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tional and eschatological. A post-postmodern theological anthropology
emphasizes the essential role that embodiment plays in our attempt to
discern "God's ultimate purpose in creating" and how that purpose is
active today. Today, when difference, particularity, and esthetics have
more communicative force than any appeal to universal absolutes, the
incarnational imagination's ability to value embodiment and particularity
for their own sakes allows theology to join a conversation about human
destiny that is already taking place. The power of discernment given to
theology by the incarnational imagination can direct our actions toward
what is life-affirming across all differences. At the very least, Jesus' king-
dom preaching and its intensification through his resurrection make it clear
that one of God's intents is to promote human flourishing, through the
transformative power of the Holy Spirit and through the emancipative
power of the Word of God that the Church is committed to make known
in all cultural contexts. The point is to show how God's intent is incarnated in
each particular life, each particular situation, each particular relationship, and
then how the ensemble of lives, situations, and relationships works together
to actualize the values of the kingdom of God in a way that truly mediates
God's salvific power and manifests God's consoling love to the world.

To show that God's love is present, active, comforting, transforming,
enabling and that there is more of God's inexhaustible goodness that ex-
ceeds any presence that we have experienced—that indeed is theology's
sweet predicament, one that theology should embrace without reserve, for
the life of the world.

PART THREE

RESURRECTION: SAVING PARTICULARITY:
THEOLOGICAL-EPISTEMOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS OF

INCARNATION AND TRUTH
LIEVEN BOEVE

THERE IS NOTHING IN CHRISTIANITY that forces people to believe: no
awe-inspiring events, no ironclad logic, no exceptional religious ex-
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periences. On closer inspection, the fact that some Christians read narra-
tives and events as the history of God's relationship with humanity would
appear to be little more than accidental. There is nothing to compel such
a reading, certainly not with respect to the most important element of the
Christian faith, namely, the confession that Jesus is the Messiah, the Christ,
the resurrected crucified one, God and human being at one and the same
time, God's Word made flesh, God's incarnate Son. Was not Jesus the son
of Mary and Joseph, the carpenter from Nazareth? Was not Jesus a mar-
ginal Jew, caught up with God, perhaps, but not to the extent that people
were immediately compelled to recognize him as God? Did the earth really
quake, the rocks really break asunder, the graves burst open and the dead
rise up at the crucifixion of Jesus as Matthew narrates it (Matt 27:51-52)?
It would seem that even the resurrection was not the earth shattering
global event as it has been portrayed. If it had been so, all of Jesus' con-
temporaries would have been able to do nothing other than to believe in
Jesus' divinity. According to the high priest and the elders, the disciples
removed Jesus' body from the grave (Matt 28:13). Is it possible to prove
that the empty grave was a result of Jesus' resurrection? In spite of many
unanswered and unanswerable questions, the first Christians and, on their
testimony, many generations thereafter claimed and continue to claim that
this very Jesus is the risen Lord, and this on the basis of their experiences
with Jesus' life, death, and resurrection. It is their firm belief that God
came close to humanity in an unforgettable and unparalleled way in this
concrete human being of flesh and blood. Believe if you can!

The situation is no different today. For many, Christians and non-
Christians alike, the idea that God became human in Jesus is difficult to
accept. Today, as before, there is nothing to force such a confession: no
awe-inspiring events, no ironclad logic, no exceptional religious experi-
ences. Few would be inclined to deny that the Christian faith has to do with
a collection of meaningful Christian values. Many would even subscribe to
the suggestion that the Christian faith is still entirely plausible when it
speaks of a loving God, the deepest mystery of reahty, the "something
more" than I can see. There is here a profound core to which our experi-
ences of joy and pain, of amazement and dependence point us. The claim
that such a message is dependent in its entirety on one single human being
who lived 2000 years ago, however, remains for many a serious stumbling
block.

Moreover, at the level of both theoretical and practical concern, the
ongoing defense of Jesus Christ as the ultimate expression of the core of
the Christian faith remains a problem for continuing dialogue with other
religions and convictions. Many—both Christian and non-Christian
alike—are of the opinion that the "Christ claim" precludes every form of
rapprochement. The idea that Jesus was a prophet, a religious genius, a
wise spiritual master, is acceptable to many, but at the same level as Moses,
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Mohammed, and Buddha, or divine in the sense that Brahman, Shiva, and
Vishnu are divine.

I will argue here that, whether it is difficult to believe or not, the entire
Christian faith nevertheless stands or falls on the premise that God became
human in Jesus. The person who desires to understand the Christian faith
cannot avoid this premise. At the same time, the person who seeks to
understand the truth claim of Christianity will, sooner or later, have to deal
with the doctrine of the Incarnation. Indeed, the truth of faith (the truth I
live by) and the way this truth functions are therein revealed. Connected to
this, I will also point to the similar and thus confirming epistemological
consequences of the Christian belief in Christ's resurrection.

To interact with this reflection, I will introduce the question of interre-
ligious dialogue, examining how our understanding of the truth is chal-
lenged thereby and how I can stress the distinctive features of the truth of
faith maintained by the confession of Christ. At the end of this exercise I
hope to have made clear that Christians, rooted in their particular Christian
critical awareness, have a genuine contribution to make to discussions on
truth and values in our contemporary societies. However, to begin with, I
offer a brief sketch of how men and women of every age have wrestled with
Jesus Christ.

A STUMBLING BLOCK TO JEWS AND FOOLISHNESS TO GENTILES

Since time immemorial, the Christian truth claim of the Incarnation has
been a source of difficulty, misunderstanding, and even conflict, both
within the Christian community and in its relationship with the world out-
side. The turbulent history of the early church is characterized by a search
for the appropriate way to express, in the language and thought of the day,
the belief that God came close to humanity in a unique and definitive way
in Jesus. In the early church, it was ultimately and primarily the humanity
of Jesus Christ that people found difficult to combine with his divinity,
which, in the Hellenistic context of the day, was much easier to accept as
the point of departure for the theological significance of who Jesus Christ
was. The church fathers and theologians of antiquity, on the other hand,
sought in the first instance to conceptualize the real humanity of Jesus
Christ from the perspective of his divinity.'

' Their effort ultimately represents the point of discussion with the Arians on the
divinity of Jesus; not so much that Jesus would thus be too human but rather that
he would be less divine, a lesser god. Arius (circa 318) considered Jesus Christ to
be a sort of divine intermediary between God and creation. The disputes between
the so-called Alexandrian and Antiochian schools, expanded into Monophysitism
and Nestorianism (first half of the fifth century), revolve around the question of the
divine Logos becoming human: did he merely take on humanity in a general sense
(Alexandria), or was he indeed very specifically human (Antioch)?
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This approach changed dramatically in the modern period. The Enlight-
enment challenged religion before the court of reason. The fact that
Jesus was a human being, even an extremely special human being, did
not emerge as a cause of concern for the modern person. The idea that
this same human being was also God and thus that the meaning of all
humanity and the history of the world had been revealed in him in a
decisive way, however, was beyond modernity's capacity to compre-
hend.

Modern theologians such as Edward Schillebeeckx wrestle with this
problem when, having taken Jesus' humanity as their point of departure,
they point to traces of Jesus' unique relationship with God, his Father.
According to Schillebeeckx, it is on the basis of these traces that the first
Christians were inspired to confess this Jesus as the Christ, God's definitive
revelation. Schillebeeckx refers, for example, to Jesus' intimate experience
of God as "abba" (Aramaic for "daddy"), which would have been ex-
tremely unusual in those days. He alludes further to Jesus' boundary-
breaking accomplishments that set him apart from Jewish society and to
the disciples' extraordinarily profound resurrection experience, an experi-
ence of ultimate forgiveness articulated in expressions such as "He is
alive," "J have seen Him"—an experience that set them on the path toward
forming community in Christ.^ Rooted in Jesus' humanity, an effort is
made to work toward what it means to confess this human being as the Son
of God. However, because of the detraditionalization and the pluralization
of the religious scene, at least in Europe, the challenging step from "Jesus
the extraordinary human being" to "Jesus the divine human" has certainly
not been made easier.

THEOLOGY AND THE CHALLENGE OE RELIGIOUS PLURALITY

Today, it is no longer only the secular, modern culture of science and
emancipation that challenges Christians to renew their understanding of
what it means to believe in Jesus Christ, but also the encounter with the
diversity of religions and fundamental convictions. The effort to address
this encounter clearly presents Christians with a twofold challenge. Jn the
first instance, questions arise with respect to the relationship between the
Christian faith and the other (world) religions in question, and the validity
of the theological strategies of exclusivism, inclusivism, and pluralism. Sec-
ond, the confrontation with (someone adhering to) a different religion
forces Christians to reflect on their own identity: what does being Christian

^ See Edward Schillebeeckx, Jesus: An Experiment in Christology, trans. Hubert
Hoskins (New York: Seabury, 1979).
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mean exactly? What distinguishes Christians from those of different faiths?
What does the Christian truth claim consist of, and what does it mean in
practice? How can I justify this claim against the background of religious
diversity, and more concretely, in interreligious dialogue?

A response to the first question cannot be given in isolation from the
second series of questions and vice versa. I contend that the Christian
response begins and ends with an answer to what it means to believe in
Jesus Christ. It is precisely in the theological reconsideration of such
faith that I am able to clarify the Christian truth claim while simul-
taneously opening a way to reflect on this truth claim in relation to other
religions.

This construction may immediately become clear when I consider the
three classical theological strategies to conceptualize the relationship be-
tween the Christian faith and other (world) religions: exclusivism, inclu-
sivism, and pluralism. On the one hand, none of the three relationships
appears to be subtle enough to adequately and plausibly formulate the
delicate balance required to maintain the Christian identity and truth
claim. On the other hand, none of these estabhshes a fundamental respect
for other religions and their particular truth claims.

To begin with pluralism, its conceptual strategy tends to weaken the
constitutive character of the christological confession of the Christian
faith. Most pluralistic Christian thinkers begin with the presupposition
that God is in principle unknowable and that Christians cannot legiti-
mately claim to have privileged access to such knowledge. Such a perspec-
tive calls, first of all, for a review of the central role of Jesus Christ, the
man in whom God has been revealed, according to the Christian confes-
sion. Some pluralists redefine Christ's role by designating the Incarna-
tion as a myth or a metaphor, or by describing Jesus as one of the
many faces of God. Others separate the Second and Third Persons of the
Trinity, the Son/Word and the Spirit, from the concrete figure of Jesus
Christ and ascribe to them a more elaborate salvific role remote from
Christ. Other religious figures may then likewise be incarnations of the
Second Person of the Trinity or be inspired by the Third Person. As a
consequence, the revelation of God in Jesus, and thus also his salvific
role, is considered to be limited, incomplete, or imperfect. In short, to
ascribe a role to other religions, the pluraHst theologians radically relativize
the Christian truth claim. At most, Jesus Christ represents God, but he does
not incarnate God. Jesus is a human example of God, but not God made
flesh.

Are the other two conceptual strategies more promising? Exclusivism
tends to have totahtarian features and finds it enormously difficult to as-
cribe a place to the good that takes place outside of Christianity. Incarna-
tion, as God's concrete intervention in history, is both absolute and limiting
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at one and the same time: since salvation is complete in Jesus Christ, there
is no room for salvation from elsewhere. When it comes to respecting the
"seriousness" of other religions, inclusivism appears to be much better
placed. It allows for the presence of truth and salvation outside Christian-
ity, albeit always in a partial form that can achieve completion only within
Christianity. The incarnation of God in Jesus Christ is ultimately the deep-
est realization of the fragments of salvation and truth to be found in other
religions. Upon closer inspection, however, inclusivism does not really suc-
ceed in ascribing a worthy place to other religions and their truth claims in
relation to the Christian faith. In this view, Christianity is always more true,
more good, more authentic. Such an often latent sense of superiority has
the evident capacity to undermine every form of interreligious communi-
cation in advance, because it remains in essence just as totahtarian as
exclusivism (although less in practice).

Each of the three classical strategies intended to facilitate our concep-
tualization of the relationship between Christianity and other religions
must inevitably come face to face with their own limitations. The pluralist
position requires relinquishing in advance a core element of the Christian
confession of faith as a self-imposed condition to enable participation in
interreligious dialogue in the first place. Exclusivism and inclusivism take
the veracity of their own convictions as their point of departure and leave
little if any room for any kind of otherness that does not square with their
own position.

INCARNATION BETWEEN UNIVERSALIZATION AND PLURALIZATION

All things considered, the three conceptual strategies can ultimately
be reduced to two ways of resolving the question of the relationship be-
tween the Christian faith and other religions. In the first instance—with
respect to exclusivism and inclusivism—Christianity is universalized: the
Christian faith is the one and only truth for all times and places and
peoples. From the perspective of this truth, therefore, Christians perceive
other religions as either completely lacking in truth or sharing in only a part
of it. The person of Jesus Christ is considered primarily from the perspec-
tive of his divinity. The fact that Jesus Christ is God incarnate makes the
Christian faith superior to or at least more comprehensive than other re-
ligions.

In the second instance—with respect to pluralism—Christianity is par-
ticularized: the Christian faith is (only) one perspective or one part of a
greater truth. It is thus one specific (particular) truth that is contained in or
surpassed by a higher (universal) truth. The divinity of Jesus Christ be-
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comes relative in the Incarnation. Jesus was certainly an extraordinary
human being, characterized by a profound relationship with God, capable
of inspiring people and leading them to the knowledge of God, but he is not
the incarnation of God, qualitatively incomparable, unique, and definitive.
Jn a best case scenario, Jesus is certainly a representative of God, but not
necessarily the only one.

In more technical terms: for exclusivism and inclusivism, the historical-
contingent particularity of the Christian revelation is immediately posi-
tioned within a virtually meta-historical Christian frame of interpretation.
Concrete narratives and histories, people, and events are taken up into an
all-inclusive vision of history; they stand face to face with the truth, the
salvation, and are thereby deprived in principle of their historical acciden-
tality. Jn the second instance, the Christian truth claim is relativized in
function of a more general religious truth, precisely because it is merely a
product of an overly historical-particular and contingent history or tradi-
tion. Precisely because Christianity is rooted in an accidental convergence
of circumstances, an historical conglomeration of narratives, events, and
rituals, it cannot lay exclusive claim to the truth. The concrete particularity
of the Christian faith narrative is thus used as an argument to support
relativizing Christianity's truth claim: the particular can never be identified
with the whole truth.

Jn both instances, "incarnation" is understood as the absorption of the
historical-particular into the universal or the reduction thereof into the
universal. Truth thus comes to equal universality. This also explains the
way in which the strategies in question evaluate "incarnation": for exclu-
sivism and inclusivism, Jncarnation is the cornerstone of the truth claim
that universalizes Ghristian particularity: the human Jesus becomes the
vessel of a universal, all-embracing divine truth. For the same reason, by
contrast, Jncarnation is the stumbling block for pluralism. Precisely because
the doctrine of the Jncarnation universalizes the historical-particular Ghris-
tian truth claim, thus making it totalitarian, a respectful approach to other
religions becomes impossible. Jt is only when the fullness of truth is not
identified with the Ghristian faith that it becomes possible for other reli-
gions to claim the truth (however partial). The truth in both instances is not
to be found in the specific particularity of the Ghristian faith, but rather in
a universalized Ghristian faith or a universal religion, of which the particu-
larity of Christianity is but a single form. Jf truth exists, it does so in spite
of particularity.

Jt remains a question whether the truth of a religion (understood as the
truth one lives by rather than scientific truth) is best conceptualized in
general, universal terms to which concrete religious traditions, insofar as
they are particular, concrete, historical, and accidental, are related. Do J
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not do an injustice to the specificity of theological truth by capturing it in
an asymmetrical opposition between particularity and universality? Fur-
thermore, is it not possible to understand Incarnation in an opposite sense,
namely, by insisting that, if truth exists, it is to be found in the concrete,
historical, and particular? In other words, is this not the ultimate meaning
of Incarnation: that the "all-too-human" speaks for God, without dimin-
ishing God in the process and without assimilating humanity into God? To
complete our line of inquiry, I now return to the theological reflection on
interreligious dialogue, to the communication between fundamental life
options.

TRUTH AND COMMUNICATION WITH RELIGIOUS OTHERS

I have already noted not only that contact and confrontation with other
religions force Christians to reflect on the relationship between Christian-
ity and the religions in question, but also that Christians must think about
the Ghristian faith itself and the truth claims for which it stands. An en-
counter with a Muslim or participation in a Hindu ritual can confront
Christians with questions regarding what they themselves stand for, and
how they themselves experience their faith. In contrast to pluralism, which
maintains that one's own truth claims and one's own identity have to be
relativized, or with a view to interreligious communication, the dynamic
may well be precisely the reverse: in one's contact with other religions and
the dialogue that ensues therefrom, potential points of mutual kinship can
emerge side by side with the reciprocal difference and uniqueness of the
dialogue partners.

A discussion between Christians and Buddhists on the topic of mysticism
and contemplation, one suspects, would reveal significant points of agree-
ment while simultaneously clarifying points of difference. It truly makes a
difference if one contemplates the mystery of reality as "love" or as "emp-
tiness." For the Christian believer, the ultimate truth of reahty was defin-
itively revealed in Jesus Christ as the mystery of love. Living one's life
according to this reahty makes one a Christian and ultimately serves as the
measure of one's Christianity. It is thus rooted in such an identity—which
is not acquired automatically—that Christians approach the plurality of
other religions and enter into dialogue with them. Their endeavor to follow
Christ in their lives not only leads Christians on a path that brings them
into contact with others, but it also forms the background and interpreta-
tive key to their engagement in such interactions. For Christians, the rec-
ognition of goodness and truth in other religions must necessarily take
place in reference to Jesus Christ, precisely because they engage in contact
with others as Christians. Does this mean that Christians necessarily enter
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into every dialogue in an inclusivistic way? In a certain sense, yes, but how
then do I deal with the objection that inclusivism leans in the direction of
totalitarianism?

Perhaps in such instances we are dealing with a different type of inclu-
sivism, one that does not bear the universalizing tendencies noted above.
Indeed, interreligious dialogue teaches us in practice that there is no neu-
tral place or neutral language in which to speak about the multiplicity of
religions, and that the peculiarly Christian language game also consists of
a highly specific grammar and vocabulary rooted in its own background
and traditions. This Christian language cannot simply be translated into the
language games of other religions and vice versa. Non-Christian dialogue
partners are often unable to recognize themselves in the language used by
pluralistic theologians, for example, to conceptualize the multiplicity of
religions (because it often contains a significant residue of the Christian
language game). There is no such thing as a religious Esperanto into which
every religion can be translated. We have no standard religious language at
our disposal that allows us to make the uniqueness of every religion, as it
is sensed from within it, transparent and understandable to all. We do not
possess a conceptual framework in which a kind of unified religion can be
designated or constructed, a framework in which the various religions of
the world are concrete representations. With their own background and
horizon, Christians engage in dialogue with people of other beliefs and
other fundamental life options.

As a matter of fact, interreligious dialogue itself confronts inclusivistic
theologians with their own particular points of departure and makes them
aware of the Christian perspective from which they participate in such a
dialogue. Christians are already located, and have already adopted a po-
sition in the plural domain of interreligious communication, and it is from
this position, in the midst of other positions, that they should assess
their necessarily inclusivistic dealings with others. Christians do not have a
bird's eye view that allows them to survey religious plurality as detached
observers and grant it a place in the light of its own truth. Indeed,
Christianity's own place in the midst of plurality is part of the picture. The
"different inclusivism" to which I refer is conscious of the particularity of
the Christian faith and brings it into the dialogue, not to relativize its
own position but rather to determine it in the plural interreligious world.
In the context of interreligious dialogue, Christians will ultimately be
confronted with their own specific way of speaking about reality. Unable to
distance themselves from their particular options, presuppositions, termi-
nology, and conceptual schemes, Christians ultimately approach others
with their own "baggage." An example of this "baggage" is the Chris-
tian conception of the universal salvific will of God, which explains why
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Ghristians tend to be so highly motivated to engage in interreligious dia-
logue.

The following image better explains what J mean: Some present the
various religions as a variety of different paths that lead to the same moun-
tain-top engulfed in clouds. But how can we verify such a hypothesis, if we
follow only one of the said paths, namely, the Ghristian one? Without a
bird's eye perspective on the religious reality, it is impossible to legitimate
the image. There's the rub! The experience of religious plurality and in-
terreligious dialogue reveals that the observer's position is in fact unsus-
tainable. We are all participants. We each follow our own path. We are
each aware that other paths exist that cross our own from time to time or
run parallel with ours for a while only to go off in their own direction
farther down the line. We cannot confirm, however, that all these paths
actually lead to the same mountain top. Indeed, it is equally possible that
a path that disappears beyond the horizon and into the clouds leads to a
different mountain top. It is impossible to confirm this from the perspective
of our own path and likewise impossible to deny it. We simply do not know.
Nevertheless, we climb the mountain using our own path and discover from
time to time that other paths cross our own. Jt is thus as mountain climbers
that we enter into dialogue and are able to exchange thoughts and customs,
joys and concerns with others, but are still rooted in our experience of the
journey. A particular role is set aside in this endeavor for the imagination.
Aware of the fact that we are participants, and learning about others in con-
tact with the other, we are capable, to a degree, of changing our perspec-
tive, without denying the irreducible otherness of the other in the process.

An inclusivistic perspective is thus—epistomologically speaking—
unavoidable. The question posed by pluralistic theologians with respect to
the relationship between Christian truth claims and the other religions
remains a pressing one: how do we combine Ghristian identity with a
fundamental respect for other religions? The practice of interreligious dia-
logue would appear to have room for both, but how are we to conceptu-
alize this reality in theological terms? Js a sort of "pluralistic" inclusivism
possible?

Jn contrast to the classical inclusivistic position, this possibility would
imply that Ghristians must approach religious plurality from the perspec-
tive of participants. For us as Ghristians, the mystery of Ghrist constitutes
the perspective from which we speak about religious salvation and truth,
because we live in and from this truth. Jn the same way the universal
salvific will of God, which is revealed to us in Ghrist, provides the Ghristian
point of cross-reference for recognizing traces of goodness and truth in
other religions. We can follow only one path at a time—trusting that all
humanity is ultimately saved in Ghrist.
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THE TRUTH OF THE INCARNATION IS THE INCARNATION OF
THE TRUTH

I noted above that the Incarnation might signify more than the idea that
truth is revealed in the particular, or in other words that the particular is
the vessel of the universal. The truth of the Incarnation indicates, rather,
that the particular is constitutive of the truth, essential and indispensable.
Truth is real, concrete, incarnate, and can only be grasped as such. Thus,
when we speak of Jesus Christ, God's Son made flesh, we cannot simply
make a distinction between the divinity and humanity of Jesus, even
though they do not coincide. God's revelation is unthinkable without the
humanity of Jesus; the humanity of Jesus is constitutive of what we know
of Jesus as Christ and of Christian faith in him. It is in Jesus, in his concrete
humanity, that God is revealed among human beings, the Jew from Naz-
areth who proclaimed the kingdom of God in the language and narratives
of his own day and put it into practice until he died on the cross outside
Jerusalem. After his death, his disciples confessed this same Jesus: that he had
risen, and that he was the Christ, God's Son, in his humanity and not in spite
of it. The one who desires to know God must look at Jesus. In what be-
came the New Testament, the first disciples expressed in the language and
stories of their day the results of their faith-inspired observation of Jesus, just
as later faith communities would be inspired age after age by their words.

Moreover, Jesus Christ reveals God and God's desire for human beings
as a result of his humanity. Classical theology tends to explain this point in
soteriological terms, from the perspective of "he descended from heaven
for our salvation." Only if God really becomes human, it is proposed, can
the human person really become God; it is only because God fully shared
humanity with us that we human beings are saved. At this juncture,
I emphasize the epistemological perspective with the following question:
what does it say about the truth unfolded in Christ? As I have already
stated, the person who desires to know God must look to Jesus Christ who,
as a human person, definitively revealed God in history. At the same time,
divine truth for Christians is also to be located in concrete events and
narratives. It is only in the all-too-historical, concrete, accidental that God
can—and does—become manifest. This does not mean that God coincides
with the concrete and the accidental, but that the concrete and the acci-
dental make the manifestation of God possible, not in spite of but rather as
a result of the concrete and the accidental. Every concrete encounter, no
matter how accidental, every particular and contingent event, is the poten-
tial location of God's manifestation. For Christians, therefore, God's mani-
festation in Jesus Christ forms the hermeneutical key to the particular and
contingent.
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What the christological dogma of the Council of Chalcedon can mean for
us today is this: God is manifest in Jesus Christ, not without Jesus' human-
ity but in and through it; Jesus as human reveals God, without thereby
giving up his humanity. Jesus' concrete words and deeds reveal God, who
is historically situated in a very specific context. Every actual statement
about this God and this revelation must comply with the same rules of the
game. Even today, it is possible to express God's involvement in history
and the world only in all-too-human terms. Jesus' particular humanity,
concrete history, and the events, narratives, and conceptual frameworks
thereof do not represent a stumbling block on our journey to God. They
represent the very possibility of the journey.

What I have just said is in fact true of every human engagement with the
Christian faith. It is only in the particular word, narrative, ritual, and prac-
tice that the profound significance of the Christian faith can be revealed.
Incarnation thus demands—formulated once again in technical terms—an
ongoing "radical hermeneutics" in which the particular, as the possibility of
divine revelation, is taken seriously and at the same time relativized, since
this particular never coincides with God, just as God and humanity are
united in a single person, undivided and undiluted. This is the core around
which the Christian tradition revolves: the tradition cannot be substituted
for, nor can it be absolutized. It speaks of God—and without it there can
be no talk about God—but it is not God. When tradition is absolutized, it
is precisely Godself who interrupts such rigidity and fosters recontextual-
ization.^ There is no such thing as a core of truth that stands at our disposal,
free of every form of mediation that is given expression in ever-changing
historical frameworks, as many classical hermeneutic theologians have ar-
gued. Every truth is constituted in part by the all-too-human, and by con-
crete history and context. This particularity does not do an injustice to such
truth, since it is only through time and history that I can speak about God.
It is likewise through this tradition that God speaks to Christians, embed-
ded in the historical context of today, whereby the said tradition perpetu-
ates and renews itself.

Therefore, Christology, the theological understanding of Jesus Christ, is
the cornerstone of all theology and necessary for a clear understanding of
what in theological terms is the truth. The all-too-human does not obstruct
genuine Christian discourse about God and to God, but is the precondition
thereof.

^ For further reflection on the interruptive God, see, e.g., Lieven Boeve, "The-
ology and the Interruption of Experience," in Religious Experience and Contem-
porary Theological Epistemology, ed. Lieven Boeve, Yves De Maeseneer, and Stijn
Van den Bossche, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 188
(Leuven: Peeters, 2005) 11-40.
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RESURRECTION: SAVING PARTICULARITY

The Christian belief in the Resurrection confirms and supplements the
theological-epistemological link between Incarnation and truth. It also re-
inforces the view that belief in Christ implies a very particular interpreta-
tion of history and reality. Whereas the death of Jesus is regarded as a
historical event witnessed by a multitude of people, the Resurrection is
accessible only through a hermeneuties of testimony, an auto-implicative
witnessing.'* The behef in Christ's resurrection is both the product of ex-
perience and interpretation, and leads to new experience and interpreta-
tion. The faith in a God who rescues the one who lived his reign up until
death on the cross, as a promise to us all, fosters a very specific view of
history and reality.

In line with what I said above, and from a fundamental-theological per-
spective, this view can be further explicated in reference to the double
meaning of my title: "saving particularity." First, epistemologically speak-
ing: whoever wants to enter into contact and understand Christian faith and
its promise of salvation has to look at the life, death, and resurrection of
Jesus. In what happened to him, through a particular interpretation of a
particular history, of particular experiences, we are able to come to know
who God is and how God relates to history—as the saving particularity,
Jesus Christ. At the same time, the metahistorical event of the Resurrec-
tion is also about saving particularity. With the resurrection of Christ as a
promise to us all, and in contradistinction to more dualist anthropological
accounts, the corporeality of our historical existence is coimplied: Jesus is
resurrected by God not as a spirit, but as a complete human subject. And
in Jesus' resurrection, God saves the concrete corporeality of our being
human. In short, the connection between the two dimensions of Resurrec-
tion, of saving particularity, are shown by a quotation from the French
Dominican Christian Duquoc: "To the one who did not refuse to give his
life for the others, God gives life in its fullness As it is in his body that
he surrendered himself to the other, so it is in his body that he experiences
the power of life If he has died for the others, a death thus of universal
value, he definitely also lives for the others, a life with universal compre-
hensibility."^ In the Resurrection, Jesus who died for us is risen, opening
for us historical human beings, embedded in particular histories, a future
beyond death—not by lifting us out of this particularity or undoing it, but
by healing and transforming it into life in its fullness.

'' See Christian Duquoc, "Resurrection du Christ," in Dictionnaire critique de
Iheoiogie, ed. Jean-Yves Lacoste (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 2002)
994-98, esp. 997.

^ Ibid. 998 (my translation).
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CONCLUSION

As I have already stated, Christians today are being chaUenged by reli-
gious plurality. In the context of interreligious dialogue, they are being
called upon to respect their own truth claims as well as the truth claims of
others at one and the same time. Rooted in their own Ghristian back-
ground, Christians engage as participants in a dialogue that need not lead
to greater unity—although the effort to conceptualize and understand
points of difference is already a major step in the right direction. As con-
scious participants, Christians are weU advised not to misjudge the particu-
larity of their own position as something over which the truth claims of
Christianity must echo and resound, or as something that discredits the
truth claims of Christianity in advance, but rather as irreducibly constitu-
tive of the truth of the Christian faith. Neither the inclination to univer-
salize the truth claim (exclusivism and inclusivism) nor the pluralistic ne-
gation thereof (pluralism) is of much use. It is precisely in the combination
of maintaining both their particularity and their truth claim that Christians
are able to enter into interreligious dialogue, looking forward to the mo-
ment when Jesus Christ reveals himself in such a dialogue, as he continues
to do "in the least of these."

Neither dialogue with the Enlightenment nor the contemporary confron-
tation with religious plurality can provide us with incontrovertible evidence
in support of the Christian faith. Indeed, nothing distUled from such a
dialogue can make Jesus God. It is only in faith that Jesus leads to God.
The reconsideration of this faith in the contemporary context of religious
plurality, however, can lead men and women to the boundaries of the faith,
to the point where faith begins, but the next step in the process is the step
of faith, both chosen and received.

Moreover, the same process of reconsideration locates Christians in the
midst of the public debate over the society of today and tomorrow. At a
time when the master narratives of modernity have lost their plausibility,
and the influence of the market and the media have come to dominate
the publie forum, it might appear that the Christian appeal to see the truth
in the concrete and the particular has little to offer—unless it is under-
stood as a point of departure whereby Christians together with others are
able to criticize the said processes of globalization and relativization and
draw attention to the "unimportant" other. Considered in this fashion,
it would appear that Christianity still has much to offer contemporary
society.^

* I would like to thank Dr. Brian Doyle, who translated major parts of this article,
as well as gratefully acknowledge the financial support of the Flemish Fund for
Scientific Research (FWO) and the KULeuven Research Fund.


