
convincingly makes clear that although there are disagreements among the

traditions about the ontological transcendence of the Ultimate, there is an

overwhelming agreement about its epistemological transcendence ().

While all religions affirm that the Ultimate can be known, they also insist

that there will always be more to know.

Thus, in his conclusion he announces that “pluralism” is not only

“unavoidable” but must be embraced in an interreligious “endless interpreta-

tion” (). In these final “reflections on the divine quest,” Ford steps out of

the closet as a comparative theologian. And it’s clear that he believes that in

this comparison of Western and Eastern divine quests, the West has much to

learn from the East. Classical theism, he declares, is waning. Here Eastern

insights and experience, especially Buddhist, can help guide Western

theists toward a “trans-theistic” understanding of “Ultimate Reality as a

single process or as nondual in its essence” (–). His comparative

study leads to engaging constructive theology.

Given the quality of its content and the clarity of its style (honed, I

imagine, by his undergraduate teaching), Ford’s Divine Quest could well

serve both graduate and undergraduate courses in world religions, interreli-

gious dialogue, and comparative theology.

PAUL F. KNITTER

Union Theological Seminary

Sin, Forgiveness, and Reconciliation: Christian and Muslim Perspectives.

Edited by Lucinda Mosher and David Marshall. Washington, DC:

Georgetown University Press, .  pages. $. (paper).

doi: ./hor..

This slim but illuminating volume emerges from the  Building Bridges

seminar held under the stewardship of Georgetown University. It is divided

into five parts: the introductory overviews (part ) and the closing reflection

(part ) frame three parts, on the themes of sin, forgiveness, and reconcilia-

tion, with preassigned scriptural texts associated with each theme.

Each part provides two essays that, taken together, significantly advance

our understanding of the topic at hand. In part  Kärkkäinen’s overview

essay on the Christian perspective lays out a taxonomy that, despite its

brevity, is breathtaking for the clarity with which it differentiates between

two main Christian traditions of “conceiving the Fall and sinfulness” ().

Kärkkäinen perceptively connects divine forgiveness to the call for repen-

tance, and the church’s work of forgiveness and reconciliation to the call

across traditions to “collaborate in stopping violence” (). Brown’s essay on
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the Muslim perspective begins with a powerful story that alters prejudicial

understandings of Sharı ̄’a as harsh and rooted in the violent justice of “an

eye for an eye” by positing the power of forgiveness and reconciliation exer-

cised by the one wounded.

Given the secularization of sin on the one hand, and a religiously plural

world on the other, in part  Schwöbel makes a compelling case for deepening

interreligious understandings “by engaging with the sign systems of religious

practice and experience” () so as to find in the particular larger resonances

relevant to understanding the human condition across traditions. Schwöbel

and Shabana turn to scriptural texts in Christianity and Islam respectively,

to illustrate the dire consequences of human sin, and the roles of repentance,

divine forgiveness, and living in grace in overcoming such consequences.

If for the Abrahamic faiths sin—whether conceptualized as primordial or

as moral injury—is responsible for the human condition of suffering and mor-

tality, then forgiveness and redemption are its necessary panacea and essen-

tial for spiritual growth. In part , Eastman argues that forgiveness and

redemption are “mutually informative” () and explores the “link between

forgiveness for human wrongdoing and redemption from human bondage

to sin” (). Divine forgiveness and reconciliation make human repentance

possible () in the Christian view; for the Islamic view, presented by

Khalil, God is ever forgiving, so much so as to outstrip divine wrath, yet the

forgiveness has actively to be sought, suggesting that repentance, which pre-

sumes awareness of wrongdoing and taking responsibility for it, is a necessary

precondition for divine forgiveness. As with the Scripture dialogues on sin, the

texts presented in the dialogues for forgiveness, with additions made by the

seminar participants, show the centrality of faith in turning away from sin

and toward forgiveness and repentance.

If forgiveness entails self-awareness of moral culpability and repentance,

the next stage in spiritual growth calls for reconciliation, a concept that,

according to Sheldrake in part , goes beyond mere tolerance or conciliation

rather to “nurture a sense of human community and to heal the wounds of

division in today’s radically plural and often violently divided global

culture” (). Sheldrake notes that “proclaiming human reconciliation is

not incidental to Christian life but lies at its very heart” () in addressing

“alienation from God, divisions within the human community…, and

estrangement from wider nature” (). Concomitant with reconciliation is

a call to hospitality extended toward the stranger, “those who are actively

despised or otherwise excluded” (). Such a reading becomes highly rele-

vant given contemporary social, political, and environmental challenges

that relegate issues such as migrants fleeing war, increases in poverty, undoc-

umented immigrants, and an increasingly warming world to the margins of
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concerns preoccupied with unmitigated economic growth. Turning to

Islam, Asfaruddin notes that the concept of reconciliation is grounded in

God-consciousness/devotion to God () and deepened in love for God,

which “translates into love for one’s fellow beings” (), extended by the

twentieth-century theologian ‘Abduh to include justice, such that a commit-

ment to justice and love of God together animate reconciliation toward

peoples of all faiths. Asfaruddin highlights the Qur’anic commandment to

get to know one another (li-ta‘ar̄afū) to extend the concept of reconciliation

to “all the coresidents of the global village” (), thereby making space for

an Islamic ethical response toward divisiveness in the human community.

Part , the closing reflections, is a remarkable testament to the deepening

of awareness that ensues as scriptural texts are discussed interreligiously,

bringing to light divergences and profound resonances between traditions.

This volume, well worth a read, is of particular interest to those interested

in how two religions, Christianity and Islam, think about the human condi-

tion, and the ethics of being human, and for the broader question of

approaches to moral injury and reconciliation.

ZAYN KASSAM

Pomona College

Doing Asian Theological Ethics in a Cross-Cultural and an Interreligious

Context. Edited by Yiu Sing Lúcás Chan, James F. Keenan, and Shaji George

Kochuthara. Bangalore, India: Dharmaram Publications, .  pages.

$. (paper).

doi: ./hor..

Containing twenty-six essays presented at the first pan-Asian conference

of Catholic theological ethicists, which met in Bangalore, India, on July

–, , this is the second volume in the Asian Theological Ethics

series associated with the network Catholic Theological Ethics in the World

Church, founded by James F. Keenan, SJ, in . The late Yiu Sing Lúcás

Chan, SJ (–), planned and organized the conference, and this

volume, dedicated to his memory, is a rich tribute to the bridge building

that Chan sought to accomplish among theological ethicists from India to

Australia, Sri Lanka to the Philippines, Japan to Hong Kong, and Myanmar

to Malaysia.

The essays cover a range of topics, and it soon becomes apparent that

while common threads are discernible for Asian theological ethicists, differ-

ences also surface. These are seen, for instance, with regard to the task of a

Catholic moral theologian in secular Australia in contrast to that of one in
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