Revolution, drawing on various Christian and indigenous traditional religious elements. Moreover, there was a revival of indigenous religions among the mountain people.13 If the Mountain Province is any indication, local religious revitalization and innovation were occurring in numerous areas of the Philippines.14 One can include here the strengthening and growth of Freemasonry—a movement with religious elements—during this era. Most significantly, the Roman Catholic Church, which had been active in the Philippines for over three centuries, had to reinvent itself in the wake of the American occupation of the islands.15 

			To say that religious creativity was occurring during the political upheaval of the Filipino revolutionary era is to distinguish between religious and political movements. This is not to say that the two operated independently of each other. No doubt Protestantism (as well as Roman Catholicism, ironically) had the backing of the invading American regime. Moreover, other religious movements were also using political forces unleashed during the late 19th and early 20th centuries to promote their own particular religious causes and options. One clear example of this is to be found in the early history of the Iglesia Filipina Independiente, which 

			harnessed the energies of the Filipino Revolution to establish a new version of Christianity in the archipelago in the early 20th century.16

			Yet, as stated above, religious movements were not simply expressions of political movements. Filipinos could and did disentangle various religious movements from the political and cultural forces that accompanied them. 17 Thus while from the American perspective, articulated forcefully in the Presbyterians’ Winona statement quoted above, Protestantism appears to be an intrinsic part of the total American military, political and cultural invasion of the Philippines, from the Filipino perspective it could be viewed as a religious movement that could be employed for Filipinos’ own personal, religious and political purposes.18 For example in 1905, Filipino Methodists working in the American Methodist mission in Tondo formed their own Pulong ng Katotohanan (Truth Society) for missionary projects and evangelistic services, independent of missionary control. This group became the bedrock for the foundations of a Filipino Methodist church in 1909, also independent of missionary control.19 Religion and politics were related, but not identical forces.

			A second general observation to be made is that one really cannot speak of Protestantism as a single movement when it is viewed from the perspective of Filipino religious history. From the American perspective, Protestants appear united (and were in fact rather united) because they arrived with the American invasion, and because the various denominations in the Philippines took pains to forge a comity agreement which partitioned the islands among the denominational mission societies, so no group would be in conflict with another. In this way they assiduously endeavored to present a united front in the Philippines.20 They also conceived of themselves as presenting a unique version of Christianity—one that was summed up in the term Evangelicalism.21 From a Filipino perspective, however, Protestant denominations provided additional religious options that were part of a much larger, rather varied, and increasingly pluralistic religious landscape. 

			The biographies of the pioneer Filipino Protestant leaders Paulino and Nicolas Zamora, father and son respectively, are instructive in this regard. Paulino’s uncle, Jacinto Zamora, was one of three famous Filipino Catholic priests executed by the Spanish regime in 1872 on charges of subversion. The Zamora family became embittered against the elements in the Catholic Church that had abetted the executions, and Paulino soon joined the Freemasons where he became a leader. He also privately started reading the Bible, procured from a sea captain. In 1896, at the outbreak of the Philippine Revolution, Paulino was arrested at the instigation of Catholic friars and jailed in Manila’s Bilibid Prison, and then sent into exile to the Cueta Penal Colony in the Mediterranean. Released after the signing of the Treaty of Paris in 1898, he joined the Protestants in Madrid, 

			Spain, before returning to the Philippines. Once back at home, he became an avid preacher of the Protestant evangelical message.22 

			Paulino’s son, Nicolas, was born in 1875. Influenced by his father, he also read the Bible on his own, and converted to Protestantism as a young adult. Nicolas joined the Filipino revolutionary forces in 1896 and fought until the cessation of hostilities in 1898. Father and son then joined together to preach the evangelical message in Manila in 1899, before any regularly appointed American missionaries had arrived. The two were baptized by Presbyterians in October of 1899. Paulino became a faithful worker in the Presbyterian Church. Nicolas joined the Methodists in 1900, was ordained deacon that year and elder in 1903, and became one of their most effective preachers.23 Disillusioned over time by the paternalism and condescension of a number of American Methodist missionaries, Nicolas in 1909 initiated the formation of the IEMELIF, Iglesia Evangelica Metodista en las Islas Filipinas (Evangelical Methodist Church in the Philippine Islands), the first but certainly not the last independent Filipino Protestant church.24 As the lives of the Zamoras indicate, for Filipinos the Protestant denominations simply added to the increasing possibilities for religious innovation and creativity in the land.

			A third observation that emerges from looking at Protestantism in the Philippines from the Filipino perspective is that there is no singular explanation as to why various Filipinos, in various parts of the country, experimented with Protestantism, which some of them embraced permanently (in whatever form). The reason for Bontocs in the Mountain Province joining the Episcopal Church in 1910 probably was very different from the reason for Visayans in Iloilo becoming Baptist in 1910, let alone in 1930. Local social conditions, political conditions, ecclesiastical conditions and religious cultures had profound effects on the establishment and development of various Protestant churches (as did no doubt the strength, work, attitude and beliefs of the foreign and native leadership of any church). Filipino Protestants then, cannot be seen as a monolithic group; they experimented with, joined and rejected various Protestant churches for any number of personal, social and religious reasons.

			For the rest of this article I would like to explore some of the dynamics of Filipino appropriation of Protestant Christianity by briefly looking at two examples, one individual and one corporate, of adoption of Protestant Christianity. These examples both come from the early history of the Episcopal Church in the Philippines (ECP) in the Mountain Province. 

			The Episcopalian Mission in the Philippines

			The Protestant Episcopal Church in the United States of America sent its first missionary bishop, Charles Henry Brent, to the Philippines in 1902. He decided to initiate missionary work among several different groups of people in various parts of the archipelago, although unlike most other American Protestant missionaries he did not see a need to convert Roman Catholics to any Protestant tradition. One of the areas where the Episcopalians began work was in the Mountain Province, whose peoples by and large had not been Christianized by the Spanish, and who therefore followed indigenous cultures and religions. Mission work was begun in Bontoc and Sagada, Mountain Province, in 1903 and 1904 respectively. The two missions 

			developed very differently. Sagada, where the pioneering male missionary was an engineer, developed as a mountain outpost of 20th century technological progress. It was an “engineer’s dream.”25 Bontoc, on the other hand, became a center for translation work for the mission, producing Bibles, catechisms and other religious material in local languages. 

			The process of translation, as Andrew Walls has argued, takes the Christian gospel and transforms it by expressing it in new linguistic and therefore cultural terms. Through translation the gospel is reincarnated, as it were, so that it can be understood and received in its new cultural, social, and geographical context; Christianity becomes localized.26 So translated Christianity does not replace local culture, but rather is shaped and formed by it. Lamin Sanneh argues, in addition, that Christian translation can strengthen and invigorate local cultures that otherwise would be enervated and destroyed by outside forces.27 

			Filipino Appropriations of Protestantism: The Case of Dr. Hilary Clapp

			In the town of Bontoc, the work of translating Christian material into the Bontoc language, and of producing a grammar and vocabulary of Bontoc, was initiated by the missionary first stationed there.28 However, the missionary, the Rev. Walter Clapp, had crucial help from local people: specifically, two boys, Pitt-a-pit and Narciso, who already in the first year of the mission (1903) had become curious about the foreigner, and had made themselves quite at home in his residence. Clapp first described Pitt-a-pit, an orphan living with his grandmother, as a lad who “seems to be built on springs and can never keep quiet: his mind, too, is as active as his body.”29 The two young Bontocs were instrumental in teaching the American missionaries the Bontoc language. In fact, in his reports to his Episcopalian constituency in the United States, Clapp describes the missionaries in Bontoc as “students,” and the two Bontoc boys as the “teachers.” 

			Two years after Clapp had first begun learning the local language, Pitt-a-pit was baptized in the small, rudimentary Episcopal chapel in the town of Bontoc. The conversion, however, was not an instantaneous affair: rather it took place over the two years, and entailed a gradual embrace of a religion that, on the one hand was significantly different from the traditional religion of the Bontoc, yet on the other hand had been expressed in the local Bontoc language, with all its particular idioms and thought patterns and vocabulary, by none other than Pitt-a-pit himself with a small group of fellow translators. 

			The Rev. Clapp illustrated the slow conversion of Pitt-a-pit through spatial imagery. When the Episcopal mission first commenced worship services in Bontoc, some mountain (Igorot) men and boys stood outside the chapel observing the Christian liturgy with lowland Filipino Christians (Ilocanos) already living in Bontoc as the congregation. The mountain people would stand outside the door, peering in, or would sit in the window. “By-and-by one boy, the (then) little Pitt-a-pit, ventured to get down from his perch and squat inside, very near the door. Some months later he was kneeling at the font, and daring, in boyish, half-conscious way, to step over the line into the new world.”30 Christian conversion here was not an instantaneous change of heart and mind; rather, it was a slow, experimental process.

			Given the missionary source and dearth of information on Pitt-a-pit’s conversion, it is difficult to say very much about his reasons and experience of conversion. However, it is obvious that Christianity provided, among other things, an avenue for new experiences and possibilities for the young boy. The faith introduced him to new ideas, to a new culture, to new views and visions of reality, without removing him from his natal and familial ideas, culture, views and visions. As translator, teacher and Christian, Pitt-a-pit could live in different worlds: the world of his family and ancestors, and the world of the missionaries and their American heritage. 

			When Pitt-a-pit was baptized he was given a “Christian” name, Hilary Clapp. In 1906 he went with a group of other boys to Baguio, the new summer capital of the American colonial regime, to begin studies at a school that had been opened by the Episcopalians for children from the Mountain Province. Here the students continued to learn how to live in and deal with the American culture that had thrust itself upon the Philippines. Pitt-a-pit excelled in his studies, and was therefore sent to Ontario, Canada for further schooling. He returned to the Philippines for college and then the study of medicine in Manila. During his summer vacations he would come back home to Bontoc and spend time with his own people, socializing and helping with the harvest.31 After completing his training as a physician, Dr. Hilary Clapp was appointed one of two physicians at the government hospital in Bontoc. He settled down and got married, and spent the rest of his life as a physician, health officer and then politician in Bontoc and the Mountain Province. In the 1930s he was appointed one of two representatives for the Mountain Province in the new Philippine Legislature, where he spoke up for his people when crises arose due to the economic development (such as the introduction of new roads and transportation, and of mining) in the Mountain Province.

			In 1935, during the transition of the Philippines to a Commonwealth government, he let American officials know that he wanted to be the new Provincial Governor of the Mountain Province. Yet the job was given to a lowlander from neighboring La Union. When the Japanese overran the Mountain Province along with the rest of the Philippines in 1941-42, they rapidly took steps to set up a new civilian government of Filipinos to run the country under their watchful eye. They asked Dr. Clapp to become the governor of Mountain Province, and after some thought he accepted their offer, in part because he would be the first Igorot (an indigenous term meaning dweller of the mountains) to take that position. From all the reports that survive, it seems that Clapp believed the Japanese propaganda of Asian self-rule: he wanted to demonstrate “that a government run by the mountain peoples themselves was every bit as efficient as any of the administrations run by lowland governors had ever been.”32 Clapp’s other great concern was the guerillas, many of them Igorot, who were fighting against the Japanese and hiding in the mountains. “He wanted to find a middle path which would prevent the betrayal of those who were hiding, but would at the same time ensure that the helpless civilian population was not made to suffer from the activities of these soldiers in hiding.”33 The Japanese had quickly made it known that if guerillas were found active in any area, the village people in that area would suffer heavy casualties and violent depredations. Although Clapp had been in regular contact with guerilla groups and American missionaries in hiding, whose whereabouts he never divulged to their enemies, he was undoubtedly also working for the invading and increasingly brutal and ruthless Japanese regime. Clapp was therefore put on a guerilla blacklist, and in April of 1945, towards the very end of the war, he was executed by a guerilla force as a traitor. Posthumously, the American Episcopal bishop (who himself had been a prisoner 

			of war) publicly exonerated Clapp, claiming that he had tried his best to protect his people who were caught between the crushing belligerence of the Japanese and the increasing demands of the guerillas.34

			The life and death of Dr. Clapp illustrate some of the ways that being an Episcopalian in the Mountain Province in the first half of the 20th century could affect one’s life. One broad way to conceive of Dr. Clapp’s religious, ethnic and national identity is to view him as a cultural broker—a translator par excellence—between the mountain people to whom he belonged, and the American and then Japanese colonial forces that occupied the mountains in his lifetime, and to which he also gave his allegiance. Dr. Clapp obviously used his Episcopal identity to explore new opportunities and vistas for himself, and to make himself at home in quite different new contexts.35 He went from a boy who was totally unacquainted with American culture and civilization to a recognized physician and political leader within the American colonial system, and then to a provincial governor for the Japanese military regime. Yet at the same time his Christian faith did not force him to forsake his Igorot heritage; he remained rooted and grounded among his own people (whether they were Christian or not). Like other Igorot Episcopalians, his religious identity allowed him to move back and forth between his people and different groups of outsiders—Americans, Japanese, even lowland Filipinos—who were to varying degrees ruling and controlling the Mountain Province in his day. He lived as a cultural broker, he died as a cultural broker, and being a Christian in an American Protestant mission was a crucial piece of this role he willingly appropriated for himself.

			Filipino Appropriations of Protestantism: The Case of Communities in the Mountain Province

			The second example of Filipino appropriation of Protestant Christianity in the Mountain Province comes from roughly the second quarter of the 20th century. Here the initiators of mission were not missionaries or evangelists, but local community leaders who actively solicited the Episcopal mission to begin work among them. Such solicitation was a drastic change from the first decade of the century, when the Igorot were generally unresponsive to the work of the mission. Thus in 1925 the American deaconess Charlotte Massey moved to the municipality of Balbalasang (Kalinga) in the Mountain Province in response to repeated requests for a mission from Episcopalians living there. When she arrived in the town, she was handed a petition from the “residents and authorized representatives” of four barrios in the municipality of Balbalan asking for an “Anglican Mission” that would provide religious education for their children who were studying in the public school. The petitioners handed over a students’ dormitory that they had recently constructed to the deaconess for her temporary housing, while a mission home was under construction.36

			The changed attitude of the Igorot to the Episcopal mission can be attributed, at least in part, to the changed condition of the Mountain Province itself.37 From the beginning of American rule in 1902 until 1916, under the guidance of the Secretary of the Interior Dean C. Worcester, the Mountain Province had been deliberately isolated by the American colonial regime from the lowlands of Luzon and developed as an autonomous province under the Bureau of Non-Christian Tribes. Its government was placed in the hands of American officials, who allowed for the preservation of local custom and culture within certain limits.38 At the same time the Province itself became more and more internally integrated, as the government developed roads and trails, and established schools and hospitals throughout the mountains. Generally speaking then, the Mountain Province was developed as an autonomous province in the Philippines until 1916, with the American colonial regime increasingly accentuating cultural differences between mountain people and lowlanders, and the mountain people becoming progressively more reliant on and respectful of American authority and rule. Not surprisingly, Filipino nationalist leaders resented the ‘divide and conquer’ tactics of the American government. But the American Episcopal mission also clashed with the colonial government. The work of Christianizing the “non-Christian tribes” ran afoul of Worcester’s desire to preserve the Igorot as much as possible in some romantic pristine condition.

			In 1916 the American colonial government decided to change its approach to the development of the Mountain Province, reversing the trend “to maintain the tribes like ethnological specimens in a vast preserve,” in the words of Governor-General Harrison. Lowland Filipinos were appointed to replace Americans in the provincial government. The government’s legal structures and statutes for the rest of the nation were now applied to the Mountain Province, which had heretofore been allowed to run largely on customary law. Economic activity between the lowlands and the Mountain Province was promoted through the building of roads connecting the two areas. The roads also brought lowland business people and other migrants into the mountain communities, many of whom ignored local culture and customary laws. With economic development came a cash economy, which created its own problems among a people who had lived primarily by agriculture, barter, and exchange. In 1933-36 a gold rush brought a sudden influx of outside mining prospectors and mines. Thus in the second, third and fourth decades of the century, the Mountain Province was invaded by the forces of what we may term modernity. It is in this context that the local people in the mountain communities started to turn to the Episcopal Church—as well as the Roman Catholic Church—as a way to deal with a new world.39 That education for their children was at the forefront of their concerns is not coincidental.

			The religion of the Episcopal Church provided one way for the Igorot to navigate two worlds simultaneously: the world of tradition, and the world of modernity. This is not to say that the lines and boundaries between the two cultural systems were sharp and clear, or were rigid and inflexible, or did not overlap in many cases. It is to say, however, that new economic, political, and social forces entered the Mountain Province with increasing power after 1916, and many features of these forces clashed, sometimes violently, with local and traditional economics, politics and social structures. Episcopalian missions, which were identified with this American-sponsored modernity, had also developed the capacity to incorporate important dimensions of local tradition into their newly forming Christian communities in the mountains. For example, Episcopal Igorot were free to maintain kinship ties with family and clan members who had not converted to Christianity. Moreover, local customs could be incorporated—baptized, as it were—into the life of new Igorot Episcopal communities. Such incorporation made it possible for Filipino Episcopalians in the mountains to inhabit and move between different worlds.40 It was the ability of Episcopalian tradition to allow such a dual identity (as seen in the case of Dr. Clapp) that explains some of the strong attraction of the faith to various mountain people—though by no means to all of them.

			Conclusion

			The preceding examples of conversion to Protestantism demonstrate that the reasons for such conversion were many and varied, as were the understandings of Filipino Protestant identity in a world of different possible religious identities. From the perspective of Filipinos who were at the receiving end of American Christian missions, the latter were not simply an extension of American empire, even though the two were connected. 

			Rather, Filipinos employed their own criteria for appraising Protestant missions. The vast majority of Filipinos in the Philippine Islands, much to the chagrin of many enthusiastic American missionaries, chose not to enter Protestant churches. Yet whether they accepted, rejected, ignored, fought against or cooperated with Protestant Christianity, Filipino views of the various brands of Protestantism did not neatly coincide with the views of Americans who were responsible for bringing the faith to the islands. Much more study is needed in order to understand the great variety of ways that Filipinos have assessed and judged the various Protestant traditions since their introduction beginning in the first years of the 20th century. Such assessment will help bring to light the nature of Filipino Protestantism and Christianity in general, not only through history, but in the current day.

			Arun W. Jones is the Dan and Lillian Hankey Associate Professor of World Evangelism at Candler School of Theology at Emory University. He is the author of Christian Missions in the American Empire: Episcopalians in Northern Luzon, the Philippines, 1902—1946 (2003), and of several articles and book chapters on Christianity in Asia. Jones’ current research includes the history of the church in North India in the 19th and 20th centuries. 
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			Global Awareness and Engagement:                                      Re-telling an ATS story1

			—Lester Edwin J. Ruiz

		

		
			Globalization—both the concept and practice involving structures and processes of capital, goods, information, communication and people circulating (locally) worldwide, and which has been variously interpreted as “space,” “political-economic-cultural artifact,” “sites of ministry” or “religio-moral event”—has been a central concern of ATS at least since the 1990s, although one can argue that these concerns reach back to 1967, with the reflections of Harvey Cox on “world dialogue for theological education” published in the ATS journal Theological Education [III: 2 (1967)].1

			One of the significant markers of the almost decade-long ATS globalization project which began in the 1980s was the inclusion of the concern for globalization in the 1996 Standards of Accreditation, which signaled that ATS member schools had incorporated globalization into their definition of “good theological education.” In the 2010 revision of the Standards, member schools re-affirmed the importance of globalization but agreed to rename it “global awareness and engagement,” not only to distance themselves even further from the prevailing sentiment of “economic globalization” associated with the global North, but also to reflect a more appropriate, potentially expansive and dynamic understanding that encompasses both (global) north-south and (global) south-south relationships.

			In the context of theological education worldwide, ATS is one of the few membership associations that intentionally and missionally includes schools from the broad ecclesial families within Christianity: Roman Catholic, Orthodox, historic Protestant, Evangelical, and Pentecostal. The importance of a pan-Christian conversation in North America that may eventuate in “global partnerships” has proved important to ATS, and could be valuable for international contexts as well. These partnerships are made even more urgent because of the demographic shifts in Christianity from the global North to the global South, the population shifts within the US, and the “shrinking of the globe,” real or perceived, as a result of modern science and technology.

			Programmatic Initiatives

			For many ATS member schools, global awareness and engagement are built directly into the history, mission, and ethos of their institutions—either because of the worldwide character of the ecclesial family to which they belong, their missionary or evangelistic orientation, or their geographical location and nature and composition of their faculty and/or student body. 

			Many schools have collaborative degree programs with partner institutions in the “majority world” at the certificate, baccalaureate, post-baccalaureate, and post-masters levels—some in extension education-, distance learning-, or “global consortiums-” formats. Others have faculty exchanges involving short-term teaching and/or research. Still others have both credit and non-credit bearing intercultural and contextual programs (e.g., travel seminars, immersion and contextualization programs, and “missionary” initiatives).

			Some schools have established centers directly related to global awareness and engagement. For example, Trinity Evangelical Divinity School’s Center for World Christianity and Global Theology; Ambrose Seminary’s Jaffray Centre for Global Initiatives; and New York Theological Seminary’s Center for World Christianity. Other schools offer Spanish- or Mandarin-language courses. Still others have Korean-language degree programs. Some ATS schools have extension sites in Germany, the Ukraine, Indonesia, Guatemala, and Thailand.

			While not always uniformly articulated, member schools, in addition to their missional and theological convictions regarding global awareness and engagement, have a wide range of rationales for their programs and initiatives. These include: 1) a recognition that quality theological education in North America, including its relevance, must not only have an external “global reach” but must also integrate non-North American theological resources as constitutive of its North American identity; 2) a realization that sustainable quality education should be a globally-shared enterprise whose survival is inextricably linked to this “global” reciprocity in the production and reproduction of theological knowledge and wisdom; 3) an affirmation that the educational purpose of “good theological education” is to prepare students to be “global citizens” who have the appropriate competencies, capacities, and sensibilities adequate to a fast-changing interdependent and globalizing world; and, 4) a conviction that any theological education that deserves to be called “good” must be able to embrace, if not navigate, the difficult, but necessary intersectionalities between “the global” and “the local.” 

			Dilemmas, Challenges, and Perspectives

			There are a number of challenges as well. First, there are definitional and substantive challenges including, for example: 1) how globalization and theological education are to be understood and linked given the contested and uneven experiences of globalization arising not only out of different, if asymmetrical, institutional and educational resources, priorities, preferences, and commitments, but also from the fact that globalization itself has both constructive and destructive effects on life more generally; 2) what constitutes an adequate theology and ministry for a globalizing world, particularly in relation to historic faith and practice; and, 3) how “effective global partnerships” should be defined and by what measures and criteria they are to be assessed.

			Second, there are political and institutional push-and-pull challenges, including: 1) “brain drain” (for the global South), vis-à-vis “brain gain” (for the global North); 2) the need to develop self-reliant, self-sufficient, indigenous leadership vis-à-vis mission-driven commitments for resource sharing in a world of declining resources; 3) strong denominational missionary commitments vis-à-vis a recognition of the need for the affirmation of the non-Christian “Other”; 4) the perception of North American power and privilege and their accompanying agenda-setting prerogatives vis-à-vis the ethical and moral imperative for hospitality and mutual accountability in an asymmetrical world; and, 5) the singular accountability of North American theological education vis-à-vis the rest of theological education elsewhere in the world. 

			Third, there are educational and pedagogical challenges including: 1) the dominance of English in terms of learning, teaching, and research; 2) the very real differences between and among cultures leading to different understandings of theology and pedagogy, for example, the differences between oral and reading/writing cultures, of rote and constructivist learning, and, of egalitarian and authoritarian pedagogies; and 3) the growth of new delivery systems and models of education and mission (including distance/online and extension education) that are based on infrastructural asymmetries in technology and resources, as well as the dominance of an academic and curricular structure and culture which tend to privilege the global North at the expense of the global South. 

			Fourth, there are programmatic challenges related to educational initiatives whether degree-granting or not, with member schools that have international extension sites, raising questions about: 1) the viability, sustainability, and desirability of such programs, the role of partner institutions in the implementation of these programs, the effects of North American-run programs on the ecology of theological education in the global South; and 2) the role of North American educational institutions, including theological ones, in the credentialing needs and desires of individuals and institutions outside North America, for example, direct accreditation or assistance in the development, implementation, or improvement of their own practices of accreditation. 

			Effective Partnerships: The Religio-Moral Dimension

			These challenges are illustrative of the complexity of global awareness and engagement and instructive for understanding their religio-moral character. By definition, the religio-moral is fundamentally about “what we can and need to do together in the light of what is deemed as ‘the good, the true, and the beautiful.’” What is notable about the work of ATS member schools is the religio-moral assumptions they share, namely, that global awareness and engagement are fundamentally about the practice of “effective partnerships”: those institutional and educational practices that are animated by and enhance at the broadest levels, mutuality and collegiality, shared responsibility, accountability, transparency, and decision-making between and among the partners at whatever level or kind, and that have clearly agreed upon purposes that empower and transform those in the partnerships, and which are contextualized, sustainable, useful, and attainable. In short, effective partnerships are normative, value-explicit human activity.

			Effective partnerships further illustrate the religio-moral, especially when they include those practices that emphasize the desirability of multilateral, multilayered, and multi-perspectival strategies and voices that: 1) seriously attend to the intersectionality of the issues related to global awareness and engagement, including issues around the dialogical, ecumenical, evangelistic, and justice efforts of the churches; 2) broaden and deepen collaborations, particularly in terms of inclusion, plurality and difference; and 3) are intentionally sensitive to the nuances and specificities of asymmetrical space, time, and place. The religio-moral is articulated even more fully in those initiatives that encourage interdependence and relative autonomy in global North-South relationships, that empower those involved in the partnership, that flattens power differentials that arise out of the unevenness of human, financial, and physical resources, and of history and location. A more intentional multidirectional flow of resources between the global North and the global South, where the notion of resources is re-defined in more comprehensive terms than just human, financial, or physical, is illustrative.

			Effective partnering as religio-moral practice also includes the formation of a spirituality, that is articulated in: 1) the enhancement and improvement of individual and institutional capacities and skillsets for cross-cultural, contextual, and inter- and multi-faith competencies for institutional and educational change; 2) the knowledge and sensitivity to and respect for economic, cultural, and religious differences that shape theological education and practice worldwide; 3) the development and nurture of shared ideals, values and principles among and between the partnering individuals and institutions; 4) the constitutive and regulative practice of active, empathic, principled, and humble listening, as well as translation and appropriation; and, 5) the sobering “fact” that partnerships take a long time to develop and require trust for their full flowering. The importance of such a spirituality cannot be underestimated because our generation is heir to an insidious, subterranean spirit of indifference, not only to others, but to the excluded Others, which if left unchecked, will compromise the possibility of any kind of partnership—if it has not done so already.

			In the end, global awareness and engagement not only cannot be understood apart from the kind of institutional partnerships that characterize such awareness and engagement, but that effective partnerships constitute the meaning, significance and definition of global awareness and engagement itself. Moreover, such partnerships are fundamentally performative. They come into being as they are lived out and have no meaning apart from this enactment. Therefore, any understanding of global awareness and engagement, and the partnerships that constitute it, must be linked to some understanding of the nature of actual human bodies and the “body politic”—as ethnos and populus—since these are the embodied sites of meaning, performativity, and spirituality. 

			Bodies, the “Body Politic,” and Mondialisation: The ATS Story Re-told

			“Globalization,” Mondialisation, “Biopolitics”

			In the English-speaking world, globalization has come to be assumed not only as the horizon, i.e., a range of vision that includes everything that can be seen from a particular situation, location or vantage point—but also, as the way in which totality is grasped as an (intentional) amorphous, undifferentiated whole and as a spatial and temporal extension of a particular [Euro-American] way of life. The more conventional critique of globalization is that it is not only a limited horizon granted universal status, but also that it has led us down a pathway that destroys other ways of life that stand in the way of its geopolitical, geostrategic, and geocultural extensions [e.g., colonialism, imperialism, patriarchy, cultural chauvinism]. Moreover, globalization such as we have inherited it, is almost always accompanied, particularly in the global North, by a fundamental subterranean epistemological temptation to represent the world as an act of a self-sufficient, autonomous, “subject of history.”2 Such representation bears resemblances to both a Cartesian-like aspiration for that philosophical, perspectival, and foundational certitude that grounds all modern thinking, feeling, and acting, and a Hobbesian-Lockean-like anthropology of a possessive and extractive individual that is also an epistemological or thinking-knowing subject with the power, privilege, and opportunity to name or represent, and therefore, to create, the world in his image: Cogito ergo sum becomes Cogito ergo vinco, and eventuates in Vinco ergo sum.3 The biblical tradition calls this idolatry.

			However, “globalization” is not the only term or meaning of “world” that is available to us. Jean-Luc Nancy argues that “world” in the French language does not always carry with it the connotations of world as “globalization.” Nancy foregrounds Mondialisation as that process of differentiation and formation that “maintains a crucial reference to the world’s horizon as a space of human relations… of meaning held in common… of signification or possible signification.”4 In fact, Mondialisation places the emphasis not on the representation 

			of the world but on the creative act of forming a world.  And while it is not clear to me that Nancy fully extricates himself from the representational, apophantic dilemma of globalization conventionally understood, the notion of Mondialisation and its implicit relational, dialogical, and personal sensibilities, offers a possible clearing [Lichtung] in the dark forest of globalization—a place of relational, intersubjective disclosure the ancient Greeks called ἀλήθεια, in our conversations about global awareness and engagement.5

			In this context, my reference to the body and the “body politic” in this essay is decidedly empirical, that is, I deploy the term to signify, quite literally, material, concrete, sensuous human bodies as a way not only to ground and orient my understanding of global awareness and engagement, but also, as a way to resist the objectification, reification, and commodification of human beings and nature arising out of the estrangement [Entfremdung] intrinsic to the dynamics of capitalism’s relations of production, reproduction, extraction, and representation.6 I also deploy the term philosophically and metaphorically to signify my affinities with what Michel Foucault and those who have followed his lead have called “biopolitics.”7

			The discourses on biopolitics remind us of the necessary role, status, and function of “the body” whether construed literally, metaphorically, or biopolitically in discussions of religion, politics, or ministry today, particularly, where “bare life” itself has become a site of both disciplinary power and “dispositifs of control.”8 Under the sign of capitalism and sovereignty today, the practical and conceptual divide between the οἶκος and the πόλις, or what the ancient Greeks saw as a distinction between “natural life” [zoe] and “political life” [bios], can only be sustained with great difficulty. The collapse of the distinction, as Antonio Negri points out, results in the “control of populations as a way to govern life” [itself].9 Life today—and therefore, ministry—cannot be extricated from its multi-stranded embodiments or from multiple bodies across time, space, and place. The good life can no longer be recuperated by upholding the distinction between zoe and bios since the collapse of the distinction, under conditions of the exercise and circulation of power of globalizing, transnationalizing capitalist regimes, has profoundly altered public life through discipline, punishment, and dispositifs of control. This is evident, for example, in the dynamics of forced migration so starkly demonstrated in Europe, or “gentrification” in such areas as downtown Detroit or Harlem, or the framing of “the good, the true, and the beautiful” by Silicon Valley, Bollywood, Wall Street, and the fashion runways of Tokyo, Paris, Milan, and New York. 

			A Different Kind “Body”

			A Dispersed, Displaced, and Dislocated Body

			I have long argued that the “body politic” is characterized by a number of intersecting, but contingent, conditions: 1) it is dispersed, displaced, and dislocated; 2) it is racialized and ethnicized; 3) it is gendered and sexualized; and, 4) it is securitized, i.e., linked, for example, to concerns such as incarceration, national security and protectionism. I have also argued that the transformative dimensions of these intersecting conditions are compromised by the fact that significant numbers of the “body politic” have been either disembodied, i.e., expunged from that very body, dismembered, incarcerated, disabled, pathologized, or forgotten, not only by modern politics, but also by institutions of the “body politic” itself, including by the government, the military, the university, the church, and the clinic.10 

			Where the first condition is concerned, four things can be said. First, the dispersal, displacement, and dislocation of bodies cannot be explained by any one theory, although one of the suggestive metaphors for the changes that are occurring worldwide has been that of turbulence, suggesting by its use not mere motion, activity, or movement, but disruptive, unpredictable, volatile speed.11 Second, there is a compelling argument to be made that these changes are, in fact, part of what Anthony Giddens called “the consequences of modernity,” including: (i) the separation and emptying of time and space, (ii) the development of disembedding mechanisms like symbolic tokens and expert systems, and, (iii) the reflexive appropriation of knowledge.12 Third, these conditions are not only structured and sustained by the movements and flows of capital, people, goods, information, ideas, and images; they are, in fact, socially constructed by the very actions and/or activities of those individuals and communities that have been globally dispersed, displaced, and dislocated. And fourth, these dispersals, displacements, and dislocations, while creating conditions of estrangement, marginalization, antagonism, exclusion, even disintegration and anomie, and what Zygmunt Bauman calls the “endemic uncertainty of liquid modernity,”13 have also given rise to languages and experiences of multiplicity, plurality, difference, as well as hybridity, intersectionality, and liminality, and therefore, to the possibilities of transformation, innovation, and improvisation in political, economic, cultural, and religious life.  

			A Racialized and Ethnicized Body

			Where the second condition is concerned, two things may be said. First, following the work say of the “critical race theorists,” it is important not to yield to the temptation of the “uncritical use of biological and essential conceptions of race as premises of antiracist struggles,” and to acknowledge that “the term ‘race’ may be so historically and socially overdetermined that it is beyond rehabilitation.”14 At the same time, following Ronald Takaki, it may be important to assert that racial experience is both quantitatively and qualitatively different from ethnic experience; and therefore, to be careful not to reduce “race” to “ethnicity” or “cultural identity.”15 An undifferentiated view fails to account for the centrality of race in the histories of oppressed groups, and therefore, underestimates the degree to which traditional notions of race have shaped, and continue to shape, the societies in which we live. 

			Second, drawing on the work of Michael Omi and Howard Winant which deploys the term “racialization” to signify “the extension of racial meaning to a previously racially unclassified relationship, social practice or group,” thereby underscoring the “contingent and changing nature of race and racism while recognizing its pervasive and systematic effect on our history,”16 we can argue that there can be no homogenous or unitary notion of race and that its meaning will, of necessity, arise not only out of its multistranded contexts, but also will have multiple accounts: biological, social, cultural, essential, strategic, and political. With Chong-Soon Lee we might conclude, not only that “race as ethnicity may actually hinder our ability to resist entrenched forms of racism,” but that race as a creature irreducible to ethnicity is needed in order to understand that colonialism, say in Africa, as an expression of imperialism, is both about racial domination and ethno-cultural oppression.17 It may be, as well, that the notion of (white) “privilege” or (white) “supremacy” globally construed may be a more productive framework for addressing this form of oppression especially in order to move the discourse beyond the “white/black” racial binary. 

			A Gendered and Sexualized Body

			Where the third condition is concerned, I have argued that much can be learned about the body and the “body politic” from the struggles of feminist, womanist, Mujerista, as well as lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans, queer and intersexed [LGBTQI] members of the “body politic” to regain not only control of their bodies, but to recuperate the place of their bodies in public life. 

			In the first place, these struggles to recover the place of the body in public life involve different ways of producing, reproducing, and valuing (different) knowledges [epistemologies], consistently focused on the necessity of rethinking the relationship between reason and desire and the construction of conceptual models that demonstrate the mutually constitutive rather than oppositional relationship between them. In the second place, these struggles to recover the place of the body in public life involve different modes of being [ontologies], insisting, not only that thinking, feeling, and acting are relational practices, but also that bodies, more than passive, sexualized biological objects, can be re-figured and re-inscribed. In the third place, these struggles to recover the place of the body in public life involve different forms of consciousness [subjectivities], not only acknowledging that consciousness arises out of concrete and sensuous activity, but also that subjectivity itself is performative, and that spirituality is always and already ecologically-embedded and embodied experience, including different practices of touching, feeling, smelling, tasting, eating, imagining and making love. In the fourth place, these struggles to recover the place of the body in public life involve different empowering practices [politics], recognizing not only the importance of self-definition, self-valuation, self-reliance, and self-determination, but also the necessity of transformation, transgression and resistance. It requiresfinding shared safe places and clear voices in the midst of difference, particularly where the asymmetries of power are mediated through structures and processes that legitimize or naturalize some differences and not others. 

			A Spirituality of Global Engagement:

			Intersectionality as Analysis, Method, and Politics

			Avta Brah and Ann Phoenix, in a 2004 essay entitled, “Ain’t I a Woman? Revisiting Intersectionality,” demonstrate through the use of autobiography and empirical studies that “social class [and its intersections with gender and ‘race’ or sexuality] are simultaneously subjective, structural and about social positioning and everyday practices.” Especially intriguing is the conclusion to the essay that invites reflection on the “potential contributions to intersectional analysis of theoretical and political approaches such as those associated with poststructuralism, postcolonial feminist analysis, and diaspora studies.”18

			The Religio-Moral as Being-in-the-World

			Intersectionality directs our gaze to at least three important religio-moral questions: the nature of the social totality, the character of subjectivity, and, the challenge of practice, this time articulated as the question of “effective partnerships.” But why are they important?

			First, the importance of attending to the nature of the social totality underscores the importance of embodied connections of space, time and place. Richard Thompson Ford argued, for example, that racial segregation in the US is created and perpetuated by racially identified space and that the latter “results from public policy and legal sanctions…”19 which, I will add, are played out—articulated, represented, implicated—on the actual bodies of human beings. In a different though not unrelated context, Foucault may be interpreted as underscoring the re-articulation of the social totality when he observes that “a whole history remains to be written of spaces—which would at the same time be the history of powers (both these terms are in the plural)—from the great strategies of geopolitics to the little tactics of the habitat… passing via economic and political installations”20—not only from the global North to the global South, but also within the global South. 

			Second, where subjectivity is concerned, the recognition of actual bodies as multiple, multistranded, and multifaceted performative sites, fundamentally challenges all ahistorical, essentialist, non-relational, and reified construals of “the Subject” and directs us not only to the question “What is to be done?” but also to the questions of identity: “who we are, what we hope for, where we are going, how do we get there?” This “re-installs” the notion of subjectivity within a much deeper, and broader, intersectional, relational, ecological, and performative whole. My insistence on situating “the Subject” in these ways is an attempt to side-step the long and destructive shadow cast by the anthropocentric, auto-referential, philosophical, epistemic, and political Sovereign of that part of Euro-American life associated with “modernity” or “the Enlightenment.” In this context, race, gender, sexuality, and security are not only the extensions or effects of human action; they are also entanglements of structure, process, agency, ecology, and thought.

			Third, where the performative, and therefore challenge of practice is concerned, such bodies direct us to the intersections of a peoples’ pluralistic, and therefore, always and already contradictory, antagonistic and agonistic economic, cultural, political, and religious histories—there not only to be reminded of the importance of context for ministry; but also to be directed towards the religio-moral as “practical-critical activity,” as Karl Marx put it.21 The challenge is not only to link theory and praxis, thought and action, spirit and matter, but also “to grasp the root of the matter… man [sic] himself [sic]”—as sensuous human activity, i.e., practice (performance).

			Conclusion: The Heart of the Matter

			Focusing on the metaphor of “the body” as sensuous human activity, brings the conversation both of global awareness and engagement and the religio-moral imperative of “effective partnerships,” into the domain of the categorically personal, not only in the sense that it touches our lives, but also that we bear unconditional responsibility for the good, the true, and the beautiful, as well as the bad, the false, and the ugly; i.e., we own but do not possess them. However, while this may be necessary it is not sufficient. 

			“Three things remain,” St. Paul reminds us: “faith, hope, and love; but the greatest of these is love” (1 Cor. 13). In fact, theologically put, at the heart of the religio-moral is the ineffable, irrepressible, excessive, and unconditional love of God. Without this love—given to us in its contingency, impurity, and, at great cost in the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, and through the communities of faithful struggle both named and unnamed throughout history—the religio-moral would be an empty shell; global awareness and engagement less meaningful; and ministry would only limp along. Love itself is as performative as it is fundamental. And while we essentialize it only at our own peril, with some certainty we can say that existentially, without love, there can be no passion or compassion, no unconditional forgiveness, no vulnerability, no genuine humility. Love makes courage, resistance and struggle bearable; it makes diakonia necessary; and makes mutual respect, decency and recognition of difference obligatory. Separated from love, empowerment, integrity and righteousness would be mere dogma; there would be very little tenderness, or kindness, or enduring joy. Love invites curiosity, wonderment and awe. It contextualizes goodness, truth, and beauty; sustains justice, modulates power, and nourishes transformation. 

			The “heart of the matter” is that global awareness and engagement, theologically and existentially comprehended, are about effective, loving, embodied partnerships. These gifts and virtues, when taken together and bound by love, inspire what ATS calls the “improvement and enhancement of [both] theological schools [and theological education] to the benefit of communities of faith and the broader public.”22 
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			Transformative Teaching and Scholarship                               in an Urban Context1 

			—Nami Kim

		

		
			I live1 in a city that W.E.B. Du Bois once called “the city of a hundred hills” in his book The Souls of Black Folk.2 I teach at a historically black women’s college that is located in that city, making some people wonder how I, an “Asian woman,” ended up teaching there and what my experience of teaching “religion” at a historically black women’s college in the “Bible Belt” would be like. Of course, many assumptions are already embedded in these questions. The area where I live and the college where I teach were originally the place where the Cherokees used to live. The Cherokees were forcibly removed from their own land by the United States army under the command of General Winfield Scott a little less than two centuries ago (1838-1839).3 Now, the area has grown into a metropolitan city that is “too busy to hate.” Atlanta was the heart of the Civil Rights Movement in the 1960s, and it is one of the cities that is most favored by educated, middle-class African Americans for its seemingly good potential. The metropolitan city’s demographic change has been noticeable, as there are 250,000 new immigrants from South Korea, India and Mexico, among others, in less than ten years.4 There are more than 120,000 Koreans living in metropolitan Atlanta. The increasing Asian and Latino/a5 population is changing the racial and ethnic landscape in this large urban city, as well as in the entire state of Georgia. As sociologists have noted, Georgia can be renamed as “Georgiafornia” for its increasing population of Latino/as and Asians, as in California. Interestingly, but not so surprisingly, the third most spoken language in the state of Georgia is Korean, following English and Spanish.  At the same time, the poverty rate is high, and it is called a hub of sex trafficking of women and girls in the United States. Gentrification has rapidly taken place, forcing people to move out of the city. Segregation continues not only on Sunday mornings at different houses of worship but also by zip codes. Its notorious traffic was made fun of when schools and businesses were closed for days due to a few “lousy” inches of snow a few years ago. I have lived in this city for more than a decade. 

			Multiple Communities of Accountability

			If you ask where I really am from, I am originally from Seoul, the world’s 8th largest city, also known as the “Republic of Seoul,” because the number of its residents consists of more than one fourth of South Korea’s entire population of 50 million, along with the concentration of economic and political power due to the government-led urbanization and industrialization that took place for nearly three decades from the early 1960s until the late 1980s. Seoul is now one of the world’s most wired cities, and is highly advanced in terms of technology, public transportation, and easy access to hospitals. Many of the food franchises one finds in U.S. cities, and all sorts of commodities with U.S. and European brand names, are also easily found in Seoul. Megachurches, including the world’s largest single church, are another landmark of metropolitan Seoul. Yet, the gap between the haves and have-nots has widened, and “the super-rich” in Seoul have more commonalities in values, perspectives, and lifestyles with their counterparts in other metropolises around the world than with those impoverished, marginalized, and outcast living on the fringes of Seoul. Seoul is where all my childhood memories come from, both beautiful and distressing, including the constant fear of potential communist invasion from North Korea thanks to the state-led anticommunist propaganda under the three decades of U.S.-backed military dictatorships. The ideology of anticommunism still wields great power in South Korea, which has been in a state of truce since 1953 without an official ending of the Korean War, dubbed the “forgotten war.” As such, my communities include both my community of origin and the community where I currently live and work. I also engage the Korean immigrant community in the metropolitan Atlanta area, my transnational feminist communities to whom I am indebted, and other communities that I have intentionally claimed.

			What, then, is my role as a woman of color, feminist, scholar-teacher in social transformation? What kind of changes do I seek to bring, however small they might be, through my teaching and scholarship? In order to answer these questions, I need to first ask to whom and to which communities I am accountable, because those communities are where my teaching and scholarship primarily matter, and where I envision any slight signs of positive changes occurring that can also affect other connected communities. How can I be accountable to my multiple communities that are locally placed and transnational? In considering these questions, it is worth noting Arif Dirlik’s point. Discussing the problems seen in the changing contours of the very notion of Asian America largely due to the new trans-Pacific formation, Dirlik points out two interrelated issues that arise when contemporary Asian Americans identify primarily with their societies of origin in Asia. One is that it will render them again susceptible to reproducing in their relationships the schisms and conflicts that plagued Asian societies.6 In turn, “closer” relationships with their societies of origin engender the possibility of dissociating themselves from their immediate locations and neighbors, especially in their relations to other racial, ethnic minority communities.7 Thus, Dirlik suggests place-based politics that “grounds transnationalism in the welfare of local communities,” rather than identity-based community politics.8 He argues that instead of making so-called diasporic populations into “foreigners in the context of everyday life,” it is important “to enable people to feel at home where they live.” As he puts it, “this does not require that people abandon their legacies, only that they recognize the historicity of their cultural identities and that those identities are subject to change in the course of historical encounters.”9 For those who claim transnational communities, 

			it is necessary to be reminded that, for instance, a Korean living in Atlanta or Chicago or Los Angeles has more of a stake in associating with his/her African or Latino/a or Asian American neighbors than with some relatives or acquaintances living in South Korea. As Dirlik clearly indicates, this does not imply that “the two kinds of relationships need to be understood in zero-sum terms.”10 

			A Context of Teaching  

			As a scholar-teacher, my primary community is my students. My students’ daily concerns matter to me: coming up with next semester’s tuition, juggling between academic work and work for living, struggling with mental health related issues, and trying to make it in a white supremacist capitalist society that does not value black lives. The students also try to reconcile with their religious teachings and their sexual and gender identities that are deemed “abnormal,” and try to figure out what the “right” intimate relationships look like in this misogynist, sexist, patriarchal society because they don’t know what such relationships look like or how to have them. At the same time, many of the students believe that they can do and achieve whatever they want, or the “American dream,” if they try hard. Some students believe that the Bible is the inerrant word of God and is not subject to any critical inquiry, while some view “other” women as victims of their religious traditions with the notion of religion as an unchanging system of patriarchal beliefs and practices transcending time and location. 

			When I talk about my teaching context, it includes understanding not only who my students are but also what kind of academic institution I am situated in. To what extent does this institution provide spaces for feminist engagement and practices? What are the institutional supports or barriers for teaching and engaging in feminist studies in religion? Asking these questions, I continue to struggle as to how I can challenge students to engage in critical thinking and socially, politically, and ethically responsible living in this historical juncture that calls for students to become competent global citizens in this competitive, ruthless, greed-driven neoliberal global market. I also try to enable the classroom to become, to use bell hooks’ phrase, “the most radical space of possibility in the academy” that, unlike what some people think, does not exist disconnected from the rest of the world but in the midst of it.11 Talking about my teaching context also includes a critical assessment of my participation as a racialized-gendered person in the production and reproduction of various forms of knowledge in the U.S. academy. As Rey Chow reminds us, the “battles” that intellectuals fight are the “battles of words.” Chow further contends that what academic intellectuals must confront is “not their ‘victimization’ by society at large (or their victimization-in-solidarity-with-the-oppressed), but the power, wealth, and privilege that ironically accumulate from their ‘oppositional’ viewpoint, and the widening gap between the professed contents of their words and the upward mobility they gain from such words.”12 Gayatri Spivak also proposes the continuing examination of one’s own privilege not to make one “feel guilty or to retire from working for a better world, but rather in order to de-center their own importance in their work.”13 As we all know, the academy is not a power neutral place, and there exists what Chow has described as “an institutionalization of racialization of intellectual labor . . .  resulting in an aristocracy and a subordinate class in terms of the production and dissemination of ‘knowledge’.”14 We also know that the academy is a site where contestations over knowledge and power relations are taking place every day. At the same time, the academy 

			can be a meaningful place for feminist scholar-teachers because, as Chandra Mohanty points out, it is one of the few “contested sites crucial to feminist struggles.”15 As I said elsewhere, feminist scholar-teachers, particularly those of us who are marked by our different race and ethnicity are, then, engaged in “battles of words” in multiple ways. One of the battles is to confront our own upward mobility that we gain from our oppositional perspectives and words. Another battle is to challenge the hierarchy of knowledge production in the academy that consistently places women of color’s work in the margins, whether in scholarship or in curriculum, under the banner of “diversity” or “multiculturalism.” Women of color scholar-teachers also engage in a “battle” that struggles for transformative feminist practices through teaching and scholarship.16 

			Teaching and Doing Feminist Scholarship Unapologetically 

			One of the difficulties in teaching the subject matter of religion, women, and violence in undergraduate classrooms is teaching religious traditions in relation to those whom the dominant Western knowledge calls “other” women. When “other” women are repeatedly mobilized by imperial feminism that serves the U.S. imperial project, how should we teach in a way that resists a temptation to “speak for” or “save” those who are allegedly lacking agency without discouraging students from desiring to learn about the “others” and different ways of living in relation to them so that “education becomes the practice of liberation”?17 Or, to put it differently, how should we teach and write in ways that illuminate how my/our experiences as gendered, racialized women inside the belly of empire are inextricably interrelated with the experiences of women in other parts of the world? How do we teach in ways that students can “make sense” of the seemingly unrelated links between, for instance, sexual violence as a tool of colonialism, racism and patriarchy, and state violence, without viewing them as discrete forms of violence that affect women? I also ask, echoing Chicana feminist Cherrie Moraga, how do we understand “differences of location in a shared context of state-sanctioned violence”?18 How do we expand the understanding of what is happening in Atlanta, Chicago, Detroit, Ferguson, Gaza, Okinawa, and Jeju Island to include U.S. imperialist militarism and the U.S. as a warfare nation-state where people of color are constantly subject to state violence, without making invisible their persistent resistance locally and transnationally? As some feminist scholar-teachers have pointed out, opposition to sexism, heterosexism, racism, and class exploitation in the United States “has never guaranteed the opposition to US global hegemony.”19 Thus, if feminist scholar-teachers fail to critique U.S. military hegemony, feminist works can be appropriated without difficulty and used for the service of the imperial project.20 A critical analysis of the interconnection between U. S. imperial policies inside and outside of its declared borders also requires a close examination of the role of religion, especially Christianity, which can be both an accomplice to imperialism and a source of resistance.21 Furthermore, how do we teach about not only overt forms of violence but also what Franz Fanon called “peaceful violence”22 that cannot be categorized as a conventional form of violence. This oxymoronic phrase captures how people continue their daily lives in a heavily militarized and ruthlessly violent world that is submerged in and maintained by racial, sexual, and economic subjugation, marginalization, and exploitation. The subjugated people have suffered from direct consequences of the “peaceful violence” that is entrenched in everyday life as “the way things are,” a characteristic of “the strength and resilience of racism.”23 

			Teaching and writing about intricately related violence and the resistance to it might be better done through a “relational” approach rather than “comparative” analysis. Asian American studies scholar Lisa Lowe captures this when she asks, “Instead of reading, teaching, and writing about our own histories separately, how would our theo-ethical discourse change if we try to see how ‘intimately’ our histories and experiences are interconnected?”24 By “intimately,” Lowe does not mean the “privileged sign of liberal interiority or domesticity,”25 but more of “close connection,” in the sense that it is “implied but less visible forms of alliance, affinity, and society among variously colonized peoples beyond the metropolitan national center.”26 

			For the past couple of years, my research has centered on a seemingly alien topic—the Korean Protestant Right. My prime motivation for this particular research project was my indignation at the Protestant Right’s sexism, homophobia, heteropatriarchy and Islamophobia. My interest in the Protestant Right and its gendered politics did not, however, arise from a third-person observing from outside what is happening in Protestant Christianity in Korea. Rather, my inquiry stemmed from what I have seen and experienced in the immigrant Korean community in Atlanta that has maintained transnational connections with the churches in Korea. For example, I learned that a transnational evangelical men’s manhood and fatherhood restoration movement called Father School, which is similar to Promise Keepers, was offered in immigrant Korean churches and other ethnic minority churches in Atlanta, as well as in other major U.S. cities. I witnessed a very strong anti-LGBT stance and homophobia prevalent in immigrant Korean churches alongside the larger immigrant community. I also observed increasing anti-Muslim racism and heard Islamophobic words expressed by Korean Christians. The more I thought about these three seemingly unrelated phenomena it became clearer that they were addressing a common issue: contested hegemonic masculinity in relation to the “others.” Connecting the dots among these three phenomena is what I have sought to do in my research. For me, it is a way of making some positive changes through my scholarship and writing in our different yet interconnected lives. As Robin D G. Kelly has put it, “Our job as intellectuals is to ask the hard questions, interrogate inherited categories, take nothing as self-evident, and go to the root of the problem. That includes the work of addressing contemporary social crises.”27 We challenge dominant ways of knowing, suggest an alternative epistemology in shaping our ways of knowing, produce different knowledge, and encourage our students to pursue different ways of living through the engagement with such knowledge. As many people, including my mentors and colleagues, have already voiced, the task of the intellectuals is “speaking truth to power.”

			Troubling the Water Together

			I see my teaching as an act of love. I love my primary community, my students, unapologetically. Like my teaching, I do my feminist scholarship, without an apology. At the same time, as bell hooks has reminded us, “any act of love takes a lot of your energy,”28 so I try to find time to recharge myself, which, unfortunately I still do with an apology. After all, what I do probably looks like nothing significant, but as Buddhist teacher Thich Nhat Hanh has reminded us, “when we throw a pebble into the water, it may not go far in the beginning, but it will ripple out.” When I throw a pebble into the water, it may stir the water just a little bit, but when we do it together from multiple places where we are located, they can potentially stir stronger waves that can bring changes into the still water. Let’s trouble the water together. 
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			The Multiple Invisibilities of Witness Lee

			—Paul H. B. Chang

		

		
			In 1989, a Chinese-American minister named Witness Lee (Li Changshou) founded a school that is now one of the largest post-graduate theological institutions in the United States. The school currently enrolls well over three hundred full-time equivalents.1 Bucking national trends, it shows healthy signs of growth, recently opening an extension campus in Boston to complement its main campus in Southern California. Furthermore, these North American campuses are only one national manifestation of a larger phenomenon. Internationally, there are about a dozen such schools representing every inhabited continent, all of which trace their founding to the same Chinese-American minister. The fact that this story is so little known, even among Asian-American theological educators, is the result of repeated attempts at erasure from multiple parties, including the founder himself. The reversal of these erasures is a difficult but rewarding task, one that reveals a fascinating, untold story about a major Asian-American theological figure.

			Biography

			Lee was born in 1905 in the Chinese province of Shandong. He came from a deeply Christian background, writing that “My mother’s maternal grandfather was a Southern Baptist, who in turn brought my mother into Christianity.” Although she was baptized in 1885, Lee concedes that he himself was only a nominal Christian, “Though I attended the Southern Baptist Church services and Sunday School in my youth, I was not saved and was never baptized by them.” Through the efforts of his sister, however, Lee was eventually baptized as a member of the Chinese Independent Church in 1925.2 

			In April of that same year, Lee heard the preaching of the itinerant evangelist Peace Wang (Wang Peizhen, 1899-1969). He later related that his actual conversion began from that day. As he walked home, her powerful speaking so affected him that he prayed “God I don’t like being usurped by Satan as Pharaoh, through the world as Egypt; I would like to serve You and preach the gospel of the Lord Jesus through the villages at any cost for my whole life.” Lee did not immediately begin full-time ministry. Instead, he spent some years with his local Brethren Assembly and eventually came into contact with the independent Chinese minister, Watchman Nee (Ni Tuosheng, 1903-1972).3 

			Lee increasingly respected and identified with Nee’s teachings, and Lee became a recognized leader among Nee’s followers, especially in Northern China. During the 1930s, as Pentecostal revivals enflamed Shandong and its surrounding provinces, Lee helped to spread Nee’s more reserved, sublime form of Christian mysticism and church practice. In the 1940s Lee even played a crucial role in restoring unity to Nee’s home congregations in Southern China after a period of internal turmoil. By the time of the Communist victory on the mainland, Nee trusted Lee enough to send him to Taiwan to continue their work in the face of a potentially “desperate situation.”4  

			Nee’s fears were proven correct. He was soon arrested along with many other indigenous Christian leaders during the Communist Party’s consolidation of power during the early 1950s. He would remain in prison until his death in 1972. Bereft of his spiritual mentor, Lee forged ahead. Once again he proved to be an exceptional religious leader, guiding the Taiwanese congregations through a period of rapid growth. Membership exploded from five hundred to more than twenty-five thousand in six years.5

			In 1958, Lee visited the West for the first time and “stopped in America for a short while” as part of a longer trip to Europe. Initially, because of the distance, language, and cultural barriers, he did not entertain even the “slightest thought of going to the United States.” Instead, he regarded Japan, Korea, and Southeast Asia as more promising mission fields. After a few more visits, however, he “had a deeper impression” and decided to apply for a visa. In 1962, Lee immigrated and eventually became a naturalized American citizen.6

			Shortly after Lee’s arrival, tens of thousands of East Asian immigrants would follow him into the country under the changes in immigration policy made by the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965. They comprised a natural audience for Lee and his message, but Lee did not focus his efforts on them, writing that “I was very clear within that the Lord did not want me to work among the Chinese immigrants. Rather, He wanted me to bring His recovery to the typical Americans.”7 Again, Lee succeeded impressively. Lee’s message, derived from Nee’s, criticized mainstream Christianity for its ritualism and formality. At the same time, in the context of the Cold War, Watchman Nee’s imprisonment was something of a cause célèbre in the evangelical subculture. Lee thus appealed both to those who wanted to reform Christianity and to those who wanted it to shore up traditional American values. Lee attracted thousands of “typical Americans” to his meetings. 

			Eventually, Lee cemented a following among the Asian immigrants as well. In 1984, Lee lamented retrospectively that because he concentrated his efforts nearly exclusively on non-Asians in the early 1960s, “after six or seven years we lost from five hundred to one thousand saints [from among the Asian immigrants].” Still, “two years ago we began the Chinese-speaking work” and “the number of Chinese saints has become stabilized, and new ones are gradually being gained.”8 

			Lee spent most of the rest of his long life in Southern California, publishing prolifically and overseeing the spread of local congregations. Under his guidance, new churches were established across the United States and throughout the world. By the time Lee died in 1997, his ideas were circulated and practiced in significant numbers in Africa, Asia, Europe, North and South America, and Oceania. Since his death, the growth of these congregations has continued at a rapid pace. 

			Promises and Problems of Institution and Tradition

			The fact that Lee’s work has survived his passing suggests the creation and maintenance of robust institutions and traditions. In his written works and oral preaching, however, Lee frequently disparaged both “institutions” and “traditions.” Thus, although scholars of religion have frequently employed these terms in value-neutral or even positive ways, they must be applied to Lee and his followers with some care. 

			For instance, at one point, Lee argued that “Actually, according to God’s New Testament economy, there should not be any organization in the church. The church is not an organization but an organism.” He went on to explain his understanding of the difference between the two: “An organism is an entity entirely of life. Nothing in our body is produced by organization. In contrast, in an organization nothing is living; every piece is dead. Everything in an organization is a human work arranged by human hands.”9 

			Similarly, Lee inveighed against tradition, even when depicted in the broadest sense. “Whether a person is sinful or not sinful, moral or immoral, that person is occupied by something other than Christ, by some element of the thousands of years of human history. We may call this the six-thousand-year human tradition.” Lee continued by pointing out the source and outcome of this tradition, “Satan, the subtle one, is lurking behind the six-thousand-year human tradition. Due to his influence, we live in this tradition instead of in Christ.”10 In contrast, Lee wrote “Nothing commanded by God could ever become a tradition, for God’s word is always fresh. A tradition, on the contrary, is something invented or initiated by man.”11 

			Thus, it is clear that Lee’s opposition to both institutions and traditions returns to the same point. Lee posits that both institutions and traditions are artificial constructs that deprive people of direct contact with Christ. God cannot be bound by hierarchies, organizational protocol, or even God’s own history of action. Instead, God is “always fresh” and can directly inspire every member of the body of Christ in a living, unpredictable way. 

			The source of Lee’s critiques is also easy to trace. Through Watchman Nee, Lee received a theological heritage that was heavily indebted to the Anglo-American holiness movements of the 19th century. These holiness teachers, like many Christians before them, attempted to reform or renew Christianity by infusing it with a fresh, living piety. In this way, they were very much of a piece with the Romantic temper of the times, prizing extemporaneity and naturalness. 

			Many of these same sources influenced early Pentecostal and Charismatic Christianity, and Lee’s critiques of organization and tradition were reminiscent of voices in these contemporary movements. All these groups ostensibly eschewed established Christianity in the name of bringing ordinary Christians back into direct contact with the Holy Spirit. Of course, as they did so, they often formed durable and successful institutions of their own. Historian Grant Wacker has pithily encapsulated the complementary dynamism of this paradox.

			Pentecostals’ primitivist conviction that the Holy Spirit did everything, and that they themselves did nothing, bore grandly pragmatic results. It freed them from self-doubt, legitimated reasonable accommodations to modern culture, and released boundless energy for feats of worldly enterprise. At the same time, this vigorous engagement with everyday life stabilized the primitive and kept it from consuming itself in a fury of charismatic fire.12 

			Lee’s thought follows similar lines, with more emphasis on the spontaneous action of the divine life, and less emphasis on the “fury of charismatic fire.” In any case, it seems that the lasting power of these institutions owes something to their inherent contradictions. Rather than threatening incoherence, the Holy Spirit’s unpredictable leadership of pragmatic humans can both sanctify the institutions they create and serve as an endlessly renewable reserve for further reforms and adaptations. 

			Multiple Erasures

			The similarities between Lee’s experiences and those of the Pentecostals do not end with their paradoxical adeptness at building institutions even while denouncing them. It is helpful to consider Lee’s relationships with other Christians as well. Like the early Pentecostals, Lee was frequently treated with deep suspicion by other American Christians. To some extent, this mistrust can be traced to the novelty of his message. Lee was willing to criticize popular Christian ideas and practices if he felt that they were not biblical. He also spoke of deification, a well-established, historical Christian doctrine that nevertheless sounded strange and unfamiliar to many American Protestants. Other tensions resulted simply from competition in the religious marketplace. Because of both the religious demographics of the United States and the nature of his message, Lee (like many religious leaders before him) found that many of his followers came from existing Christian denominations. 

			Unlike the American Pentecostals, however, Lee had to deal with the additional burden of being ethnically Chinese. During the 1960s and 1970s, American fears of cults and sects, especially from the East, were acute. The cover of one book published in that period used a terrifying illustration of Lee that depicted him with a sinister smile. The image reflected in his eyeglasses suggested his control over a wild mob of followers. Another book argued that Lee was one of “The Mindbenders.”13 In recent years, some of Lee’s most strident critics have recanted. Many of these critics were part of the evangelical “counter-cult” movement, and now admit that their work was based on an unfair double standard.14 

			Lee’s Chinese heritage has become a liability in another sense. The Chinese government has never reconciled itself to Watchman Nee’s legacy. Although some of the congregations that follow Nee have now been incorporated into the Three-Self Patriotic Movement, the official Protestant church of the People’s Republic of China, many others continue to operate in more liminal spaces.15 In China, Nee’s name has never been cleared, and Lee’s name and his followers are still tarnished by association. If the persecution of the Chinese government was something of an asset during the Cold War, in the context of China’s growing international influence, it now carries dangerous associations. 

			Stigmatized in his adopted country and unwelcome in his country of origin, Witness Lee occupied a space that would be familiar to many other Asian-Americans. Powerful actors have repeatedly tried to occlude Lee’s reputation and voice. If these external attempts at erasure were not enough, the interested scholar must also contend with Lee’s complicated attempts at self-erasure. 

			In one of his visits to Asia, Lee had strong words for his fellow diasporic Chinese. He wrote:

			We have a wide assortment of people in the church. There are Chinese, Japanese, Indonesians, Filipinos, and Malaysians. We also have some here from Singapore and Thailand. I would ask you, do you live by Christ or by the culture in which you have been raised? Many of you are overseas Chinese. Do you live by the Chinese culture, or by the culture of the country where you are? You may be a Chinese living by the Filipino culture, or by the Indonesian, Malaysian, or Thai cultures. Your overseas Chinese culture has been influenced by the native cultures. What you live by is this mixed culture, not by Christ.16 

			The convictions that encouraged Lee to reject institutions and traditions in favor of a direct dependence on Christ also indicted cultures and ethnic backgrounds of all kinds. Lee, of course, was intimately acquainted with the hybridity of overseas Chinese culture. Nevertheless, he rejected it in favor of a deeply otherworldly piety, one that followed the dictum in Colossians: “There cannot be Greek and Jew, circumcision and uncircumcision, barbarian, Scythian, slave, free man, but Christ is all and in all.”17

			Thus, although Lee has been discussed here as Chinese, Asian, and American, he would reject all such categories as distractions from his true identity and his message. In another place, he foreclosed the possibility of retaining even the slightest hint of national origins, “In the church, there should not be the European, Asian, American, Mexican, Chinese, or any other flavor, but only the flavor of the Triune God expressed in His unique image.”18

			Seeing the Unseen

			American Christians, the Chinese government, and even Lee himself have all attempted at different times to erase different aspects of Lee’s identity, message, and accomplishments. Lee’s counter-cult detractors in the United States have categorized him as a dangerous foreigner, trying to corrupt American Christianity. In China itself, the government has persecuted and jailed Lee’s followers along with Nee’s. Lee himself might prefer that any appraisal of his life focuses narrowly on the truth of his teachings, as coming directly from the Holy Spirit. 

			Almost any evaluation of Lee’s life and work threatens to upset these complicated stakes. And yet, it is a project that is well worth the effort. Witness Lee and his teachings are not going away. Since his death, Lee’s followers have continued to propagate and practice his theology. They have now established local congregations in every state in the U.S., and may now have more active members than any other Christian group on the Taiwanese island. Lee and his teachings have raised up indigenous leaders and congregations in many different countries, making him rather unique in Chinese Christianity and even among Chinese religious leaders more generally. And finally, the institution referred to at the beginning of this essay, the Living Stream Bible Truth and Church Service Training, commonly known as the Full-Time Training in Anaheim (FTTA), is almost completely unknown, despite its remarkable success. 

			Every year, more than one hundred fifty students enroll in the FTTA. Chinese Americans are disproportionately represented, comprising a significant minority of each incoming class. As a whole, however, the rest of the student body is impressively diverse in terms of race, gender, ethnicity, and geographical origin. All of 

			the students have already received their bachelor’s degrees, many of them from America’s top-tier research institutions. Most are American citizens. A few international students may also enroll, but only if they are proficient in English. Otherwise, they may be encouraged to attend one of the other international Full-Time Training Centers with courses offered in their native languages. 

			The vast majority of these so-called trainees will finish the entire two-year, full-time course of studies, which includes over two hours of classroom instruction every day, five days a week. Trainees have the option of taking New Testament Greek. Otherwise, the curriculum is almost entirely derived from Watchman Nee and Witness Lee’s published works. The classes are thematically arranged, and, besides Greek, there are no electives. Thus, all students will take courses on “The Triune God,” “The Body of Christ,” and “The Experience of Christ as Life,” among other offerings. 

			The classes are mostly taught by a faculty of “trainers,” many of them chosen by Lee himself during his lifetime. Lee always prized a living piety over formal education, and the qualifications of the trainers reflect this preference. Most of them have graduate degrees, but only some are from fields that might be found in faculties at typical seminaries. Even those with seminary degrees or doctorates in church history and biblical languages rarely draw directly from their academic training when they teach. Instead, the focus of instruction is to help trainees come to understand the Bible as Nee and Lee themselves did. 

			Although lectures and studies are the focus of the FTTA, the scope of the training far exceeds the classroom. Trainees also perform menial services. For instance, they prepare and serve their own meals and clean the common areas of the campus, including bathrooms. They are subject to multiple roll calls every day, which are intended to teach them punctuality. Their living quarters are inspected weekly for violations like stray hairs and smudges. They also engage in ministry on college campuses, in the community, and with neighborhood children. In some ways, their work resembles the novitiate of a religious order more than a typical school. 

			And yet, after two years, most of them will eventually go on to secular jobs or other graduate programs. A minority will commit themselves to full-time ministry and some of these may enroll in a third year of studies focused on practical ministry at the newly opened extension campus in Boston. Even the full-time Christian workers will have no special status in the congregation. Lee rejected all ministerial titles and clerical systems. In the mind of the training graduates, every Christian should be a “full-time” servant of God. Whether or not they relinquish their jobs in the secular world is of secondary importance. Of much greater importance is the fact that every graduate of the training return to their local congregations. There, they seek to live out their training for the rest of their lives, in service to all the members of the body of Christ. 

			Conclusion

			Every aspect of this training was originally designed by Lee himself, and both trainers and trainees consider themselves to still be participants in “Witness Lee’s training.” They are not wrong. Like Lee himself, the training stands out from its peers. Lee was American, Asian, Chinese, and none of the above. The training may be considered a bible school, seminary, boot camp, and community outreach center, and yet it is also different from all of these. Despite these idiosyncrasies, there are broader lessons to be learned. 

			Part of the success of the FTTA is due to its extensive integration into a larger network of churches. The FTTA publishes no advertisements and has no staff devoted to expanding its outreach or enrollment. Its growing student body is almost entirely a testament to the examples of its alumni in their home congregations. Most 

			trainees enter the training after being inspired by their interactions with training graduates. Training graduates thus produce more entering trainees, in a rapidly repeatable cycle. 

			In some ways, the success of the FTTA is also due to the fact that it is not meant to produce professional clergy. It may thus have broader appeal to those who do not feel a particular sense of religious vocation. This also means that trainees are usually not disappointed if they are unable to find a job in full-time ministry upon graduation. They are conditioned to look upon their time in the training as the beginning of a lifelong journey, and thus, a worthy experience in itself. 

			Both of these strengths point to a third important theme. The FTTA may succeed because of its conflicted relationship with its own institutional existence. Both its lack of much support staff and its detachment from professional clerical training point to the fact that the FTTA was founded, in part, to efface itself.19 Lee’s goal was not to help the training become a successful or prosperous school. In fact, Lee urged trainees not to “preach, talk, advertise, or say anything about the training.” Instead, they should disappear into the churches and focus on living out their training in an irreproachable manner, “a life of the gospel.”20 The paradox of the FTTA’s health as an institution is that it is not designed to invest in its own institutional survival.21 This allows its stakeholders—faculty, staff, students, and alumni—to focus with great intensity on the message of Lee’s ministry and on individual human relationships.  

			This essay has highlighted the FTTA as one aspect of Lee’s legacy that might be of particular interest to Asian-American theological educators. Additionally, he left behind an immense oeuvre of tens of thousands of pages, a pattern of church leadership on multiple continents, and at least tens of thousands of followers around the globe. The effects of his life and work are only beginning to be explored. 
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			A Creative Interpretation of Paul’s Speech                                at the Areopagus in Athens1 

			—vanThanh Nguyen, SVD

		

		
			While the first half of the Acts of the Apostles focuses on the deeds of Peter, the second half focuses much on the missionary work of the Apostle Paul. Luke records three important missionary journeys in which Paul and his companions traveled to many distant shores, traversed a huge landmass that covered thousands of miles, and founded many Christian1 communities.2 Paul’s missionary activities fulfill Jesus’ commission: “You will be my witnesses in Jerusalem, throughout Judea, and Samaria, and to the ends of the earth” (Acts 1:8b). Many people readily embrace the Good News, but some will also resist and strongly oppose. There are stories of success as well as failures. The question is, what do we do when the people we work with or minister to are disinterested or even hostile? How do we go about telling the story of Jesus in a way that might engage the listener on his or her own ground? The story of Paul in Athens, especially his sermon at the Areopagus, can teach us much about preaching to a hostile audience as well as about inculturation. 

			This brief interpretation of Paul’s speech at the Areopagus in Athens (Acts 17:22-31) consists of three parts. The first part offers an historical background of the text in an unconventional way. I have to warn you that I will refrain from doing the standard perhaps insightful, but often boring, exegesis of the text, which as a New Testament scholar is not easy to do. Rather, I will engage in a creative re-telling of the story through the lens and words of the character Dionysius, the Areopagite, who was actually converted through the preaching of Paul in Athens. Then, I will give a brief remark about the lesson of the text and Luke’s portrait of Paul. And finally, I will conclude by offering several points for further discussion and sharing. Without further ado, let me retell the story of Paul’s visit to Athens through the words of Dionysius, the Areopagite.

			Dionysius the Areopagite3

			My name is Dionysius the Areopagite. I was a member and judge of the Areopagus. I was converted to Christianity by the preaching of the Apostle Paul during his Areopagus sermon. The Areopagus is located on the north-western side of the Acropolis, which in ancient Athens functioned as the high court of appeal for criminal and civil cases. During Paul’s time, this rocky hill was referred to by the Romans as “Mars Hill,” which was a platform for discussing matters pertaining to religious life in the city. Curious about the disturbing new message that was being echoed around the city, the Council of Areopagus summoned Paul to present his case and to hear about a new movement, which was called “The Way.” Since I happened to be a member of that high Council, I was there when Paul delivered his sermon. But first, allow me to tell you a little about my beloved city and its inhabitants.

			Athens was the heart of Greek culture and philosophy. It is the city that produced many great philosophers, like Socrates, Pericles, and Plato. It is widely referred to as the cradle of Western civilization and the birthplace of democracy. Although Athens was well past its golden age by the time Paul arrived, it was still considered the greatest university city of its time, and intellectuals from all over the Roman Empire were drawn to it. One customary activity of the Athenian intellectuals was to gather in public squares and marketplaces to argue and debate any new thing or idea that surfaced. Different groups argued and defended their philosophies. Some espoused a philosophy called Epicureanism, which teaches that the gods were remote from the world and didn’t particularly care about what was going on in it. The evidence of suffering in the world strengthened their argument for the absence of God. The Stoics however argued that everything came from the mind of Zeus, and therefore, human beings have no control over life or death but simply live at the whim of the gods. For the Stoics, everything is predetermined; human beings have no freedom whatsoever. 

			Athens wasn’t just an intellectual city, it was also a religious center for worship. Temples and shrines dedicated to all sorts of gods and goddesses were found everywhere in the city. The Greeks had a god for every occasion. There was Ares, the god of war, and Aphrodite, the goddess of love. There was Hestia, goddess of fire, and Poseidon, god of the sea. There was Athena, the goddess of wisdom, and Nike, god of victory. There was Dionysus, the god of wine, and Asclepius, god of healing. At every turn and practically in every niche, there were statues of idols, gods and goddesses made of marble, gold, bronze, or wood in all shapes and sizes. There was even a shrine dedicated to an unknown god.

			It was on a cool sunny spring day in the year 50 CE that Paul arrived in Athens. The Acropolis and the agora (marketplace) were bustling with people and general commotion. Paul had just come from the north, leaving Luke, Timothy, and Silas behind to care for the newly founded communities. Paul had caused an uproar in many of the towns and cities he had previously visited, for example, Philippi, Thessalonica, and Beroea. It was in Thessalonica that his friends had to slip him away in the night to safety. His opponents kept pursuing him wherever he went. Paul had hoped that in a bigger city like Athens, he might be able to elude his opponents a little more easily.

			When Paul arrived in Athens, he was alone and a stranger in a big city. As was his custom, he sought out the agora, that is the busiest part of the city, to rent out a shop. We call these storefront shops insulae.4 They are very popular in our time. One can find almost anything for purchase here. I love to wander these shops to look for new gadgets or find precious artifacts and antiques. The ancient agora is similar to your modern shopping malls or outlet stores. The difference is that these insulae usually have sleeping quarters on top; furthermore, along the shops, the cardos or the streets are beautifully decorated with columns, marble pavement and mosaics. Since Paul was a tentmaker and a leather craftsman, he was very good with his hands. He can do magic with a piece of leather using just a needle and thread. Since tents are constantly in demand for local dwellers and travelers and since leather goods such as sandals, bags, purses, belts, hats, etc., are basic necessities for daily living, Paul’s shop was well visited by many a passerby. He seemed to work day and night. It was purely by accident that I stumbled into his shop. One day while going down from the Acropolis the straps on my sandals broke, so I came to his shop to get my sandals repaired. Since that first day, I have returned to his shop almost every day to listen to him talk about the man called Jesus the Christ who died but rose from the dead. What I heard and discovered in that shop changed my life forever.

			Ever since the age of reason, I had pondered and followed various philosophies and worshiped many gods and goddesses. There was a period when I followed the teaching of Epicureanism, which claims there is no god. When being an atheist didn’t satisfy my intellectual curiosity and reasoning, I picked up Stoicism. The belief in predetermination and that human beings have no freedom didn’t seem right to me either. Since philosophy didn’t satisfy all my longings, I turned to religion by worshipping different gods and goddesses. My favorite was Dionysius, the god of wine and gladness, and the name given to me by my parents. However, being a judge of the Council of Areopagus, I needed a lot of wisdom and guidance from the gods, so I frequently prayed to the goddess Athena. I even have a shrine set up for her in my house. Since every aspect of our life was under the purview of some god or goddess, it was natural for us to seek out the gods for assistance and protection. Revering the right god or goddess for the right occasion is the key to fortune and blessings. I have a friend who even has a shrine dedicated to “an unknown god.” But after having met Paul and hearing the story of the life and message of Jesus Christ from Nazareth, everything began to make sense to me. The God of Jesus Christ isn’t remote from human affairs. God actually reached out to the world and made the first move. God so loved the world that God sent his only beloved Son to save the world from corruption and sin. However, his people did not accept him but rather put him to death by means of crucifixion, but God raised him up again on the third day. Paul talked much about Jesus Christ as the Logos or Wisdom who existed from the beginning, who was with God, and is God. What the tentmaker from Tarsus said made sense to me. There must be only one God in whom we believe, move and have our being; otherwise, life is meaningless and empty. 

			While all the conversations I had with Paul in his shop made a lot of sense to me, I was not completely convinced until that marvelous sermon on the Areopagus. That speech helped pull everything together. It answered all my philosophical questions and dispelled every doubt I ever had about the existence of God. Paul seemed to have done his homework well. He had studied and understood our philosophies; he knew about all our gods. He was also familiar with our culture and customs. He understood our way of thinking and being. To use your modern terminology, he had “inculturated” well. The words he spoke were very familiar to us Athenians. He quoted Greek poets and philosophers. The words he used, “The God who made the world and everything in it…” (17:24), come straight out of Stoic philosophy. The phrase, “In him we live and move and have our being” (v. 28) is a quotation from a Greek philosopher named Epimenides. The line, “For we too are his offspring” (v. 28), comes from a well-known Greek poet, Aratus. To involve us even more in his argument and discourse, he complimented the religious atmosphere of our cultural milieu saying, “I see that in every way you are very religious” (v. 22). He mentioned an altar with the inscription: “To an unknown god” (v. 23). Paul had engaged us Athenians by using our own philosophies and practices to make a point. He spoke a language that we could understand. 

			I was not only captivated but completely convinced with his good news, and I became a believer that day. There was a woman named Damaris and a few others who were also converted. Many others however were unconvinced. Some sneered while others walked away in disbelief over the issue of the resurrection of the dead. As for me, I am forever changed, thanks to the great Apostle Paul who introduced me to the Good News of the Lord Jesus Christ!

			Paul the Missionary and Skillful Orator

			That concludes the creative retelling of the event. What follows now is a brief remark about the character of Paul and what we might learn from him. First and foremost, what impresses me about Paul’s speech at the Areopagus is his tolerance and respectful attitude toward the Athenians (Acts 17:22-31). Even though Paul was greatly distressed by the many idols, he did not chastise them for their beliefs. Instead, Paul sought to meet the Athenians on their ground stating, “I see that in every respect you are very religious” (v. 22). He chose his words carefully and respectfully throughout the whole speech. He did not mock their idols nor was he judgmental and self-righteous. Paul had taken the time to look around and get the “feel” of their culture and beliefs, including the altar of the Unknown God. Interestingly, Paul did not spend a lot of time criticizing their idols, except to point out that they were images made by human design and skill. Notice also how Paul gently corrected them saying “we” instead of using the more accusatory “you” (vv. 28-29). 

			Paul engaged the Athenians by using their own philosophies and practices. As a culturally sensitive missionary, Paul had respectfully contextualized the Gospel message for his audience. While Paul demonstrated a conciliatory attitude toward the Athenians, at the same time he refused to water down the Gospel message. Paul stood firm regarding the message of the Gospel, criticizing pervasive idolatry and religious pluralism. He challenged his listeners to abandon their old ways of honoring idols and worship the one true God. Paul sought to convince the Athenians by means of a rhetorical argument. Paul stood in their midst, the position of a Greek orator, and addressed his audience according to the conventional pattern of Greco-Roman rhetoric.5 

			While the sermon has elements of judicial rhetoric, Paul’s purpose was ultimately deliberative, seeking to change his audience’s beliefs and behavior. He did so with great sensitivity and rhetorical skill, drawing on the ideas and language of his listeners to establish points of contact with them. He used whatever persuasive tools he had acquired to engage the Athenians’ worldview and philosophy.

			Paul’s sermon at the Areopagus is an outstanding example of cross-contextual missionary preaching found in the New Testament. While showing cultural sensitivity to the Greeks, Paul proclaimed the Christian message with integrity and boldness. The sermon conveys many insightful lessons and implications for preachers and missionaries today; for example, the need to contextualize and transpose the Gospel with care and creativity so as to engage with all sorts of listeners, even nonbelievers. Effective preachers must display rhetorical skill as well as flexibility and firmness. While establishing rapport with the assembly, preachers must also remain faithful to the Christian message, avoiding hasty accommodation to the dominant culture while inviting authentic transformation.

			vanThanh Nguyen is a religious missionary of the Society of the Divine Word (S.V.D.). He is Professor of New Testament Studies and holder of the Bishop Francis X. Ford, Maryknoll, Chair of Catholic Missiology at Catholic Theological Union in Chicago, Illinois. He has published widely in the fields of Bible, migration and mission. His book publications include Peter and Cornelius: A Story of Conversion and Mission (2012), Stories of Early Christianity (2013), and co-editor of God’s People on the Move: Biblical and Global Perspectives on Migration and Mission (2014). For more information see: http://www.ctu.edu/academics/vanthanh-nguyen-svd.

			

			
				
					1	This piece was delivered as a Bible Study session on May 19, 2016 at the inaugural meeting of the Global Forum of Theological Educators in Dorfweil, Germany, on May 16-20, 2016. For the first time, key theological educators from the six major church confessional families—Orthodox, Roman Catholic, Protestant, Evangelical, Pentecostal and Independent churches from around the world—came together in one united forum in order to learn from each other and to share about the current situation of theological education and ministerial formation on a global scale.

				

				
					2	The dates of Paul’s three missionaries journeys are as follows: The first journey took place in 44-48 CE (Acts 13:1—14:28); the second journey in 49-52 CE (Acts 15:36—18:22); and the third journey in 53-57 CE (Acts 18:23—20:38).

				

				
					3	The following excerpt is adapted from my book entitled, Stories of Early Christianity: Creative Retellings of Faith and History (Ligouri, MO: Liguori Publications, 2013), 97-102.

				

				
					4	These ancient complexes, which are similar to modern tenement buildings or commercial complexes, are still visible today at the archaeological ruins in Ostia (Italy) and Corinth (Greece).

				

				
					5	Paul clearly used the following conventional pattern of Greco-Roman rhetoric: exordium or introduction (vv. 22-23a); propositio or proposition (v. 23b); probatio or proff (vv. 24-29); perotatio or exhortation (vv. 30-31); insinuatio or deferral (vv. 18 and 30).
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			Asian American Christian Ethics:                                           Voices, Methods, Issues 

			—Reviews by Kwok Pui-lan, Rita Nakashima Brock, and Andrew Sung Park 

			—Response by Ilsup Ahn and Grace Y. Kao

		

		
			Review by Kwok Pui-lan

			The publication of Asian American Christian Ethics: Voices, Methods, Issues is a cause for celebration. I want to congratulate the coeditors and contributors for creating a new scholarly subfield. Divided into 13 chapters, the volume is comprehensive in scope. It includes chapters on gender and sexuality; marriage, family, and parenting; virtue ethics; peace and war; wealth and prosperity; racial relations; health care; immigration; the environment; education and labor; and even a chapter on cosmetic surgery. The book has its origin from the discussion of the Asian and Asian American Working Group of the Society of Christian Ethics. Many of the contributors come from North East Asian Protestant background, which reflects the current makeup of the group. The coeditors hope that as the field expands, it will attract a broader range of scholars from other ethnic and cultural backgrounds. 

			As someone who has been involved in the development of Asian and Asian American biblical studies and theology, I know how difficult it is to challenge the color-blindness of an established theological field and to imagine new possibilities. This is even more difficult considering the fact that when the Working Group first met in 2008, few of them were engaged in scholarship “that either has special relevance for Asian American communities or that seriously theorized [their] identities and experiences as Asian Americans” (ix). This makes me think about the assumptions of the field of ethics, the training and certification processes, and the Eurocentric biases in the reward and promotion system in the academy. This first book-length study is invaluable in making visible Asian and Asian American perspectives and laying a solid foundation for others to build on. 

			My brief remarks focus on the conceptualization of the book and the related issue of methodology of this emerging subfield. I offer these remarks in the spirit of solidarity and in the hope to promote further dialogue because the fields of Asian American biblical studies, theology, and ethics are still relatively new. The book’s introduction explains that in order to make the book coherent and user friendly for the classroom, each contributor will describe the range of Christian responses to the topic at hand, then show how Asian Americans are invested in the topic, and conclude with constructive proposals for Asian American Christian responses (16-17). This scheme has two advantages. First, it provides readers with a broader discourse on the topic, so that they can situate the Asian American proposals within the history of “mainstream” discussions. Second, this structure might reflect the way many of the book’s contributors have been trained. They were exposed to ethical theories and important figures in the field and then ask how the Christian ethical tradition might or might not be relevant or suitable to address Asian American concerns. 

			Although such a scheme has advantages, it may also limit contributors’ imagination and creativity. The narrative structure of many chapters largely follows this pattern: Western theory, Asian American reality, and responses. Because of limited space, contributors focus on major Western theologians and theorists in the first section, such as Augustine, Aquinas, Barth, Reinhold Niebuhr, John Yoder, John Paul II, Stanley Hauerwas, and so forth. As a result, the more creative and subversive voices, including women’s, are not well represented. The use of Western theories to set the context may also limit our horizons. In Asia as Method: Toward Deimperialization, Kuan-Hsing Chen encourages us not to use Western theory as the standard or reference point, but as one viewpoint among multiple possibilities.1  From postcolonial theory, I have learned that even when we criticize or oppose Eurocentric theories, we are still operating within the frame of reference set by Western authors. We will need to engage in the process of the decolonization of the mind. As I was reading the book, I looked for clues that would point beyond the polarity of “the West” and “Asia.” I miss a multidimensional discussion that engages more substantially scholarship from other racial and ethnic minorities, though the names of Martin Luther King, Jr. and Miguel De La Torre are mentioned. For instance, what can we learn about health care from womanist ethics and about immigration and citizenship from the large body of literature published by Hispanic and Latino/a ethicists? 

			What would the book look like if it began instead with Asian and Asian American realities and perspectives? Where can we find resources for constructing Asian American Christian ethics given this is a nascent field? Pioneering works of Christian ethicists from other racial and ethnic minorities may offer insights and guideposts. Katie Geneva Cannon uses literary resources, particularly the work of Zora Neale Hurston, in Black Womanist Ethics.2 Black liberation ethicists and womanists have used slave narratives, oral narratives, blues and spirituals, black preaching, and other cultural resources. Among Asian American scholars, Tat-Siong Benny Liew has used Asian American literary and cultural resources in his biblical interpretation.3 In En La Lucha: A Hispanic Women’s Liberation Theology, the late Ada María Isasi-Díaz uses an ethnographical method to gather Hispanic women’s everyday religious experience and practices and thematize them.4 The use of case study, qualitative and quantitative research, ethnography, participant observation, and other social scientific methods may provide rich data for studying Asian American ethical approaches. 

			I want to briefly touch on methodological issues raised by two particular chapters in the book. In chapter 4 on “Virtue Ethics,” Ilsup Ahn raises the question of the use of Asian cultural heritages in the construction of Asian American Christian ethics. This is a controversial question. First, Asian cultural heritages do not impact Asian American communities in uniform ways because of historical, cultural, and generational differences. Third-generation Chinese American scholar Gale A. Yee says yin-yang is not me!5 Second, we have to avoid essentializing or even self-Orientalizing in presenting Asian cultural traditions. Ahn suggests a method of cocritical appropriation. The first step is to examine how other Christians (mostly Western) critically appropriate their cultural and social ethos. The second step is to explore how Asian Americans can engage 

			Western views in their theological appropriation of Asian cultural and social ethos. His method will be more multidimensional if he would also look at how black, Hispanic, and Native Americans appropriate their own cultures. 

			I read chapter 12 on “Cosmetic Surgery” with curiosity and interest. This is not a topic often addressed in a book on Christian ethics and one harbors voyeuristic desires to look at these surgically enhanced beauties and wonder why so many Asian women fall under the knife. The chapter does not disappoint. Jonathan Tran builds on Judith Butler’s distinction between “performativity” which is socially prescribed, and “performance” which involves the self’s negotiation with the imposed script and stretching its limits. The chapter cautions us to avoid a knee-jerk reaction that cosmetic surgery is all bad and that women who elect to do this are victims of patriarchy and brainwashed by Western beauty standards. Instead, it raises the question of the moral agency of women who opt for cosmetic surgery. It attends to the ambivalence of moral choices for women living under the pressures of American culture, communal expectations, and Asian American Christian ethos. This chapter discusses the porous boundaries between individual freedom and communal ethos and norms. Because communality is often considered an Asian value, this chapter raises significant issues for Asian American ethics. 

			The creative act of imagination, Sharon Parks says, involves the following stages: a consciousness of conflict (something not fitting), a pause, a finding of a new image, the re-patterning of reality, and interpretation.6 The contributors to this book are keenly aware that mainstream Western ethical tradition does not completely fit Asian American experience. I hope that as the subfield develops, it will enlarge our moral imagination by offering new categories of analysis, fresh resources for ethical thought, and nuanced theories that will guide moral choices in our complex and transnational world.

			Review by Rita Nakashima Brock

			I want to congratulate Grace Y. Kao and Ilsup Ahn for this excellent anthology and to thank the entire team of authors for this remarkable and unprecedented collection. As an originating collection for the development of a field of study, this book sets a high bar for what will follow, both for the quality of the thinking and the breadth of its reach on topics of crucial ethical importance. While each essay can stand on its own, its cumulative effect is to set forth in no uncertain terms that there is such a thing as Asian American Christian ethics.

			The volume offers a multiply voiced, diversely constructed, and richly provocative contribution and challenge to Christian ethics through the lens of Asian American experiences and realities. While it is tempting to engage quite a number of the essays and theological questions they raise, I will focus my short time on discussions of chapter 5 on “War and Peace” and chapter 10 on “The environment.” After a short discussion of each in relation to how they might impact global issues, I will conclude with an important theological question they raise. So, first we look to Keun-Joo Christine Pae’s discussion of U.S. wars in Asia and the consequences for Asian Americans.

			I am acutely aware of the current hysterical and belligerent rhetoric of war blasting 24/7 on screens everywhere. Today, Ankara, Beirut, Paris, and Mali are reeling from violence, Brussels—home of NATO—is in lockdown, and U.S. politicians are talking about surveilling all Muslims in the country. In the midst of the on-going wars where Said’s concept “orientalism” was born, a majority of Americans now support sending troops into Syria, and banning all Syrian refugees in response to acts of an international crime cartel called 

			ISIL or ISIS. The small numbers of casualties, compared, say to the attack at Pearl Harbor, might make rumors of war seem overwrought, but it might help to remember that one death by defenestration in 1914 launched the last century of global war, beginning with the Great War, which took an estimated 35,000,000 casualties, and 140,000,000 in today’s numbers. Many consider the Second World War a revival of the Great War after a truce, with the Cold War in Korea and Vietnam, the creation of Israel, the emergence of the Iranian Islamic State, and the current wars as further extensions of that war a century ago. Thus, the roots to what some call “the Middle East problem” are set in deep soil, with ISIL as the current instrument to stir up xenophobia.7 

			As K. Christine Pae notes, none of the prevailing Eurocentric Christian approaches to war and peace is adequate to the complexities of the Asian experiences of war. In addition, Asians in the U.S. have used military service to prove their patriotism. The Japanese American 442nd Regiment fought in Europe, while many had families imprisoned in the internment camps as enemies of the state. What is the meaning of voluntary suffering in the context of racism, oppression, and war? The suffering and death of Asian Americans are readily accepted for the sake of the ruling class. One important point in Pae’s essay is the importance of remembering war’s innocent victims in Asia. And in that urging, I want to suggest we ban the use of terms like innocent victims—it suggests the moral status of the victim is at issue. It is not. Civilians, whether guilty or innocent are the majority of victims of modern wars. To remember war’s victims, as Pae urges, requires us to have a more complex sense of loss than polarizations of innocent and guilty or winners and losers offer. To ever know peace, we in the U.S. need to mourn the dead in Asia as profound losses, not ignore them. By the same token, can we ever have peace if we cannot also mourn those who fought and were so afflicted by moral injury and the loss of their moral foundations that they took their own lives? Moral injury is a universal affliction of war, as true of Viet Cong fighters as of the American or Korean soldiers who fought in Vietnam. We are the same, not different.8 

			In addition to human losses, can we also mourn the loss of nonhuman life? New technologies with horrifying killing power mark the last century of war. Viewing the first atomic blast, Oppenheimer remembered the words from the Bhagavad Gita, “Now I am become death; the destroyer of worlds.” If the arc of history bends toward justice, justice for all other life may require our self-annihilation. Nonhuman life has never been counted in casualties of war, which brings me to Hannah Ka’s thoughtful essay on the need of human beings to accept our existential indebtedness to all other life, without which we cannot survive. Ka places human life in an unequal relationship of dependency on other life as the most indebted species that all other life can flourish without. I wonder, however, if Pae’s criticism of American exceptionalism might be subtly functioning here as a species exceptionalism. It might undermine her stronger point about relationally connected life. Much of what Ka says about us is true of other mammals—the removal of one predator species carries unintended consequences for their food supply, but much of the rest of life will eventually adjust, as it has with the death of so many species already. However, some species of plants and animals depend on humans because we have created them via genetic modification. Our departure will not just kill us, but also endanger those species. In fact, we carry, in our own flesh, trillions of other creatures, called bacteria, that outnumber our own cells 10 to 1 and constitute about 3% of our body weight. They need us to fulfill their life cycle and contribute to other life in ways we still do not understand. 

			Where I see the strongest contribution of both essays is in their turn to ritual as a redemptive possibility. In subtle ways, this turn to communitarian, embodied acts is, I think, grounded in the social, non-individualis- 

			tic, holistic framework of many Asian languages and cultural values, where heart, rather than reason alone, organizes mind and appetite. Increasingly Western neuroscience and the study of moral formation makes clear that ritual training constructs us as moral beings from ages 2-28, through mimicry and repetition of acts with emotional content, long before we think about such behaviors in moral terms. In other words, we become moral as all social mammals learn behavior, long before we consciously think. Most of us behave morally most of the time without thinking about it, just as we walk or read without thinking consciously about what we do. So my questions in relation to this important turn to ritual are these: What are the implications for a theological anthropology that has lodged ethics in will, mind and conscious choice to the virtual exclusion of body? What are the implications for ethics if 80-90% of our moral behavior is not even conscious?

			In addition to interrogating ethics, we might need to interrogate Christianity and Christian privilege in America and what we do with that privilege in relation to our Muslim brothers and sisters. I want to thank the authors for such rich resources for thinking about ethics, however small a percentage of our actual moral behavior might rest in such actual thinking.

			Review by Andrew Sung Park

			This is the first book on AACE written by the collaboration of different Asian America Christian (AAC) ethicists. This book is significant, for it places AACE on the map of Christian ethics, apart from the significance of its thought-provoking introduction and articles. There are thirteen chapters including the introduction. This brief review centers on its introductory chapter. In the first section of the introduction, Grace Y. Kao and Ilsup Ahn explain the rationale for the publication of this book: “Asian American Christian ethics begins by recalling that ‘experience’ has long been recognized as one of the four tradition sources of Christian theological and ethical reflection, along with Scripture, tradition, and reason” (3). These four inclusive resources concur with the Wesleyan quadrilateral except for one difference; it emphasizes experience, not Scripture. Like other liberation theologians, the editors zero in on experience as the key to grounding their AAC ethics. Asian Americans are people of stories, many untold. I found a number of challenging and inspiring stories beyond continental divides in this book. Stories are derived from our experiences. This ethics of experience for Asian Americans is a significant move for defining our being and our doing in the American context. Our common and unique stories guide us into the development of AACE. On the question of the identity of Asian Americans, the two editors come up with a social and political term rather than a cultural or linguistic one. This is an astute approach to the difficult task of finding the identity of Asians because of the lack of common ground. 

			Kao and Ahn confirm Nami Kim’s “strategic use of the term Asian” against oppression in the U.S. and American imperialism in Asia in spite of  “the term Asian having been put to racist, nationalist, and colonialist uses” (8). They also underpin Kwok Pui-lan’s account of the “naming of theology as Asian . . .[as] a discursive and political construct” for “God’s revelations and actions . . .through the histories and cultures of Asian people” and  “against an ‘essentialized’ notion of ‘Asia’” and “the theological hegemony of the West”(8-9). Utilizing these two methods, the editors attempt to foster “Asian American (not simply Asian) theo-ethical reflections” (9). The direction of such a quest for Asian American identity is sound and commendable. In search of Asian American identity, we need to use the term Asia with Kim’s discernment and Kwok’s non-essentialized perspective.  Particularly, the position of Kwok’s non-essentialized perspective is affirmed by W. Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle; we are unable to grasp the location and momentum of a particle simultaneously; when we find the location of a particle more precisely, we know its momentum less, and vice versa.9 The more defi-

			nitely we find our essential identity of Asian Americanness, the less we may find its momentum. As long as we are alive, we always live with our dynamic identity in process. 

			On methodology, Kao and Ahn introduce and affirm Benny Liew’s Asian American biblical hermeneutics of a “prefigurative” method. Liew’s ultimate purpose of biblical interpretation is “not to offer ‘prescriptive’ propositions but to present ‘prefigurative’ remarks.”  This will prevent the more established field of biblical hermeneutics from carrying a racial-ethnic label to “present prefigurative remarks while opening up other options and opportunities” to racial-ethnic scholars (10). His prefigurative method helps the editors draw “upon postcolonial studies” and stand in solidarity with other racial-ethnic minority groups for several reasons: “the origins of the formation of Asian American studies,” “the struggles of Asian people with colonialism of all kinds and its lingering effects” and our common resisting of white supremacies, and our “suspicions about essentialist or colonialist understandings of identity,” and so on (11-12). They also develop their own methodologies. Kao suggests an “agency- or advocacy-centered” approach (11). Adapting Gale Yee’s four part criteria derived from W.E.B. Du Bois, Kao describes the four criteria: “about us,” “by us,” “for us,” and “near us.” The first category “about us” explores “scholarly attempts to document and account for the manner in which Christian ethics are understood in diverse Asian American communities” and the second category “by us” is through a scholarly emphasis on the development of moral agency, so as to produce “mature, responsible, and self-actualized moral agents” (12). The third category “for us” offers “empowering and liberating insights when attending to specific areas of vulnerability that Asian Americans are wont to face” such an issue of women’s full humanity (12). The last category “near us” presents the method of “double critical efforts.” The first step is to employ a critical exploration into non-Asian American Christian theologies and ethics from the West and to reflect upon them. The second step is to turn to Asian American histories, cultures, and traditions as Christian ethical sources. This means an engagement with Confucian, Daoist, Buddhist, and other religious resources. In short, “Asian American Christians (‘by us’) draws from personal knowledge of Asian American experiences and from those of others in the community (‘near us’), and affirms and admonishes Asian Americans where appropriate (‘about us’) both for their own good and for the benefit of all (‘for us’)” (15-16). Ahn also develops his method of “cocritical appropriation” for Asian American Christian ethics. It is rooted in Asian American traditions, communities, experiences, and histories. This method compels a balancing of their so-called Asianness with their Americanness. He suggests that AAC ethicists need to draw their ethical resources from Asian philosophies and religions to develop ethical paradigms that may be more acceptable and palatable to Asian American communities (15). To deepen our understanding of Asianness and Americanness, Ahn furthermore discusses the issue of Hauerwas’ narrative ethics along with virtue ethics in his own chapter on that topic. He advocates narrative ethics in spite of some shortcomings of Hauerwas’ narrative ethics to nurture Christian virtues. Concerning virtue ethics, Ahn argues for the moral groundwork of AAC virtue ethics based on the Confucian and biblical foundation of the three qualities of the heart: “strength, purity, and directivity” (83).

			In brief, Ahn supports “canvassing the rich tradition of Christian ethical reflection on his or her topic as well as the manner in which Asian Americans are already invested in it—experientially, historically, culturally, and so forth—so as to provide a constructive way forward in the articulation of Asian American ethical response to the topic at hand (cocritical appropriation)” (16). These two road maps are different: Kao’s map is “criteria driven and focused more on questions of developing moral agency” and Ahn’s map is “more focused on the sources that AAC ethicists should feel free to use and engage critically” (15). These two road maps are quite different, but they may eventually meet in the middle of practicing their ethical convictions. Agents are critical in doing moral actions, but without practicing virtues, they actualize no potential to be moral agents. By practicing virtues, they actualize good and moral human nature. Without developing good human nature, practicing virtues are empty and superfluous. Kao and Ahn’s arguments are pivotal. The two maps may complement each other in the development of AACE. This introduction will surely guide us to further AACE for years to come.

			Response by Ilsup Ahn and Grace Yia-Hei Kao

			It is with deep gratitude that we receive these reviews of our co-edited volume, Asian American Christian Ethics: Voices, Methods, Issues. Our reviewers, Kwok Pui-lan, Rita Nakashima Brock, and Andrew Sung Park, are themselves scholars of great repute who’ve published groundbreaking work in Asian and Asian American theology. Not coincidentally, references to their extensive publications pepper the volume as a whole. We most appreciate the care they took in reading our book from cover-to-cover, the thoughtful questions they raised for us and for future Asian American Christian ethicists, and the excitement they share in our having inaugurated a new subfield of study.

			To our great delight, our reviewers not only commented on the volume as a whole and the question of methodology we raised in our introduction, but also provided specific commentary on some individual chapters. For instance, Brock zeroes in on Christine Pae’s and Hannah Ka’s chapters on peace & war and the environment, respectively, while Kwok pays particular attention to Jonathan Tran’s reflections on cosmetic surgery and Ilsup Ahn’s stand-alone chapter on virtue ethics.10 While we do not believe it’s our place as co-editors to comment on their specific responses to these individual chapters, we are pleased that these topics engaged their interest and that they were able to identify some common themes and concerns between and among them. Indeed, it is our hope as co-editors that the communities of Christian ethicists and Christians of Asian heritage in the U.S.—the two primary audiences for our book—will likewise come to see the value and scholarly contributions that all twelve contributors to our book have made for the academy and the church.

			In the space remaining, then, we will comment briefly on our reviewers’ remarks, especially on the ways they engage our jointly-authored introductory chapter entitled, “What is Asian American Christian Ethics?” We warmly receive Rita Nakashima Brock’s review and recognize immediately that the chapters she elected to focus on (war & peace and the environment) reflect Brock’s lifelong activism and scholarship on matters of war and peace (most recently, on the phenomenon of moral injury), her feminist commitments to holism (itself an important component of environmentalism), and the fact that the authors of those two chapters are faithful, longtime members of the Pacific, Asian, North American Asian Women in Theology and Ministry (PANAAWTM)—a scholarly and ministerial organization for which both she and Kwok Pui-lan have served as decades-long leaders. Helpfully, Brock not only deepens the insights that Pae and Ka offer in their chapters, but also puts those two chapters (and thus authors) together in conversation with each other. May this sort of “cross-talk” serve as the model for future discussions in Asian American Christian ethics.

			We also appreciate Brock’s point that systematic reflection on ethics—the ostensible task of our book—may have much less to do with transforming actual behavior than does ritual. As we noted orally during our response to her earlier comments of the same ilk at the American Academy of Religion, this book is in part dedicated to our children and for future generations of Asian Americans. Thus as parents we know full well that so much of what they will eventually do and who they will eventually be will not come as a result of formal instruction in moral reasoning, but from emulation of what we ourselves do as well as their unconscious socialization and habituation into the various communities of which they are a part. Brock’s critical question—“What are the implications for ethics if 80-90% of our moral behavior is not even conscious?”—serves then as a refreshing reminder that all forms of ethics (including Asian Americans’) are to be a hermeneutical-critical engagement, of which we are in full agreement. Brock’s reminder of the limits of rational persuasion is accordingly well-taken.

			We likewise owe a debt of gratitude to Kwok Pui-lan and receive her appreciative and constructively critical remarks in the “spirit of solidarity” they were intended. As a trailblazing figure in her own right, she knows all too well the struggles it takes to “challenge the color-blindness of an established theological field” and accordingly lay the foundation of work for future generations of scholars to build upon. We hear her caution about the “colonization of the mind,” given her impression that our contributors have relied predominantly on Western, predominantly male, theorists to set the stage for their subsequent ethical reflections and acknowledge here—as we did in the book’s preface—that we contributors have engaged in our own collective reflections about our scholarly paths and choices since the Asian and Asian American Working Group of the Society of Christian Ethics first formed in 2008. We believe, however, that we can mitigate at least some of Kwok’s concerns once we clearly disentangle the format of our book from its methodology. 

			As Kwok herself recounts, each chapter of the book subsequent to the introduction follows a similar structure: the author first describes the range of Christian ethical responses on any given topic, then discusses the ways in which Asian Americans are already invested in the topic given their particular histories or experiences, and then concludes by constructing an Asian American Christian ethical response. Thus while the work of (mostly Western) Christian theorists in each chapter comes chronologically first in the presentation of material, this formatting should not be taken as evidence that our contributors began their reflections, methodologically speaking, with Western Christian ethical theory. For as Andrew Sung Park discusses in his review, one of the richest sources of ethical reflection for nearly all of our contributors has been their own racialized and Christianized experiences in all of their diversity (in terms of gender, ethnicity, geography, generation, language, and so forth) and these experiences predate all of our coming to learn the scholarly enterprises of theology, ethics, or even Asian American studies. To be sure, Kwok is correct to note that one will find within our volume as a whole multiple references to “canonical” figures of (Western) Christian ethics in our volume. But we would be remiss if we did not mention that our contributors as a whole cite the work of Chung Hyun Kyung as much as Karl Barth, Amos Yong as much as John Howard Yoder, Sang Hyun Lee even more than Thomas Aquinas, Soong-Chan Rah even more than John Paul II, and so forth, and that many more scholars of color are named and drawn upon than the two that she mentions (Miguel De La Torre and Martin Luther King, Jr.)—Brian Bantum, Homi Bhabha, J. Kameron Carter, M. Shawn Copeland, Orlando Espín, Yen Le Espiritu, Stacey Floyd-Thomas, Mary Foskett, Wonhee Anne Joh, Grace Ji-Sun Kim, Tat-Siong Benny Liew, Chandra Talpade Mohanty, Jonathan Tan, Fenggang Yang, and Gale Yee, among many others. 

			Beyond this point about sources of normativity, we find most productive Kwok’s encouragement for future work in Asian American Christian ethics to draw upon new source material, be it “case study, qualitative and quantitative research, ethnography, participant observation and other social scientific methods.” As we wrote in our introductory and concluding chapters, we hope that this first book on Asian American Christian Ethics will inspire many others to join the enterprise of Asian American Christian Ethics in ways that make the most sense to them. We accordingly remain excited about the novel ways they—and we—will come to fashion our own contributions to this emergent field.  

			We turn lastly to Andrew Sung Park’s review of our book, which shares with Kwok a focus on methodology in our opening chapter. As with Kwok’s reflection on Ahn’s method of cocritical appropriation in his stand-alone chapter, Park affirms the ways in which we have intentionally avoided essentializing the meaning of “Asianness;” for instance, in the manner in which we have strategically deployed and retrieved the “political” (as opposed to cultural or linguistic) understandings of the term “Asian American” as a marker of identity. We are heartened to hear that he found a “number of challenging and inspiring stories” in our volume and that he acknowledges that our focus on the commonalities and diversities of experiences of Asian Americans is itself rooted in the tradition of deploying the Wesleyan quadrilateral.

			We especially appreciate Park’s brief reconstruction of the two methods we as co-editors pose for work in Asian American Christian Ethics and now wish to offer two clarifications. The first is that Kao’s fourth criterion of “near us”—that scholars of Asian American Christian ethicists remain connected to “real flesh-and-blood Asian Americans” so as to “hold themselves accountable to the broader Asian American Community,” is technically separate from Ahn’s method of cocritical appropriation. What we say in our introductory chapter, to be clear, is that it’s this fourth criterion that serves as a bridge to Ahn’s method. The second is something we underscore in the introduction: as co-editors we imposed on our contributors a certain format for each chapter, but not methodology—each was given free rein to construct Asian American Christian Ethics according to her own lights. To our great satisfaction, however, every contributor implicitly adopted one or both methods we co-editors proposed.

			We again wish to thank Rita Nakashima Brock, Kwok Pui-lan, and Andrew Sung Park for their reviews of our book and for the many formal and informal ways they have encouraged us to develop this kind of scholarship. We stand in their debt. 
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			Theological Education for this Moment1 

			—Willie James Jennings

		

		
			This is an unprecedented moment in theological education where all of us involved in this endeavor are faced with the same crucial question—how do we receive the diverse gifts embodied in the women and men that God is sending to us today? We remain in the midst of an old story in theological education—the story of women and men in search of God, in search of meaning, struggling with and against an urge, a compulsion, a calling if you will, to be agents of change in religious communities and in society. But we are also in the midst of a new story—the story of women and men not previously imagined as students in predominately white theological schools and who themselves had not imagined these schools as sites for their transfiguration. We theological educators now live between these two stories and this constitutes one part of the new situation for theological education in the western world. The other part of this new situation has to do with a world at war, at war with its own diversity, convulsing over the intensifications of life together, life bound ever more tightly together by economic and environmental crises and by the manufacture, promotion, and distribution of weapons.1

			A world at war with its own diversity and religious institutions struggling with the profound transformation of their student bodies and their audiences present a unique challenge for the theological academy and its dominant pedagogies. In North America, our task is painfully clear—find ways to overcome the deep cultural conflicts and racial antagonisms that characterize life here or become foot soldiers or complicit bystanders in the coming race war. The skirmishes are all around us. When and where do we theological educators enter in this task? This question has less to do with logistics and more to do with the form of life necessary for theological education today. To be a theological educator is already to have chosen a road less traveled, one where the social prestige and financial benefits that usually come with years of formal academic study and advanced degrees are not awarded to us. Theological educators have already chosen an austere form of life that yet gestures toward the ancient ascetic. We are in a real sense modern day monastics, either willingly or reluctantly. We live with our lives circling around and being encircled by dynamics similar to those ancient inhabitants of monasteries—struggling against the lack of resources, needing to discipline body and mind, having to address the crushing needs of those we teach and serve, and most importantly, seeking to embody devotion to God. Yet today a new reality of choosing is upon us, one that demands we consider a fresh the form of life most needed both for the new situation of theological education and the continuing global conflicts with diversity. 

			There are some theological educators and some institutions that do not discern this moment as a new situation and who do not see the connection between our work and the deep global conflicts with diversity. This is 

			due in large measure to the dominant pedagogies that yet hold court in theological education. These pedagogies encourage both a form of detachment and an impoverished ecology of learning. The form of detachment they promote invites students to imagine themselves as students in a space disconnected from the histories that make intelligible their lives. Pierre Bourdieu in his work, Pascalian Meditations, calls this form of detachment the scholastic disposition. It is a cultivated form of being in the world, operative in the academy, that imagines a state of detachment from the social, cultural, and material conditions that constituted its very existence and that are inextricably bound to its continuation.2 This form of detachment schools students away from the cultivation of a stronger historical consciousness, one that would help them situate their lives and their education within the global struggles for justice and situate those struggles within the life and agency of God. Theological education suffers most acutely when it bifurcates these intertwined histories—the life and agency of God in the world and the global struggle for justice. Indeed the struggle for justice is most intelligible when we understand it in light of the actions of God in the world, and we cannot take seriously the life of God unless we understand God’s constant desire to bring about a world shaped in justice and righteousness. Yet we have excluded the history of theological education from these intertwined histories.  

			We stand in the long history of projects of formation - religious, nationalist, cultural, Christian, colonial, gendered, sexual, emotional, aesthetic, geographic, and architectural, within which theological education has often been embedded. Yet the dominant pedagogies in the theological academy tend to ignore the history of these complex projects, assuming that its own formation hovers above or out of reach of this history. We can no longer ignore this history or refuse to situate students in a theological education profoundly attuned to that history and determined not to repeat its most damaging effects. We must help students recognize, understand, and where necessary, to challenge formations that destroy lives and, at the same time, equip them for the task of life-giving cultivation of others. A theological education that promotes a historically detached form of formation is one not appropriate to our present moment. 

			The form of detachment encouraged by the regnant pedagogies of the theological academy also promote an impoverished ecology of learning that strangles the capacity of teachers to see themselves as learners with their students. The colonial legacy that yet informs theological education created a vision where the entire population outside of Europe were seen as perpetual students and the white Christians of the west as the eternal teachers of the world. This legacy shows itself precisely in the ways we teachers often imagine ourselves in relation to our students, as those living and moving outside a shared space of life and learning. A shared space of learning does not mean that we have nothing to teach our students. It means that the work of teaching must always be embedded in the work of learning, learning not only our students but the worlds—social, cultural, geographic—out of which they come. It means learning the deep histories of place where we teach and live, and it means being open to the expansion of our identities toward the life-worlds of our students. This way of thinking about the space of learning is counter to the ways so much educational modeling has formed in the theological academy. We too often still imagine our students as guests in a world that we host, rather than as the host of a world we have entered as guests. We are guests who have joined our students in order to come to know, embrace, and love them for the sake of a God we believe has done the same. 

			Recently I was sharing these thoughts with a group of faculty at a school with a robust theology department that requires two courses in religion and theology of all their undergraduates. Their students are increasingly nonwhite, either nonwhite American or immigrant. One faculty member, clearly frustrated with both this situation and with me, said that his students have nothing to teach him. He went on to say that his job is to teach these students the things they will need to learn to be well educated according to the standards of this institution. For him, the increasingly diverse student body meant that he had to double down on his task, because the plethora of backgrounds of his students and the unevenness in their preparation for college meant that his limited time must be devoted to giving them the basics, and if possible shaping their thinking to understand this vital subject matter. I have sympathy for this faculty member and the daunting task of teaching in this new diverse situation. Yet he could not see his students as the opportunity for a new way of teaching that rooted itself in his own growth toward their worlds. 

			In a fundamental sense, this teacher functioned ahistorically in his pedagogy. He could not see his work inside a history of decolonization, of undoing a way of being in the world that must be undone if theological education will thrive in this moment. What must be undone is a theological educator who is not first a learner. Yet the kind of learner necessary now is not one who just wishes to learn a few more facts about their students, but is one who imagines their world and their work from within gestures of incarnation, of enfleshed journeys into far countries where we engage in constant becomings, constantly entering into the worlds of those we are honored to teach in the expansion of our lives into their lives. Such expansion is not a new colonial conquest but an embodied desire for life together. We who teach are guests who again and again enter the worlds of our students and we must create and perform a pedagogy that shows that entrance in honor and love. 

			We share this world with our students; this is the truth that must find its way more tangibly in the pedagogy of the theological academy. We need such a vision of shared life because of the time and space in which we do our work. We do our work in the aftermath. No matter what religious or denominational affiliation, no matter what theological school of thought, no matter what social or political sensibility reigns in the institution, we work after the name of God has been spoken and yet violence has been done. After the name of God has been spoken and violence has been thwarted. After prayers and tears and cries have been offered. After words of anguish and words of hope have been shared. After the death of black bodies, and after bodies have been joined in protest, after Flint, after Baltimore, after Ferguson. Students come to us before and after and they invite us to help them make sense of this before and after. What form of life is necessary for theological educators who teach students in the after?

			It is a form of life that unrelentingly presses toward joining, toward life together, toward shared understandings and mutual learnings. The dominant pedagogies that yet hold court in theological education resist this new form of life. Yet the changing racial and ethnic population of our society and our schools means that our transfiguration is at hand. The most crucial question we face in theological education is whether we can discern this new moment. 

			Willie James Jennings is Associate Professor of Systematic Theology and Africana Studies at Yale University Divinity School. Dr. Jennings teaches in the areas of theology, black church and Africana studies, as well as post-colonial and race theory. He is an author of numerous articles; his book, The Christian Imagination: Theology and the Origins of Race (Yale University Press, 2011) was awarded by the American Academy of Religion for best book of the year. He just completed a commentary on the Book of Acts, which will be published by Westminster/John Knox. 
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			Organic Education/Stay Woke1

			—Emilie M. Townes

		

		
			I grew up in a deeply Black religious world that was filled with the smells of lemon polish on church pews, nurses in their white uniforms who helped revive those who were caught up in religious ecstasy and then collapsed, fiery preaching, quiet preaching, good sermons, pitiful sermons, and exceedingly bad sermons.  The choirs of my growing up years ranged the gamut from wonderful to those who made a joyful noise, literally, to the Lord.  In Sunday School, we were taught about the miracles of the Bible, the importance of faith, the love that the sweet baby Jesus had for each of us, and that he loved all the little children of the world—“red and yellow, black and white, we are precious in his sight, Jesus loves the little children of the world.”  And I believed this (and still do) with all my heart and soul.1  

			I was a Black middle class girl in the South in the late 1950s, 60s and early 70s.  This filled me with a host of experiences and memories that continue to shape me today.  I learned about racism from the Black and White folks around me and it was an education that puzzled me because racism made (and continues to make) absolutely no rational sense.  My parents taught me about racism without pointing to it directly.  Every evening, my mother would sit me down in front of the television so that she could watch the news while she braided my hair for the next day.  I listened to Jesse Helms, who later became a U.S. Senator but was then an executive with the Capitol Broadcasting Company; spew his racist diatribes against the integrationists and the nigras (his thinly disguised mispronunciation of the N-word) in his daily editorials on WRAL-TV.  As I became aware that he was referring to all the loving and hardworking folks that I knew, I also became aware that there were (and are) people in the world who are completely unreliable. 

			We sometimes forget the power of this kind of organic education that raises most if not all of us.  And within this education, I was taught to dream—to use my imagination.  To see new images that counter fire houses, police dogs, Fergusons, Baltimores, lynchings, Charlestons and so much more that devalues and denigrates life. These are the harsh and demonic step-children of what I call the fantastic hegemonic imagination. 

			This type of imagination is a blend of the thought of michel foucault and antonio gramsci and it traffics in peoples’ lives to create caricatures of who we are that then become stereotypes—but we think are true and historic

			the rich diversities in our midst are seen as overly sentimental distractions rather than as flesh and blood and spirit

			this imagination conjures worlds and their social structures that are based on the ordinariness of evil

			it is this imagination, i argue, that helps to hold systematic, structural evil in place because we pass off its caricatures as knowledge

			and it spawns generation after generation as we teach to oppress 

			enter counter-memory as imagination that liberates and educates for transformation

			the use of counter-memory refuses to measure all of our realities by ideological stereotypes

			it resists the scatological moonshine of the gross commodification of human lives in which peoples are reduced to profit margins or name brand products

			there are days when i lean heavily on counter-memory because it can sometimes feel like i and others are rearranging the deck chairs on our pedagogical and theological titanics when it comes to dealing with incredibly complex bodies that are often fueled by heterosexism, empire, racism, imperialism, homophobia, and far too much more

			the deadly pipe dream of “post-racial” is a tool of the fantastic hegemonic imagination

			post-racialism is a don’t worry and why the hell aren’t you happy mentality that thrives on simplistic analysis masquerading as ultimate solutions

			things like having a black president means that we don’t have to talk about race anymore

			believing, feeling, and acting as though we were past racism when we put Obama in the white house (let’s ponder that image for a moment) is inept social analysis and an inarticulate understanding of how deeply imbedded “isms” are in our imaginations and actions

			and furthermore, even if we had accomplished something about racism directed at black folk, we have done little to address that directed at latino/as and other skinned than white folk in this country

			Scrooge was right: bah! humbug!

			or consider the arguments we hear that we should not worry as the Supreme Court and other courts and legislatures in the country continue to chip away at the Civil Rights Act because we don’t need it anymore

			our response: #Blacklivesmatter, Stay woke

			student protests at Vanderbilt, Yale, Princeton, University of Texas at Austin, Hampton University, Temple University and many more

			using die-ins, hands up don’t shoot, chalking, teach-ins and more  

			being led by young black folk and their allies

			refusing to believe that we have made this country the land of the free because they can see with their lives that this simple is a bald-faced lie

			we’ve still got work to do

			or talking about race and racism on a black/white binary alone

			yes, we still have tons of work to do to work through a past that includes enslavement and owning humans as a Christian and godly thing to do

			but there is so much more in our racist society to address because we just include how the color coding in US society is black, white, brown, olive 

			tackling racism is a complex thing if we are going to do it well because at some point, all of us are implicated as oppressors

			and most of us do not want to own that label for the things we do

			but we must, so that we can get to work and become allies and freedom fighters for more than our self interests

			ferguson can teach us that the new day has already dawned and it is, once again, being led by a younger generation than many if not most of us in this room

			these freedom fighting folk are not the cheap trick stereotypes of millennials as either self-entitled narcissists or open-minded do-gooders

			these liberation-leaning folk have sparked a smart and strategic movement for social change that refuses to leave Michael Brown’s body lying in state on canfield drive

			ferguson and the Black Lives Matter movement that has sprung from it are teaching us something many of us already knew and felt:

			that focusing on heterosexual, cisgender black men frequently causes us not to see the significant amount of labor and thought leadership that black women provide to movements, not only in caretaking and auxiliary roles, but on the front lines of protests and in the strategy sessions that happen behind closed doors

			that old models of leadership favored the old over the young, attempted to silence gay and lesbian leadership, and did not recognize the leadership possibilities of transgender people at all

			and that a movement with a singular leader or a few visible leaders is vulnerable, because those leaders can be easily identified, harassed, bought off, and killed

			new organizing is focusing on building and maintaining a leader-full movement

			Ferguson is a profound code word for more than racism and police brutality

			there is a range of issues such as our failing system of public education, which is a virtual school-to-prison pipeline for many black youth

			there is the need to dismantle the prison industrial complex to end the problem of mass incarceration of black and Latino/as

			there is safe and affordable housing

			there is accessible, affordable, and excellent health care for all

			there are issues with food security and reproductive justice challenges affecting poor women of color and all people needing access to reproductive care

			there is countering the intentional exclusion of trans* lives with the pointed inclusion of trans* folk in leadership and as spokespeople for change

			and it is important to state that the movement does not hate white people because these young black freedom fighters are clear that Black Lives matter, too

			confining lives in an either/or proposition is one of the things that keeps the fantastic hegemonic imagination well fed and racism and all of its cousins warm and secure

			what Black Lives Matter points out is that the system already treats white lives as if they have more value, as if they are more worthy of protection, safety, education, and a good quality of life than black lives are

			and this must change

			we are witnessing and participating in an intergenerational movement

			yes, there have been schisms and battles between younger and older freedom fighters about tactics and strategies

			today, the movement leaders practice a clear rejection of the respectability politics ethos of the civil rights era with its belief that proper dress and speech will guard against harassment by the police

			within black communities, there is a point of tension between being caught in a system that makes one feel powerless to change it and the belief in the idea that a good job, being well-behaved, and having proper dress and comportment will protect us from the evils of racism 

			belief in the latter feels like this is something we can do to protect ourselves and have some control over our destiny

			Black Lives Matter rejects such thinking in the face of massive evidence of police mistreatment of black people of all classes and backgrounds

			it argues that all people should be treated with dignity and respect, regardless of how one looks or speaks (this sounds religious to me)

			this current movement has a very different relationship to the church than movements past

			black churches and black preachers in ferguson have been on the ground helping since the early days after Michael Brown’s death

			pastors and theologians around the country have come to help as well—being wise enough to ask what they can do rather than telling the folk there what to do

			and this is a profound difference from the civil rights era when the pastors lagged behind the laity in putting their bodies on the line for black dignity and respect

			today’s protesters and organizers patently reject any conservative theology that encourages keeping the peace, praying copiously, or turning the other cheek

			such calls are viewed as a return to passive respectability politics

			the theology of Ferguson and the Black Lives Movement is revolutionary—the theology of liberation theology and more specifically, black theology and womanist theology

			seen as too radical and too unrelated to the church by some if not many, these theologies are speaking in a theological blue note to today’s protesters and movement makers with their call for radical inclusion and a revolutionary Jesus

			seminaries and divinity schools like the one I lead must become incubators for religious social change that helps provide the moral and spiritual resources that change agents need to sustain them for the long journey to justice

			we must begin to listen to the questions coming from the communities in which we sit to see if we are providing pedagogies and resources for our students to be the leaders we like to tout that they will be

			the fantastic hegemonic imagination is a stubborn chaperone and will continue to guide us into irrelevant and ineffectual social change strategies

			we need counter-memories that remind us not only of the histories and theologies of the churches but also combine this with the skills of practitioners to use these knowledge bases to craft a faithfulness that does more than shake and moan about BlackLivesMattering

			no, we must live it in our theologies

			we must breath it in our pedagogies

			we must help change the world unapologetically--blending spirituality and social justice

			Stay woke
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			You Don’t Need a Rabbi!                                                          Interrogating the Privilege of Theological Discourses after Ferguson1

			—Santiago Slabodsky

		

		
			The public sphere is full of revealing paradoxes. Among these, the uneven hierarchy between religious and racial discourses is particularly striking. Every time we witness a racially-motivated attack, progressive and well-intentioned religious leaders are quickly summoned to the site. They show their solidarity with the victims by proclaiming the existence of a unified humanity. In the event of a racial attack, religious diversity becomes a necessary response.  Religiously-motivated attacks, however, elicit a different reaction. On most of these occasions, unless there is a clear intersectionality, it is very rare to see organizers summoning a group of racially diverse leaders to support the same call for humanity. On these occasions, racial or ethnic diversity just become superfluous, unnecessary. Some may even argue that is a competitive claim that blurs the protest against the religious attack. This distinction leaves us with a very clear lesson: while religious diversity comes to represent the solidarity of a unified humanity, racial diversity has become unnecessary, and is viewed as incapable of encompassing the same collectivity.1 

			This is not necessarily surprising. From very early modernity, religious discourses have arrogated themselves the right to define the extension and bounds of humanity. Racial discourses have stemmed from their definitions. Today some of the best-intentioned religious leaders (and often scholars of religion) who intend to support anti-racist movements such as Black Lives Matter end up reifying the right of theological language to pontificate about the extension of humanity. Naturally, we cannot overlook the distinct responses to the question of who is/not human. We should differentiate between discourses that limit humanity to the perpetrators of “Just Wars” and arguments that also extend this humanity to their victims. Yet, what the entire spectrum has in common is that none of these positions question the discursive privilege of religion to define the extension and bounds of humanity. 

			While this may not be a problem for most secular readers interested in the role of religion in modern societies, contemporary activists post-Ferguson understood and denounced, probably before scholars, the trap that this discourse entails. They even go further by explaining the connection between this religious privilege and the trap posed by discourses on civility that limit the possibility of rebellion against the inhumanity that religious discourses have created. This short essay, then, intends to evaluate the tension between the good-will of religious discourses and their actual social role.  

			Racial constructions have always been a central criterion for organizing societies in the modern world. On some occasions one perverse pattern becomes so evident that mediations crack and the struggle against the structure crystalizes. During the last two years we have seen a particularly crude manifestation of some of these social constructions. In 2014 and 2015, this pattern was reproduced in Ferguson and its multiple aftermaths in various cities across the nation, and in the rampant Islamophobia that manifested itself following the Charlie Hebdo attacks in Paris. In this context a wonderful drawing began to appear across various accounts in the Facebook market of Ideas:

			                                          [image: 10950725_10155454821740206_6818993322144690458_n.jpg]

			The picture is both simple and provocative. On the right we see the reaction when a white person perpetrates the shooting. If “he” is a representative of the state’s “legitimate” monopoly of violence, he becomes a hero, and if not, “he” is characterized as a lone wolf with emotional issues (or parking problems). But when the perpetrator of the shooting is a person of color the story is different. If a Muslim is a shooter of the “barbaric” act, all 1.3 billion Muslims are held responsible. Furthermore, the entire Ummah is asked to show its solidarity with victims who could well be some of the perpetrators of the harshest Islamophobia. If the shooter is a black person, “he” is quickly linked with “gang” violence and the occurrence is portrayed as a nonsensical attack perpetrated by those who are inherently incapable of engaging with the progress of civilization. The racial minorities, in other times called barbarians or primitives, take out their frustration on the fittest, those who allegedly achieved their success by merit alone.  

			These two ideal types are not new. Today’s Muslims are attacked for allegedly trying to conquer the world and impose an alternative way of life against the will of a free West. Not too long ago, it was the figure the Jewish Bolshevik, and not that of the Islamic Jihadist, that fulfilled the same role. It comes as no surprise, then, that the discourses that today challenge the absorption of Syrian refugees reproduce almost the same stereotypes that were applied to Jews who failed to find asylum and perished in the Holocaust. Today Afro-Americans are attacked for allegedly perpetrating nonsensical violence that disrupts the “natural” progressive development of civilized life. Yesterday, the figure of the Native fulfilled the same role.  One need only to open a browser in Netflix to see how Hollywood defines to our days the figure of the “Indian” as inherently incapable of understanding the “advance” of civilization and as randomly using crude “savagery” to try to stop the inevitable European settlement. 

			These two collaborative types of otherness are not novel. They respond to over five centuries of Euro-Christian discursive privilege in defining the extension of humanity. The narrative that interprets Black/Native behavior describes them as monolithical collectives who lack the precondition of humanity. In different periods this precondition was re-defined in response to epistemological changes in the system. In the sixteenth-seventeenth centuries the precondition was that of having a soul or religion; in the eighteenth-nineteenth centuries, it was history; in the nineteenth-twentieth centuries, it was civilization; in the twentieth century development; and in the twenty-first, democracy. Throughout these periods, discourses questioned whether or not enslaved Africans, Natives, and then Africans and Latin-Americans (among others) met the precondition. While modern society may have “advanced” for the privileged, this discourse continued to be entrenched in modern structures and has actualized itself in ways that continued victimizing the same populations. 

			The second narrative, which was traditionally applied to Jews and Muslims, presents collectives accused of opposing Euro-Christianity and, therefore, of having the wrong precondition. So, again, between the sixteenth-nineteenth centuries they were defined as having the wrong religion, history, and civilization. In the nineteenth century two interrelated factors, imperialism in Muslim majoritarian regions and the complex exteriority of European Jews in the continent, forcibly incorporated Muslims and Jews into the system as Africans and Natives had been. It is no surprise, then, that they started to be defined by their lack of civilized behavior, development, and currently—especially for Muslims—democracy. So, in Euro-Christian discourses, these two parallel narratives of racialization, which had overlapped for centuries in other areas, started to converge in the Euro-Christian right to define the extension and bounds of humanity. Even those who fought to affirm the humanity of these victims rarely challenged the Euro-Christian right to delimit these victims’ humanity. 

			The activists of Black Lives Matters understood, with intense clarity, that the right to define humanity is at the core of the problem. When they insist that the problem is the negation of humanity, they are not just denouncing a circumstantial discourse in police departments. They are confronting a longstanding pattern that describes their alleged lack (of soul, religion, civilization, development. . .) as a precondition of (that excludes them from) humanity. They are protesting against over five hundred years of a Euro-Christian discourse that arrogates itself the right to define who is human and who is not.

			When priests, pastors and rabbis intervene in the protests claiming, with prophetic fervor, that they know the true meaning of humanity, they are not necessarily helping. On the contrary, they end up reifying the right of religion and theology to set the conditions of humanity. So it is no surprise, therefore, when we hear these voices periodically connect two factors: the religious privilege to define humanity and the prescription that protesters should follow civil rules while confronting the negation of their humanity. This connection ignores that the problem originates from the same civilization that first arrogates itself the right to define who is human/not and now intends to arrogate itself the right to define the conditions for its rebellious contestation. Black Lives Matter, with provocative lucidity, rejects this intervention. After insisting on the right to fight for one’s humanity, the activists write: 

			Many know that the black church was central to the civil rights movement, as many black male preachers became prominent civil rights leaders. This current movement has a very different relationship to the church than movements past. Black churches and black preachers in Ferguson have been on the ground helping since the early days after Michael Brown’s death. . . .But protesters patently reject any. . .theology about keeping the peace, praying copiously, or turning the 

			other cheek. Such calls are viewed as a return to passive respectability politics. . . (blacklivesmatter.com) 

			Notwithstanding different narratives about the role of religion in the Civil Rights movement, my intention is to interpret the stand of the activists. Religion, according to this reading, is a call for political respectability that is in the U.S. a clear sign of civilization and democracy, one that has been classified by Euro-Christianity as a precondition of humanity. Religion, first, arrogated itself the authority to define who is human and who is not. Now it also claims to know how the people whose humanity was negated should behave while rebelling. While observing the rules amounts to accepting forced inclusion in a system that negated their humanity, rejecting them—in the use of violence, etc.—will confirm their inhumanity. As such, the rules of civilization offer no exit from one’s constructed lack of humanity.

			It is important to note, however, that Euro-Christianity is not the only tradition that holds this privilege nowadays. Judaism in the Global North follows a similar pattern. After having been denied their humanity for between two and five hundred years before the Holocaust, the normative Jewry led by Euro-American elites was unable to resist the integration into a now normative Judeo-Christian tradition. There is always a rabbi ready to pontificate about humanity in the U.S. when an Afro-American is attacked. There is always a mediatic intellectual eager to explain the limited reach of civilization in France when Muslims fight against Islamophobia. And there is always a minister urged to emphasize the role of democratic values in Israel and limiting the right of Palestinians to rebel against their de-humanization beyond the roles of civility. Re-centering in the U.S. context, a rabbi is always summoned to represent diversity. Tragically, today, he/she manifests its limitations.  

			Of course the permeation of this discourse goes well beyond Judeo-Christianity. In our context there is little space for full autonomy. But at this point it is important to assume one’s own positionality and restrain from punching down communities that are currently being persecuted or simply negated. I will leave it up to critical thinkers of Muslim and Sikh communities attacked in the context of rampant Islamophobia or leading practitioners of Santería and Candombé fighting against their invisibilization, to evaluate which elements of their tradition have reproduced the problem and which ones offer an exit from it. After all they are not yet a fixed feature of the universal interfaith community that is summoned when a racial attack takes place as ministers with a collar or yarmulke are. 

			This essay does not intend to ask priests, pastors, and rabbis to desist in their support of the anti-racist movement. I am not questioning their solidarity. I am questioning the privilege that enables them to present their conception of humanity as timeless pearls of wisdom that should be applied to people who lack transcendence. I urge these discourses to recognize that their own conceptions have been constructed historically for socio-political reasons and how their use of civil discourses of love and humanity reproduce some of the most problematic parts of this narrative. I am even questioning the strategic usefulness of reiterating the same discourse at a time in which the victims have understood the perversity of theological privilege. I am indeed questioning the need of having someone with a yarmulke each time there is a racial attack. The activists, let me conclude, don’t need a rabbi (or a priest, or a pastor). 
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			Why Ferguson Matters for Asian Americans

			—Kwok Pui-lan

		

		
			The deaths1 of Michael Brown, Eric Garner, Freddie Gray, Sandra Bland, and others highlighted the issues of racial profiling and police brutality and showed that the U.S. is far from being a “post-racial” society. Although these issues were not new, they captured the national limelight because of massive protests in Ferguson, New York, Baltimore, and other American cities. On college campuses, black students and their allies held demonstrations to demand full inclusion and administration responsiveness. If democracy is premised upon everyone having equal rights, Ferguson and its aftermath points to how flawed the system is, when colored bodies are treated as less than equal to white bodies. In his award-winning book Between the World and Me, Ta-Nehisi Coates offers a searing personal account of living as a black man in the U.S. In a visceral way, he shows how the white supremacist society breaks black bodies and minds.2 In an op-ed column in the New York Times, Charles Blow writes, “Black bodies are a battlefield: black folks fight to defend them as external forces fight to destroy them.”3 

			The racialized bodies of Asians and Asian Americans have also been the battlefield and excluded from the nation’s body politic. The Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 stipulated the most significant restrictions on free immigration in U.S. history. Since the 1920s, Asians had been restricted because of the national origin quota system in the immigration policy, until the system was abolished in 1965. There are also parallels between Michael Brown’s death and incidents in Asian-American history. The most prominent one is the story of Vincent Chin, a Chinese-American man beaten to death by two white men in Detroit, both uncharged in a racially motivated murder. There were also incidents of police shooting and killing of Asian Americans, but none of these resulted in criminal charges against the police or in a public outcry for justice. 

			After Ferguson, there were Asian American individuals and groups that have protested the injustice and demanded social change, but to a large extent Asian Americans have not been very vocal. Liz Lin attributed this to the contradictory positions of Asian Americans in the U.S. racial politics. On the one hand, Asian Americans are disadvantaged in many ways. They are the perpetual foreigners and often reduced to stereotypes, such as the hypersexualized females and emasculated males. On the other hand, Asian Americans are labeled as the model minority and perceived as hardworking and good at math and science. Lin said, “We don’t have quite the same disadvantages or quite the same history of oppression as black people, but we aren’t fully ac-

			cepted like white people, either.”4 Asian Americans find it difficult to engage when conversations about race have so often been framed in black and white. 

			However, Ferguson isn’t simply black versus white; it has another racial divide. On the day that Michael Brown was killed by Officer Darren Wilson, Brown allegedly stole cigars from a store. The storeowner is an Asian. After the grand jury decided not to indict Officer Wilson, protesters broke windows and stole merchandises from businesses, including the exact store that Ferguson police alleged that Brown had shoplifted. A video showed the storeowner standing at his looted store looking helpless and frustrated.5

			In Baltimore, after Freddie Gray’s funeral service, spontaneous protests broke out. The civil unrest turned violent as some people set fires to vehicles and buildings, looted stores, and ransacked businesses. Among some 380 businesses looted and damaged in the April riot, many were owned by Asian Americans, including some 100 Korean owned businesses.6 Baltimore’s riot occurred just several days prior to the anniversary of the outbreak of the Los Angeles riot, bringing back painful memories to the Korean community of the looting and attack of Koreatown in Los Angeles in 1992. 

			It is important for different racial and ethnic minority groups in the U.S. to develop greater mutual understanding and to work toward racial healing. We should guard against the divide and conquer strategy used so often by the white dominant society. A good way to begin is to recall the legacies of past common struggles. Time reporter Jack Linshi writes: 

			As with Ferguson, it’s easy to say the Civil Rights movement was entirely black and white, when in reality there were many moments of interplay between African-American and Asian-American activism. Japanese-American activist Yuri Kochiyama worked alongside Malcolm X until he was assassinated in front of her. Groups protesting America’s involvement in the Vietnam War, like the student-run Third World Liberation Front, united resisters across racial lines under a collective radical political identity. W.E.B. DuBois called on African Americans to support the 1920s Indian anti-colonial resistance, which he compared to whites’ oppression of blacks. Chinese-American activist Grace Lee Boggs, who struggled as a female scholar of color, found passion in fighting similar injustices against African-Americans alongside C.L.R. James in the 1950s.7

			Asian American and Hispanic/Latino groups have worked together for immigration reform. They marched together at rallies organized to support the Dream Act and other policies that would legalize undocumented immigrants. One out of every eleven undocumented immigrants is Asian. One of out every ten DREAMers is Asian. These examples highlight the power of cross-racial resistance and the difference such solidarity can make to American democracy. 

			Religious discourse and religious organizations and networks are crucial in promoting racial empowerment and solidarity. Many Asian immigrants have come after the 1965 immigration act and they have tried hard to survive in this country. The label “model minority” easily covers up the fact that a large sector of the Asian 

			and Asian American communities is struggling and living below the poverty line, especially those who come from Cambodia, Laos, and Hmong communities. As immigrants to the new land, they often do not know how to fight for themselves and when they face blatant racism, they suffer silently and accept that this is their fate. Religious discourses sometimes encourage them to have this fatalistic outlook. In Buddhism, one can work to accumulate merits in this life so that in the next reincarnation, one will lead a better life. In Christianity, there is the projection of the eternal life in heaven, a place without suffering and tears. It is against such a cultural background that Rita Nakashima Brock’s theological work must be placed. She has argued that innocent suffering cannot save us and the good news is not about suffering silently with Christ and waiting for the world to come to an end. Instead, the good news is about paradise on earth and creating a justice-loving community to struggle for the common good.8 She challenges Asian and Asian Americans to move beyond their isolation and to work with other racial groups for empowerment and justice. 

			In the aftermath of the Los Angeles riots and discrimination of immigrants, Korean American theologian Andrew Sung Park wrote Racial Conflict and Healing: An Asian American Theological Perspective and hoped to transform a society of oppression and violence into a community of fairness and mutual consideration.9 He points out that such a transformation cannot come about by having good intentions alone. Instead, we must attend to the sociopolitical and cultural issues that undergird racial division and tension. In addition to analyzing how race, class, gender, sexuality, and culture shape racial discrimination, he attends to the psychological wounds that such oppression inflicts on the person. Racism operates on a much more intimate level that affects a person’s psyche and outlook on life, as Franz Fanon has pointed out.10 Without understanding this deeper level of psycho-dynamics and how this is manifested in different cultures, it is difficult to begin a conversation on racial tension and healing. Park uses the Korean terms han and jeong to describe the deep-seated suffering of racial oppression and suggests resources for understanding and healing in both Christian and Asian traditions. As a Christian theologian, he urges us to reach out to our neighbors and to work together for the Kingdom of God to come.

			In the U.S. presidential primary in 2015, politicians competed with each other to see who was tougher on immigrants and who would build the strongest wall on the border. In November 2015, the U.S. Congress voted not to admit Syrian refugees. It is important for religious organizations and networks to work together to reimagine what a true democratic society would look like in our globalized world. Democracy was developed in the West as white men’s way to handle conflicts: conflict between the individual and society and conflict between groups of competing interests. Democracy as a system was meant to protect the interests of propertied men. The idea of democracy developed in Greece excluded women, slaves, and racial and ethnic minorities. When such a model was challenged, the white dominant society did not talk about the sharing of political power, but “multiculturalism.” Willie James Jennings has said, “Multiculturalism means putting persons of color in white spaces.” Since these allotted spaces are limited, people of color are made to compete with one another in a battle of survival of the fittest. Asian American scholar Kevin Park calls this “orna-mental multiculturalism.”11 Facing 2040 when there will be no majority race in the U.S., we should not be content with serving as ornaments in schools, institutions, and political life. Instead we need to rethink and 

			reassess the legacy of democracy and to point to new possibilities of sharing power. In the U.S., we are doing this in solidarity with people in the Global South, because in the name of promoting democracy, some of these countries were bombed, harassed, and coerced into following a so-called civilized democratic system. In the sixteenth century, these people were considered inferior because they had no texts, then they were found without history, and in the twentieth century, without development. In the twenty-first century, they are without democracy. This is why we must see the intersectionality between Ferguson, immigrant reform, the treatment of refugees, and the demand for a truly just and democratic human political society. The global networks of neocolonialism are strong. Transnational religious organizations and networks and other NGOs have significant roles to play in offering an alternative vision for our common democratic future.
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			Book Reviews

		

		
			If you are interested in reviewing any of the books found below, please contact Russell M. Jeung at rjeung@sfsu.edu. 

			Asian American Christian Ethics: Voices, Methods, Issues

			Editors: Grace Y. Kao, Ilsup Ahn 

			Baylor University Press (September 2, 2015)

			This groundbreaking volume presents the collective work of twelve Christian ethicists of Asian descent in the U.S. who map the new and burgeoning field of study located at the juncture of Christian ethics and Asian American studies. Led by Grace Kao and Ilsup Ahn, these scholars identify the purposes and chart the contours of what constitutes a distinctly Asian American Christian ethical approach to moral concerns.

			Asian American Christian Ethics rethinks perennial issues in Christian ethics (war and peace, family/marriage/parenting, gender and sexuality, economics and wealth, virtue ethics), pressing social matters (race relations, immigration, healthcare, the environment), and issues of special interest to Asian Americans (education, labor, plastic surgery). Each chapter utilizes classical Christian sources read from the particular vantage point of Asian American Christian theology, ethics, and culture. Beginning with a description of the range of Christian responses to the issue, each author describes and enacts a constructive proposal for an Asian American Christian ethical response. An ideal volume for researchers, teachers, and students alike, Asian American Christian Ethics articulates the foundations, questions, and goals of this vibrant and flourishing field of study.

			“This significant work is sure to transform the field of Christian ethics. Asian American Christian Ethics challenges us to think theologically, to think ethically, and to delve into the very conditions of our existence with one another in order to understand the past, present, and future that is still to come. This volume is a must for students and scholars who want to know what happens when Christian ethics and Asian American critique intersect!”—Wonhee Anne Joh, Associate Professor of Systematic Theology, Garrett-Evangelical Theological Seminary

			Embracing the Other: The Transformative Spirit of Love

			Grace Ji-Sun Kim

			Eerdmans (October 21, 2015)

			An innovative Asian feminist perspective on God’s Spirit. We live in a time of great racial strife and global conflict. How do we work toward healing, reconciliation, and justice among all people, regardless of race or gender? In Embracing the Other Grace Ji-Sun Kim demonstrates that it is possible only through God’s Spirit. Working from a feminist Asian perspective, Kim develops a new constructive global pneumatology that works toward gender and racial-ethnic justice. She draws on concepts from Asian and indigenous cultures to reimagine the divine as “Spirit God” who is restoring shalom in the world. Through the power of Spirit God, Kim says, our brokenness is healed and we can truly love and embrace the Other.

			“In Embracing the Other Kim constructs a theology of Spirit-Chi of love to liberate, empower, and transform the Other, envisioning the postcolonial reality of human liberation, justice, and equality regardless of one’s skin color, culture, religion, and power. The ‘Spirit God’ she adopts here is a radical affirmation of all colonized, marginalized others. This significant, must-read book offers a revitalizing Christian theology of the Spirit in and for our highly racialized and genderized world.”—Namsoon Kang, Brite Divinity School

			Asian American Religious Cultures

			Editors: Jonathan H. X. Lee, Fumitaka Matsuoka, Edmond Yee, Ronald Y. Nakasone 

			ABC-CLIO (September 1, 2015)

			A resource ideal for students as well as general readers, this two-volume encyclopedia examines the diversity of the Asian American and Pacific Islander spiritual experience.

			Given the subject-matter challenges, this work does an admirable job of being accessible to novices while not diluting the ubiquitous nuances characteristic of this topic. Recommended as a reference for advanced high school and undergraduate.

			Race, Religion, and Civil Rights: Asian Students on the West Coast, 1900-1968 

			Stephanie Hinnershitz 

			Rutgers University Press (September 1, 2015)

			Histories of civil rights movements in America generally place little or no emphasis on the activism of Asian Americans. Yet, as this fascinating new study reveals, there is a long and distinctive legacy of civil rights activism among foreign and American-born Chinese, Japanese, and Filipino students, who formed crucial alliances based on their shared religious affiliations and experiences of discrimination.

			Stephanie Hinnershitz tells the story of the Asian American campus organizations that flourished on the West Coast from the 1900s through the 1960s. Using their faith to point out the hypocrisy of fellow American Protestants who supported segregation and discriminatory practices, the student activists in these groups also performed vital outreach to communities outside the university, from Californian farms to Alaskan canneries. Highlighting the unique multiethnic composition of these groups, Race, Religion, and Civil Rights explores how the students’ interethnic activism weathered a variety of challenges, from the outbreak of war between Japan and China to the internment of Japanese Americans during World War II.

			Drawing from a variety of archival sources to bring forth the authentic, passionate voices of the students, Race, Religion, and Civil Rights is a testament to the powerful ways they served to shape the social, political, and cultural direction of civil rights movements throughout the West Coast. 

			“Hinnershitz takes an innovative approach to the people whom Americans generally regarded as non-American other. This is a welcome innovation in the research on the civil rights movement.”—Liping Bu, author

			Religious Experience Among Second Generation Korean Americans 	

			Mark Chung Hearn 

			Palgrave Macmillan (June 13, 2016)

			This book explores the ways through which Korean American men demonstrate and navigate their manhood within a US context that has historically sorted them into several limiting, often emasculating, stereotypes. In the U.S., Korean men tend to be viewed as passive, non-athletic, and asexual (or hypersexual). They are often burdened with very specific expectations that run counter to traditional tropes of U.S. masculinity.  According to the normative script of masculinity, a “man” is rugged, individualistic, and powerful—the antithesis of the US social construction of Asian American men. In an interdisciplinary fashion, this book probes the lives of Korean American men through the lenses of religion and sports. Though these and other outlets can serve to empower Korean American men to resist historical scripts that limit their performance of masculinity, they can also become harmful. Mark Chung Hearn utilizes ethnography, participant observation, and interviews conducted with second-generation Korean American men to explore what it means to be an Asian American man today.  

			“Hearn has looked carefully beneath the surface to reveal the complex motivations and conflicts affecting Korean American men. This book will doubtless generate much discussion and needed changes.”—Ken Fong, Executive Director, Asian American Initiative, and Assistant Professor of Asian American Church Studies, Fuller Theological Seminary, USA; Senior Pastor, Evergreen Baptist Church of Los Angeles, USA

			Rescuing Jesus: How People of Color, Women, and Queer Christians are Reclaiming Evangelicalism

			Deborah Jian Lee

			Beacon Press (November 10, 2015)

			Deborah Jian Lee left the evangelical world because she was frustrated by its conservative politics. But over the years she stayed close to those in the movement, and she has come to realize that evangelical culture and politics are changing, and changing fast. Friends had stopped voting based on wedge issues. Believers of color were changing church demographics and political interests. Women were rising in the ranks despite familiar sermons about female submission. LGBTQ Christians were coming out, staying in the church, and leading ministries.

			What Lee came to find is that most of what we think we know about evangelicals is wrong, or is well on its way to becoming dated. In Rescuing Jesus, she ventures into the world of progressive evangelicalism and tells the stories of the young women and men at the forefront of a movement that could change both the face and the substance of religion in the United States.

			Generational changes and the shifting racial make-up of evangelicals are transforming the movement and pushing it in a more progressive direction. A young and diverse array of people on this leading edge of progressive evangelicalism—LGBTQ and straight; white, black, Asian, Hispanic, and indigenous—are working to wrest political power away from conservatives. Today’s young evangelicals are more likely than their elders to accept same-sex marriage, more inclined to think of “pro-life” issues as being about supporting society’s disenfranchised, and more accepting of equality between men and women.

			With empathy, journalistic rigor, and powerful storytelling, Lee unpacks the diverse and complex strands of this movement—and what it means for the rest of us. Given the clout that evangelicals still hold in national politics, Lee argues, this movement is important not only for the future of evangelicalism but also for the future of our country.

			“Lee’s reporting indicts modern American evangelicalism’s failure to be good news for those who aren’t conservative, straight, white men. Weaving in her own story, she movingly chronicles her subjects’ search for a spiritual home, and what emerges is a profoundly hopeful, deeply Christian narrative about redemption and resurrection.”—Jeff Chu, author of Does Jesus Really Love Me?

			At Home in Exile: Finding Jesus among my Ancestors and Refugee  Neighbors 

			Russell Jeung 

			Zondervan (October 4, 2016) 

			The American church is a church in exile.

			Whereas American evangelicals were once comfortable in their privilege and power, the church’s role and influence in the public square, especially among the Millennials, is waning rapidly. Evangelicalism’s steep decline in influence and adherents signals an increasing secularization of the United States. American society, if it ever was, is no longer Christian. Instead, the church is in exile, a minority group no longer fully at home.

			At Home In Exile traces Dr. Jeung’s life and ministry among the poor as “a guest in exile”—Hakka in Chinese—in the slums of East Oakland. Despite their impoverished conditions, Jeung and the community discovered the Kingdom of God in new and powerful ways. Through solidarity with those who are refugees and undocumented, Jeung heard anew how Jesus speaks to Christian exiles as well. As an Asian American, his story reveals how an exilic perspective is particularly relevant to today’s post-Christian society.

			“Activist. Theologian. Hakka. Chinese American. Follower of Jesus. These words describe Russell Jeung and yet do not fully comprehend the story he has crafted in this masterful book. Part autobiography, part community history, and part liberation lived theology, At Home in Exile captures the heart and soul of following Jesus through living in community among the poor in Oakland. Follow and be transformed.”—Rev. Dr. Frank M. Yamada, President of McCormick Theological Seminary

			The Grace of Playing: Pedagogies for Leaning into God’s New Creation

			Courtney T. Goto

			Pickwick Publications (February 10, 2016)

			Believers and teachers of faith regularly know the in-breaking of God’s Spirit in their midst, when revelatory experiencing unexpectedly shifts habits of thinking, feeling, and doing toward more life-giving ways of being and becoming. When the moment is right, Spirit breathes new life into dry bones. Though religious educators have much practical wisdom about facilitating learning that is creative and transformative, sharper concepts, cases, and theory can help them do it more critically and assist learners to practice openness to wonder, surprise, and authenticity. The Grace of Playing explains how we can create the conditions for revelatory experiencing by understanding it in light of playing. The notion of playing “as if” can be powerfully reclaimed from ecclesial ambivalence, casual speech, and commercial interests that often lead playing to be associated with childishness, frivolity, or entertainment. This book theorizes adults playing for the sake of faith, drawing on D. W. Winnicott’s psychoanalytic theory, a revision of Jürgen Moltmann’s theology of play, biblical texts, medieval devotional practices, as well as art and aesthetics that help local faith communities engage in theological reflection. Communal forms of playing in/at God’s new creation provide insights into pedagogies in which learners are creating and are created anew.

			Enfolding Silence: The Transformation of Japanese American Religion and Art under Oppression

			Brett J. Esaki

			Oxford University Press (June 1, 2016)

			This book demonstrates how Japanese Americans have developed traditions of complex silences to survive historic moments of racial and religious oppression and how they continue to adapt these traditions today. Brett Esaki offers four case studies of Japanese American art-gardening, origami, jazz, and monuments; then examines how each artistic practice has responded to a historic moment of oppression. He finds that these artistic silences incorporate and convey obfuscated and hybridized religious ideas from Buddhism, Christianity, Confucianism, Shinto, indigenous religions, and contemporary spirituality. 

			While silence is often thought of as the binary opposite and absence of sound, Esaki offers a theory of non-binary silence that articulates how multidimensional silences are formed and how they function. He argues that non-binary silences have allowed Japanese Americans to disguise, adapt, and innovate religious resources in order to negotiate racism and oppressive ideologies from both the United States and Japan. Drawing from the fields of religious studies, ethnic studies, theology, anthropology, art, music, history, and psychoanalysis, this book highlights the ways in which silence has been used to communicate the complex emotions of historical survival, religious experience, and artistic inspiration.

			“Enfolding Silence plumbs the depths of silence and reveals its complex nature and startling expression. Through a thought-provoking and sophisticated analysis of the Japanese American cultural arts, Esaki evokes the spirit of a people and their complex language of survival, resistance, and hope. Provocative and profound.” —Jane Naomi Iwamura, author of Virtual Orientalism: Asian Religions and American Popular Culture

			The Latinos of Asia: How Filipino Americans Break the Rules of Race

			Anthony Ocampo

			Stanford University Press (March 2, 2016)

			Is race only about the color of your skin? In The Latinos of Asia, Anthony Christian Ocampo shows that what “color” you are depends largely on your social context. Filipino Americans, for example, helped establish the Asian American movement and are classified by the U.S. Census as Asian. But the legacy of Spanish colonialism in the Philippines means that they share many cultural characteristics with Latinos, such as last names, religion, and language. Thus, Filipinos’ “color”—their sense of connection with other racial groups—changes depending on their social context.

			The Filipino story demonstrates how immigration is changing the way people negotiate race, particularly in cities like Los Angeles where Latinos and Asians now constitute a collective majority. Amplifying their voices, Ocampo illustrates how second-generation Filipino Americans’ racial identities change depending on the communities they grow up in, the schools they attend, and the people they befriend. Ultimately, The Latinos of Asia offers a window into both the racial consciousness of everyday people and the changing racial landscape of American society.

			“This is a groundbreaking book about one of the least understood groups of people: Filipinos. As a people, we’re a lot American, we’re definitely Asian, and we’re undeniably Latino. The Latinos of Asia is essential reading not only for the Filipino diaspora but for anyone who cares about the mysteries of racial identity.”—Jose Antonio Vargas, Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist and founder of Define American and #EmergingUS

			Desi Hoop Dreams: Pickup Basketball and the Making of Asian American Masculinity

			Stanley I. Thangaraj

			NYU Press (June 26, 2015)

			South Asian American men are not usually depicted as ideal American men. They struggle against popular representations as either threatening terrorists or geeky, effeminate computer geniuses. To combat such stereotypes, some use sports as a means of performing a distinctly American masculinity. Desi Hoop Dreams focuses on South Asian-only basketball leagues common in most major U.S. and Canadian cities, to show that basketball, for these South Asian American players, is not simply a whimsical hobby, but a means to navigate and express their identities in 21st century America.

			The participation of young men in basketball is one platform among many for performing South Asian American identity. South Asian-only leagues and tournaments become spaces in which to negotiate the relationships between masculinity, race, and nation. When faced with stereotypes that portray them as effeminate, players perform sporting feats on the court to represent themselves as athletic. And though they draw on black cultural styles, they carefully set themselves off from African American players, who are deemed “too aggressive.” Accordingly, the same categories of their own marginalization—masculinity, race, class, and sexuality—are those through which South Asian American men exclude women, queer masculinities, and working-class masculinities, along with other racialized masculinities, in their effort to lay claim to cultural citizenship.

			One of the first works on masculinity formation and sport participation in South Asian American communities, Desi Hoop Dreams focuses on an American popular sport to analyze the dilemma of belonging within South Asian America in particular and in the U.S. in general.

			“In this compelling, experiential ethnography of South Asian American men and sports, Thangaraj dribbles and shoots hoops with young men, exploring the performance of racialized masculinities on the basketball court that challenges the mainstream imagination of South Asian American bodies. This pioneering book is a refreshingly new window into questions of race, sexuality, and class that critically examines what it means to ‘man up’ and claim normative American masculinities while enacting multiple, yet sometimes exclusionary, identities. There is much to be learned from this thoughtful, nuanced, and frank analysis of the politics of sport and masculinity.”—Sunaina Maira, author of Desis in the House: Indian American Youth Culture in New York City

			A World Church in Our Backyard: How the Spirit Moved Church and Society

			Simon C. Kim 

			Michael Glazier (April 26, 2016)

			How did a culturally diverse world church emerge in our local neighborhoods and backyards? Rather than an accidental coincidence, diversity in our country, neighborhoods and pews was intentionally brought about through the Spirit’s prompting of historical events. The jubilee of the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) reminded us how the Catholic Church opened her doors to the world, while the Immigration and Naturalization Act of 1965 revealed how the U.S. opened her shores to migrants around the world. Through both ecclesial and legislative reforms, the U.S. became home to many ethnically diverse people and allowed for the creation of a worship space incorporating their cultural backgrounds.

			“Simon Kim expands the story of the Catholic Church in the United States beyond the more familiar narratives of European and Latin American immigration to show the unique gifts that Asian Catholics bring. More than just history or sociology, Kim narrates the confluence of Vatican II, immigration reform, and the civil rights movement in the 1960s as movements of the Holy Spirit, the fruits of which we are just beginning to appreciate today. This book is a timely and beautiful contribution to unity through diversity in the US Catholic Church.”—William T. Cavanaugh, DePaul University
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