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|. Professional Background and Institutional Cghte

Since June of 2004, Hartford Seminary has spedsan interfaith training program for
Jews, Christians, and Muslims callBdILDING ABRAHAMIC PARTNERSHIRSAP).
An eight-day intensive course, aimed at develofnagic concepts and skills, is offered
every January and June as part of the SeminarygeWand Summer terms. In addition,
the first advanced-level leadership training fotevans of the basic course was conducted
over five days this past July. | have serve®@A® Program Director since its inception,
as a Faculty Associate in Interfaith Relationshet $eminary. In this capacity | have
designed, coordinated, and taught in both courskb/ responsibility also includes
financial and logistical administration, enlistinther members of the teaching staff, and
recruiting participants. In this paper | describe the two levels of thisdvative program
and offer a preliminary assessment of its effecias. It is still evolving, partly in

response to participants’ evaluations and accanfrttseir experiences.

! Tuition income alone could not cover the costthefprogram. | am profoundly grateful to the three
foundations whose funding has ma&&P possible: The Henry Luce Foundation, the Williand Mary
Greve Foundation, and the Alan B. Slifka Foundation



Hartford Seminary is known nationally and intgranally as a Christian institution for
theological education with a highly regarded MaadrnCenter for Islamic studies and
Christian-Muslim relations. My appointment to thecdlty in the fall of 2002 added a
Jewish dimension to the communal life and acadegmogram of the Seminary. The
interfaith conversation was broadened from a bittalialogue to an Abrahamic
trialogue, while retaining the specialized focusGimristian-Muslim relations. My role as
BAP Director reflects the Seminary’s commitment towarchore inclusive interreligious
agenda, as well as my own professional interesiscammitments. From 1978 until
2002, | lived in Jerusalem and was active, as & Aoeerican-Israeli citizen, in various
interreligious peacemaking efforts involving Jewsd ePalestinians. In the 1980’s |
directed the staff of th®Z veSHALOM-NETIVOT SHALOMIigious peace movement,
and from 1991 until 2003 | co-founded and co-dedctheOPEN HOUSECenter for
Jewish-Arab Coexistence and Reconciliation in Rarsi@el® For over twenty years |
also taught Jewish tradition and spirituality atesal Christian institutes and ecumenical

centers in Israel.

In Hartford, | continue my involvement in Jewd8hab peacemaking through Open
House and other grass-roots initiatives. My cotmmcremains that, without an explicit
spiritual dimension, political agreements will feol overcome the enmity and mistrust on
all sides of the Israeli-Palestinian-Arab conflidthave a 19-year-old son, Raphael, who

is currently a soldier in the Israeli army. Itfax the sake of his generation, and those

2 For information orDZ veSHALOM-NETIVOT SHALQMeewww.netivot-shalom.org.jlfor information
on OPEN HOUSEseewww.friendsofopenhouse.orgSee, also, my research report “Healing the Holy
Land: Interreligious Peacebuilding in Israel/Pales” Washington, D.C.: United States InstitutePa&face,
PeaceworkdNo. 51, September 2003.




following, that | am committed to the work of inf@ith reconciliation. | am convinced
that, if we fail to find spiritual remedies for opolitical ailments, we are condemning our
children and grandchildren to even more hellishlerioe perpetrated by religious
extremists and reprisals by governments. In battai$dm and Islam, saving one human
life is tantamount to saving the whole of humanitith so many innocent lives in the
balance, | believe we are obligated by God to elate walls of separation, to overcome
mutual misunderstanding and prejudice, and to wondessantly for inclusive justice,

genuine peace, and the healing of wounded hearts.

Educational initiatives likBAP,while so urgently neededre tragically stymied in the
Middle East right now by political, cultural, andyghological obstacles. The success of
BAP is partly due to its setting, the United Stateg@meral and Hartford Seminary in
particular. The Seminary’s history of sponsorintgireligious encounters, studies, and
events is one conducive factor. Also, Hartforditsiated in the heart of New England,
making it accessible to students along the eadtcram Washington, D.C., to Maine.
Some of the almost 190 participants in the eBAP courses conducted so far have come
from more distant places, including Alabama, CaloraWyoming, California, western
Canada, the Netherlands, Israel, Syria, Turkey,pEgMigeria, Indonesia, Singapore,
Pakistan, and St. Thomas, Virgin Islands. Sin@&rethare sizable Jewish and Muslim
communities in New England, we can draw studerdmsfall three traditions relatively
easily. Equally important is the presence of Jeyw@hristian, and Muslim communities
in the greater Hartford area. This allows fortgidd synagogues, mosques, and churches

for the worship experiences built inBAP. The local congregations that have welcomed



BAP students to their prayer services have been vagiaus and accommodating. The
ongoing relationships with local congregations bemeficial for theBAP participants

who interact with them, for the congregations the¢ enriched by the curiosity and
insights of the visiting students, and for Hartf@dminary in sustaining relationships

with local communities of faith.

One last introductory point: using the term ¥Abamic” in the name of the program
evokes the figure of Abraham/lbrahim, a shareditspir ancestor and role model for
Jews, Christians, and Muslims. Such terminolegyat unique t@AP. Many interfaith
trialogues use “Abrahamic” as an alternative to fmibieistic.” Aside from the symbolic
and sentimental value of using Abraham in this widng wisdom in this choice is
debatable. In the compendium of supplemental ngadior the basi®AP course, |
include two articles that question whether Abrahiana unifying figure at all. Both
articles are written by rabbis. Their reservatiang motivated by different factors, but
their conclusion is the same: each of the thraditions has “its own Abraham,” and
evoking the patriarch risks fostering division asadily as harmony. Another
problematic issue is raised by Prof. Ingrid Mattsory Hartford Seminary colleague and
the current president of the Islamic Society of tNohkmerica (ISNA). She rightfully
cautions that holding up Abraham/lbrahim for vetieraand emulation risks excluding

Sarah and Hagar (and potentially all women) frompicture.

% Alon Goshen-Gottstein, “Abraham and ‘Abrahamicigiehs’ in Contemporary Interreligious
Discourse,” inStudies in Interreligious Dialogy&/olume 12, Issue 2, 2002, pp. 165-183; and RAbbi
Safran, “Avraham Avinu—the ‘interfaith superstaiif’theConnecticut Jewish Ledgedctober 11, 2002,
p. 11.



[I. Program Rationale and Goals

To my knowledge there is no Jewish-Christian-Maugraining program similar tB AP
at any other seminary or religious studies departtheThe lack of other such initiatives,
more than six years after September 11, 2001, asname By now it should be
abundantly clear that all our faith communitiesdhéelp to overcome mutual ignorance
and estrangement. Because this is a painful proeessieed trained clergy, educators,
and facilitators to help us confront the exclusiviand triumphalism that have, at times,
turned each of our sacred traditions into a weagfamholy war’ In a U.S. Institute of
PeaceSpecial Reportssued in February, 2003, Rev. Dr. David Smocko whects the

U.S.I.P.’s Religion and Peacemaking Initiative, tero

The overarching question is how to develop fat#r trust in the prevailing atmosphere
of fear and mutual suspicion. In situations of inaLl as experienced continuously in the
Middle East and as experienced in the West sinte, People are likely to turn inward.
Accordingly, they have great difficulty in reachimyit to the religious ‘Other.” The
prevailing attitude is often that no one’s suffgrican compare to our own suffering. In
this climate of victimhood, the Other—whether naticethnic group, or religious
community—is often labeled simplistically and ungfelly as either good or evif.

* A U.S. Institute of PeacBpecial Reportwritten by Rev. Dr. David Smock and entitled “Ekimg about
the Religious Other” (Washington, D.C., July 20G8)mmarizes presentations by 16 participants woa t
day workshop on programs and curricula for teachimgut the Abrahamic Other, in America and abrbad.
took part in that workshop, sharing information atieBAP program (p. 4).

® For examinations of how our understandings ofstmred can be used to justify violence, see RtScot
Appleby, The Ambivalence of the Sacred: Religion, Violeaoéd, ReconciliationLanham, MD: Rowman
& Littlefield Publishers, 2000; Charles KimbaWhenReligion Becomes EyiNew York: HarperCollins
Publishers, 2002; Oliver McTernaviiolence in God’s Name: Religion in an Age of CiehfMaryknoll,
N.Y.: Orbis Books, 2003; Mark Juergensmeykstror in the Mind of God: The Global Rise of Radigs
Violence Berkeley: University of California Press, 200hddan Markham and Ibrahim M. Abu-Rabi’,
editors,September 11: Religious Perspectives on the Caarse€onsequence®xford: Oneworld
Publications, 2002. For an analysis of how Abraltamligions (Judaism and Islam especially) can be
forces for both conflict and reconciliation, seerM&opin,Holy War, Holy Peace: How Religid®an
Bring Peace to the Middle Eadtew York: Oxford University Press, 2002.

® Smock, David, “Building Interreligious Trust inGlimate of Fear: An Abrahamic Trialogu&Special
Report99, Washington, D.C.: United States Institute e, February 2003, p. 3.



Overcoming ignorance is one challenge. Impartirigrmation to enhance knowledge
and understanding is standard fare for institutminsigher learning. This is certainly one
of the aims of th8AP program. Three full days are devoted to preserttegbasics of
each tradition: historical development, beliefd @nactices, denominational variety, and
attitudes to other faiths. Yet there is anothetlehge that such a program has to address
to be effective: helping participants overcomartfears and suspicions of one another.
Conditioned reflexes, including competing victinrigts, are very difficult to transform.
Building trust takes time. It also takes a willimgs to acknowledge and question one’s
own emotional investments: the need to be ridid, dssurance of being special if not
superior, resistance to change, and loyalty toith fommunity with its history and
behavioral norms. For most Jews and Christians, BA® program is their first
opportunity to engage Muslims. For most of the Musparticipants, it is their first
encounter with Jews. Such face-to-face meetingeadd a level of openness and
vulnerability which few people have the courageis&. Those who rise to the challenge
have to confront suspicions from co-religionistgere accusations of disloyalty. This is
not an easy burden to carry. An interfaith actideon learns thainterreligious
cooperation needs to be complemented iblareligious work in our respective
communities. The latter keeps us grounded in omn draditions and communal
loyalties. At the same time, it enables us to ibgresour co-religionists to the challenges

and benefits of interfaith encounter.

" For a Jewish approach to these challenges, se¢hdonMagonefTalking to the Other: Jewish Interfaith
Dialogue with Christians and Muslinfsondon: I. B. Taurus & Co., 2003), especially ptea two, “The
Challenge to Judaism of Interfaith Dialogue” (pf-22), and chapter 8, “Risk-taking in Religious
Dialogue” (pp. 90-106).



How much can be accomplished in a one-week eBurSurprisingly, a great deal—
though everyone involved BAP acknowledges that the January or June programlys o
the first step on a lifelong journey toward deepederstanding and, ultimately, spiritual
fraternity and solidarity. ThBAP Il advanced training which we piloted in July deepens
relationships forged in the basic course, andréngfthens interfaith leadership skills

which participants can apply in their own commuesti

The four goals of thBAP program reflect serious intellectual and emotiarfelllenges:

(1) educating participants about the beliefs and preeti of the three Abrahamic

traditions, (2) creating a supportive learning community in whidargy, lay ministers,

religious educators, and chaplains can forge muyudleneficial relationships across

communal boundarie$3) helping participants acquire pastoral skills usefulinterfaith

work; and (4) developing leadership strategies for promoting rifstiéh relations in

increasingly heterogeneous societies

To achieve these goals, | assemble a teachafigfet each round of the basic course
comprised of five Hartford Seminary faculty membarsd three “pastoral adjuncts,”
clergy from each of the traditions with experiedeading local congregations. The
Seminary professors other than me are presenteigated segments of the program,
while the rabbi, minister, and imam accompany tberge with me from beginning to
end. The three clergy adjuncts are expected toestreeir theoretical and practical
expertise and to intervene when pastoral diffiegltarise. Personal discomfort can

provide a potentially rich learning opportunity fihrat individual and the whole group.



EachBAP round has an appreciable number of such oppoesaniéand to address them

we have evolved a two-pronged strategy:

(1) At the outset of the course, participants tld that their comfort zones will be
challenged during the week and that we need a ngnaéagreement to maintain fidelity
to our overall goals. A list of ground rules fesspectful dialogue (as opposed to debate)
is read aloud and adopted. When necessary, thesedjrules are reiterated to bring the

group back to its agreed-upon norms for commumgati

(2) When someone hears a statement that isitateffends, s/he is encouraged to say
“ouch!” so that the group can address that perséeeédings in real time. Often the
“‘ouches” are sparked by one person speaking onlfbehan entire faith community,
with co-religionists feeling misrepresented. Casedy, if Ssomeone experiences surprise
and delight in learning something new, s/he is araged to say “wow!” Kirister
Stendahl, my Christian mentor and friend, calls ttoly envy,” and he considers such
an experience to be the ideal outcome of intenmelg encounter. IBAP, there are
usually more “ouches” than “wows,” requiring sengtand effective leadership to

facilitate the group process productively.

[1l. Content ofBAP |

The content of the basic course is half academd half experiential, in keeping with
its intellectual and affective goals. Studentsrigkihe course for credit are required to

submit two assignments: a 15-to-20-page reseapbar@nd a personal journal recording



their insights and feelings during the wéehe academic element of the program
consists of

- the three days devoted to each of the three toaditimixing frontal presentations
and facilitated discussions; these include treatsneh controversial topics, often
the subjects of widespread misconceptions and gisgs—for example, what
Israel and Zionism mean to Jews, or what the rimeans to Christians, or what
jihad means to Muslims;

- three evening sessions devoted to specibgests, with resource persons from
each of the traditions facilitating thealission and offering input as a panel:
one evening on “What Do We Mean by Spality?” (with interfaith triads
exchanging accounts of religious expemsrizefore the panel offers reflections);
one on “Religion and the Media,” featurthgee professional journalists from the
newspaper and television industries sigagxamples and insights from their work;
and a very practical session on “Sensigigiand Skills for Interfaith Partnerships,”
with the group generating its own lissatcessful strategies, frameworks, and
interactive methods for establishing Jawthristian-Muslim relationships;

- and three half days of comparative text studyour small groups and plenary
discussions. The texts we choose for examinatierftwo kinds: passages that
evoke inclusive justice, peace, and loving behawnd others that are problematic,
at least to outsiders, for they seem to summorfaitigul to exclusivist or
belligerent behavior toward those who are differdntthe first rounds of the

course, the text study took place before the dag-latroductions to the three

8 | have the privilege of reading and grading theemals submitted. The journals, in particularyéna
taught me a great deal about how the course, imgjutie interactions outside the classroom, imptzts
students.



faiths, but we found that it is more effective tvh the overviews first and then the
text-study, to make the passages more meaningthbse who are not familiar

with their neighbors’ scriptures.

The experiential dimension of the basic ceumnsludes:

- worship in a mosque on Friday, a synagogue on &auand a church on Sunday,
followed by group discussions of the respectivey@raand practices;

- two to three artistic or symbolic exercises prowglinon-analytic (“right-brain”)
modes of self-expression:;

- and long lunch and dinner breaks to encouragewshg and networking. Many
participants have reported that these mealtimesthaebest part of the course,
allowing them to cross boundaries, overcome feads mejudices, and forge new

friendships.

° At the opening dinner one of two exercises is Usedelf-introductions and initial group bonding:

(1) three condiment containers (clear salt angppephakers plus an opaque bottle of soy sauce) are
presented as representing Judaism, Christianity|slam. Participants are asked to group thennab t
two traditions (represented by the salt and pepbakers) are deemed closer in nature than eithetle
third (the soy bottle), and to explain this chaic¢heir self-introduction. Three alternatives pussible,
and each is valid according to its own criteriariating the faith traditions. Many Jews and 6tins
use the soy bottle to represent Islam, which isatpe” to them. Often Muslims and Jews see Chnitjia
as the “opaque” and distant Other, finding moraifés between Islam and Judaism as ways of life
centered on normative behaviors like dietary rulagew students resist the premise of the exerecisd
they either refuse to do it or they change thesiudeg., by suggesting that the ingredients ahadle
containers be poured into one vessel; or (2) anBL” piece of paper with a serrated border, regrgsg a
postage stamp, is given to each student. Everyoaskied to draw his or her own religious stampjisgr
as an “ambassador” image to adherents of othgjiaaB. Colored markers are provided, and eactopers
gets a chance to share her/his stamp and ex@asgritbolism.

On the last day of the course, before the ctpdinner, large A3 sheets of paper are disseminatesh
with a blank circle surrounded by the wostmlom(in Hebrew) a-salaam(in Arabic), andoeace
Participants use colored markers to draw theiowisiof interreligious peace. Then they shareehalts in
turn, while sitting in a circle, after which theogip walks around the circle in silence, lookingselly at
each of the drawings placed on the chairs. Thisaise helps participants see how the week hastaffe
them intellectually and emotionally, and it prowsdaiccessful closure to the course.

10



Over seven rounds of the baBiAP course, some common denominators stand out in
regard to content. On the day devoted to Jewastition, the brief introduction to the
meaning ofShabbatand how it is observed by Jews invariably elic¢itows” from
Christians and Muslims. Participants are generadtyigued by unfamiliar spiritual
disciplines in each other’s lives. Understandathlg, discussion on how Jews view Israel
and Zionism, and how Christians and Muslims resposcemotionally charged. To
minimize polarization and to illustrate religiougtyotivated peacemaking, | screen two
video clips on theOPEN HOUSEpeace center in Ramle, Israel. When Imam Yahya
Hendi, a Palestinian-American and a Hartford Semiggaduate, is one of the pastoral
adjuncts, he and | model respectful dialogue alibat Middle East and sometimes
embrace each other tearfully by the end of thei@essThe students can see, from our
example, how Jews and Muslims, including Israehid &alestinians, can be allies in

religious peacemaking instead of adversdfies.

For Islam, it is théhajj pilgrimage and the five daily prayers that evokews” of
“holy envy” among Jews and Christians. Prof. IdgWMattson, in her presentation,

counters misconceptions about Muslim women andsh#ie students understand the

19 See our co-authored article, “Jews, Muslims, agace,” inCurrent Dialogue Vol. 41, June-July 2003,
Geneva: World Council of Churches, pp. 12-13.thiBAP | course this past June, an unfortunate, but
educationally significant, incident occurred in mgdern Orthodox synagogue 8habbatfollowing the
morning prayers. The rabbi conducted a questiahaarswer session for tHAP students and some
members of the congregation, as he had done seaivees before. This time the Middle East situation
became the focus for intense, and increasinglghiétxchanges. A few Jewish congregants got defens
and made some bellicose statements which hurt thedi students (including four women from
Damascus, Syria) and undermined for all of us #ade” environment we had created over the weelterLa
that afternoon the whole group re-convened at #mifary to process what had happened. Many tissues
were consumed as students and teachers sharegdheaver the verbal assault, along with mutual
affection and care. Despite the shock and paisathby this experience, it proved beneficial inrtgkhe
group to a deeper level of empathy and solidaritqh wne another. It did leave me thinking, however
about how to better prepare the members of my syqagfor the challenge of hosting non-Jewish wisito
for interreligious conversation.

11



difference between the teachings of Islam and tifferent cultural manifestations

(including distortions of the normative traditionjp nominally Muslim societies.

Christians react in different ways upon learningt thluslims revere Jesus and Mary but
do not accord them divine or superhuman statusmeSGhristians are pleased by this
positive outlook toward their Lord and his motheBut others are disturbed, feeling
threatened by another tradition that has its owawvof Jesus, as prophet rather than
savior. The Jewish participants, on the whole faseinated by this conversation but are

outside it, since Judaism essentially ignores Jesus

On the day allotted to Christianity, Prof. lanatdham starts with a very effective
exercise, evoking surprise and irony: On the Wlaekd he writes the word “God,”
followed by “Trinity,” “Incarnation,” “Bodily Resurection of Jesus,” “Virgin Birth of
Jesus,” “Hell, Demons, and Satan,” “SubstitutionAtgnement,” “Historical Inerrancy
of Scripture,” and “The Incompatibility of Christidy with Evolution.” He asks the
Christians to raise their hands if they believéiod, and all the Christians do so. Then
he goes down the list, and hands drop as the diftedoctrinal claims are considered,
with the more liberal Protestants experiencingeasing discomfort, doubt, or outright
disbelief. lan then asks the Muslims in the grtudo the same exercise. The Christians
(and Jews) are amazed to discover that the Muslffiten more of the classical Christian
doctrines than do many of the Christians, sincg #re also taught in the Qur'an. This is
a wonderful teaching moment, as Muslims and Clansti with Jews joining in, discuss

the authority of sacred texts, the nature and nmgaof revelation, and the place of

12



subjectivity and rational criticism in the interpgBon of scriptures. These concerns

surface again when we study texts in all thredticats on Thursday and Friday.

IV. Shared Worship

A few additional aspects &AP | are worth highlighting. The formal worship in the
mosque, synagogues, and churches toward the ehd oburse, as well as the devotions
offered by participants at the start of the mornemgd afternoon sessions, are two
complementary experiences that are spiritually agdhbolically enriching. In the
discussions over lunch that follow the public prayen Friday, Saturday, and Sunday,
participants ask clarifying questions and sharech@s” and “wows” that emerged for
them during the worship. By the end of the wekkys and Christians have generally
overcome any initial apprehensions over enteringoaque, a new experience for almost
all of them. The Christian and Jewish women fedtarity with their Muslim sisters at
the mosque, as they don headscarves (helped buském women) and share the same-
gender piety in the women’s section. Through tRest-ever experience at a synagogue,
whether modern Orthodox or Reform, Muslims devedodeeper appreciation of how
Jewish tradition and the Hebrew language are ssedio Islam and Arabic. At least one
Catholic participant had what she called a “theoghavhen the Torah scroll emerged
from the Ark and was carried around the synagogu#) congregants singing and

kissing the Torah as it passed.
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On Sunday, the discussion over lunch followihg Episcopal and U.C.C. church
services helps to clarify denominational differeneenong Christians, and it allows Jews
and Muslims to honestly share any discomfort they experience in Christian worship.
This emotional estrangement is particularly acuie Jews when a New Testament
reading or sermon refers negatively to “scribes Bharisees,” or “the Jews” in the
Gospel of John are castigated, or some other dulijpt has engendered Jewish-
Christian and animosity over the centuries arisébese are the moments, holistically
engaging head and heart and gut, where | beB@ is most interpersonally genuine,
spiritually and ethically concrete, and ultimatéignsformative in positive ways. For it
is, above all, the hurt and the fear which we atrg that we are challenged to confront
honestly and work through together. Theologicatdssions take us only part of the way
toward reconciliation. Without the honest exchaofjaegative feelings and conditioned
resistances, we are not being true to ourselvés @ne another, and we are not living up
to what this era of history demands of us. Insteas are playing it safe by remaining
superficial and abstract. It is necessary, butfiigent, for example, for Christians to
examine, together with Muslims and Jews, the tlgo&d underpinnings of
Christological prayers and hymns, or the meaning cfacrament like the Eucharist.
What Christians also need to know and understarliaismost Jews and Muslims will
react to these central aspects of Christianity witbfound spiritual and emotional
dissonance, sometimes even revulsion, engendemifgpretective distance. This
response is far deeper than cognitive disagreemiens. a kind of “spiritual allergy,” a

discomfort that touches the soul. And it is prelsighis kind of reaction—by anyone in

14



an Abrahamic trialogue—that needs careful and gagxamination, once sufficient trust
has been established within the group.

One Jewish psychologist shared her experientteeiprogram with members of her
Amherst, MA, synagogue duringShavuotsermon in June, 2005:

Through my encounter with Muslim and Christian @ray understood
more clearly our rabbis’ entreaty that prayer leeuwbssel for the eternal
fire of Divine love that burns away the separaté se. with a heart of
humility, we need to listen to these and thoseesidluslim, Christian,
Jewish so that the agony of splintered time widse so that we may find
our way toshleimut wholeness.

It is worth adding that there is a deliberateerapt in both the basic and advanced
courses to include musical selections and artestercises, in order to add an aesthetic
dimension that engages the heart and soul as wetha intellect. There is also a
conscious attempt to make the seveétasher/halalmeals that are eaten together—
supplementing the unprogrammed meals during thecyants’ free time--experiences
of consecrated fellowship. Blessings from all éhteaditions are offered before the food
is taken. All these exercises and experiencegimraistic expressions of community

across theological boundaries, and they creatdudduidges that allow for less inhibited

exchanges in the classroom.

When people of different faiths share a praygreeience, the question that arises is:
are they praying together as one fellowship, affigra common set of religious truths,
or are they spectators in each other’'s worshigngst? Either mode of worshipping

together is possible, and each has its own legitynaad value depending on the desired

15



outcome'’ The last day oBAP II, the advanced course, is consciously designei/éo g
participants experience with both kinds of litusgiesingle-faith prayers and inclusive
worship. Any of us may choose to opt out of aypraexperience because of conditioned
resistances or sincere theological reservationser example, in the very firsdBAP |
course, some conservative participants (primarilysiins) felt uncomfortable when the
U.C.C. church we attended gave its blessing to ssemerelationships through some
hymns. Over lunch afterwards, some of the paditip shared their discomfort and said
they would have preferred to watch the service ftbm balcony, establishing a clear
distance from the congregation. In subsequentd®wt the course, this option was

offered to the students in order to prevent sudfitggl discomfort.

V. Other Factors in the SuccesB#KP

| want now to reflect on the intersection of thealitative and the quantitative
dimensions oBAP. In order for the program to succeed, there bdsetin each round a
critical mass of Jews, Christians, and Muslimsealty there should be a minimum of
eight from each tradition, particularly to ensutdfisient diversity in the small groups.
This recruitment goal requires a lot of effort, ahdometimes necessitates allocating
scholarship assistance to achieve parity amonghtiee subgroups. A minimum number
from each faith yields two interrelated outcom@#e first is “safety in numbers” for the

participants, not feeling so “alone” or underrepréged in one’s own subgroup. The

" For an example of a Christian participant obseavelyzing Jewish prayers and customs, see Harvey
Cox,Common Prayers: Faith, Family, and a Christiantaudney Through the Jewish Ye&oston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 2001; and for a chronioliea Jew’s journey through Christian and Muslim
devotional rites, see Yossi Klein Hale#it the Entrance to the Garden of Eden: A Jew's@efor God
with Christians and Muslims in the Holy Lgridew York: William Morrow, 2001.
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second is a more enriching experience for everyanthe course, with a strong and
diverse group representing each of the Abrahamithsfa Once assembled, the
participants need to feel that their needs are temhdhat everyone is treated equally with
no favoritism shown, and that the ground rulesréspectful communication are adhered
to. In the classroom and outside, the pastoral @i the teaching staff is sometimes
required to meet these needs. At other times #mgcpants themselves demonstrate
mutual solidarity by supporting one another ematliynand practically (e.g., carpooling

from the hotel to the Seminary or sharing a pignicearby Elizabeth Park).

One noteworthy experience happened in the sexantl ofBAP |, and so far only in
that round. Among the participants were six Afridamerican Christians, a sufficient
number to make race as relevant an issue as eliglos necessitated greater sensitivity
and responsiveness, from the other participante/eds as the teaching staff. It also
brought additional “ouches” and “wows.” One Jewgsrticipant, for example, objected
to the use of the term “Zion” by African-Americarhiistians, sparking a difficult but
educationally valuable discussion. One adaptiveame was to add an optional visit to

an A.M.E. Zion church service on Saturday evening.

The teaching staff for a program liBAP clearly needs to have the pedagogical skills
needed for both interfaith exploration and commubitilding. The pastoral skills of the
three clergy-adjuncts and the program directorcaveial. The four professors who are
present for shorter periods also need pastoralitseétys along with their academic

expertise, in order to teach effectively withinstifiamework. Frontal lectures, which may
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be sufficient in other courses, need to be enharemedl deepened by facilitated
discussions on the relevant material. The formdlgaudy oscillates between small group
examination of assigned passages and plenary disagsin the main classroom, with
the professors and pastoral adjuncts co-leadingetisessions. The students, for their
part, come to appreciate the unique gifts of eachlfy member. Some students may see
the teachers as “official” representatives of thespective faiths. When this role is
projected onto a teacher, a student may be disajgabif his or her tradition is presented
in a way that does not conform to preconceived omsti This frustration can be
minimized if the issue is addressed directly by tschers themselves. The course staff
includes both academics and clergy adjuncts so ttmatintellectual, spiritual, and
emotional dimensions of interreligious encounter laonored and addressed. As | say at
the opening dinner, the course is not called “fatdr Relations 101,” but rather
“Building Abrahamic Partnerships,” because we are engageah iactive process of
forging and nurturing relationships. This is a qass that takes effort. It requires
compassionate acceptance of each person’s uniqjemas it tests our commitment to

work together for a common goal.

The characteristics of the sponsoring institutidboth advantages and limitations—
also need to be considered. At Hartford Seminidvgral white American Protestants
have been in the majority since the school was dednin 1834. They still are the
predominant group, welcoming into their midst Mosdiand Jews, along with Catholics,
evangelical Protestants, and racial or ethnic niiesr as part of the school’'s mission to

foster conversation across communal barriers. omNoisexplicitly privileged or favored
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as a result of the Seminary’s history, but samglicit cultural norms and nuances are
inevitably at work. My Muslim colleague Abdullahnfepli and | are both sensitive to
the conditioned apprehensions, the cultural cdes gestures of hospitality, the dietary
requirements, the prescribed prayer times, andntmerbal communication styles of
non-Christian minorities. This sensitivity serves make the ambiance at Hartford
Seminary more inclusive f@AP participants. And this inclusiveness helps toroome
feelings of marginality or alienation that repraséives of minority groups might

otherwise feel.

Another feature of the sponsoring institutioftssacademic “neutrality,” which tends to
relativize the truth claims of any religious traoiit. On academic turf, even with the
Christian roots of Hartford Seminary, Jews, Chaisé, and Muslims can meet as
intellectual and spiritual equals. This adds toghtety factor: no one need fear that the
institution is promoting a particular theology. fimct, the only “mission” that Hartford
Seminary now espouses is advancing interreligidatogue and understanding. This
makes the Seminary a suitable place for conductibgahamic conversations. BAP
were sponsored by a synagogue, church, or mosquer-agency like the Synagogue
Council of America, the National Council of Chursher the Islamic Society of North
America—the underlying assumptions and resultingagtyics would be quite different.
Once none of the faith traditions is privilegede fower dynamic shifts to favor all of
them rather than any one. By this logic, it midjet argued that a religious studies
department in a secular university would be an evetter setting foBAP. But a

counter-consideration, no less compelling, is tHattford Seminary’s ethos encourages
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spiritual expression, not only intellectual exploya. Devotional experiences within the
classroom, over shared meals, and at the variouselscof worship are celebrated rather

than just tolerated or analyzed intellectuallypraght happen at a university.

Another political consideration is that of gendguality and inclusiveness, given that
each of the three Abrahamic faiths has a histompale dominance or patriarchy. Within
BAP we try to ensure equal representation of womemal on the teaching staff and, if
possible, a gender balance among the participalDespite our best efforts early on, it
was only from the fourth round &AP | that we succeeded in pairing an academic from
the Seminary faculty with a pastoral adjunct of thygposite sex. | believe this
contributed to making the subsequent courses mareessful. The gender balance also
pre-empts a collective feminist “ouch,” as occuriredhe second round &AP |, when
some Christian women demanded time in the progmprdsent their own perspective
on Christianity. Having women clergy and professon the teaching staff provides
female role models for both women and men, dematnsty that women have their own

distinctive contributions to make toward interredigs partnerships.

VI. The AdvancedBAP Training

After examining the challenges and achievemeh&AP |, | want to briefly report on
the JulyBAP Il pilot and its own lessons for Jewish-Christian-Mugelations. Like
the basic courseBAP Il began with a dinner on Sunday evening, allowing the
participants (12 Christians, 3 Muslims, and 3 Jawshtroduce themselves and enjoy an

initial experience of fellowship. The rest of tbeurse ran from Monday morning until
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Friday evening. The primary goal, which shapeddbetentof the course, was to help
participants develop conceptual frameworks andtacskills for interfaith leadership.

The second major goal, a procedgective as irBAP |, was to create an educationally
enriching interfaith community based on trust armspect. The combination of
competent resource people as instructors and tédoils, the variety of educational
experiences during the week, and above all the gtgnof the group, contributed to the

success of the course.

Rev. Karen Nell Smith and Imam Abdullah Antgploth participants iBAP ), served
as my co-facilitators throughout the week. Our awas to expose participants to
concepts and methodologies that would enhancetaridith leader’s “tool kit.” The five
theoretical and skill areas we focused on, onalpgy were:

1. facilitating interfaith activities and workshops;

2. compassionate listening and nonbelligerent comnatioic;
3. comparative study of sacred texts;

4. spiritual resources for conflict transformationdan

5. designing interfaith worship.

In addition, we chose five symbolic themes withiversal resonance for the devotional
offerings that began each dayight/fire; water, earth/soil tree and bread-and-table
The opening dinner featured an exercise in whictrymne shared an object that had
some personal symbolic meaning, as a means oindedtiuction. We placed these on a
table in the center of the room, as a kind of altére lit a candle in the middle of this

table at the beginning of every morning and aftemeession. These and other ritual
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elements lent the course a sacramental dimensi@king it more than a strictly
academic program. They also provided some spiriteherence to the disparate

experiences throughout the week.

Guest trainers led the morning and afternoomsiges for two of the five days—the
Tuesday devoted to communications skills and theliW¥sday devoted to comparative
study of Jewish and Islamic texts. On the othezdldays, the various sessions were led
by one or another of the three co-facilitators, le/lihe other two were supportive allies
ready to intervene when called for. Karen Nell,dalbah, and | modeled distinct
pedagogical styles, letting the group know whenweee shifting from one to the other.
In the mode oftraining instruction, one of us presented the rationale and concrete
“hows” of a particular method for leading interfagroups. The second mode, which we
used more often, wagicitive facilitation, framing a subject and then drawing forth from
the group its collective wisdom, often with a flpart for writing down spoken ideas.
(In such instances, one of the other two facilitmtacted as group “scribe.”) We
occasionally used a video as trigger film and tliaalitate inclusive conversation

afterwards.

Friday was devoted to the practicalities of gesig interfaith worship. This was the
fifth and last of the skill areas chosen for therse, and we scheduled it on the last day
deliberately. We planned the day’s program to musek and forth between single-faith
prayers (in each of the three traditions) and ojppdires to worship more inclusively.
The whole group participated in, or was at leassent for, Christian morning prayer at 9

a.m., Muslimjuma’a prayer at 1 p.m., and Jewish prayers to welc8mabbatefore the
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closing dinner. We used the Seminary Chapel fiothal worship experiences that day.
After the Christian liturgy, we convened in our u&y space (the large Meeting Room
near the Chapel) for our morning session, which dwasled into two segments:

The first part was the most enriching elicitddecussion of the whole week because it
focused on people’s past experiences with intérfabrship, including those iBAP 1.
Since by then the participants were together intehsfor a whole week, they developed
sufficient trust to share honest feelings and doest Prayer is a very personal act of
faith, even when done in a communal setting; dortglabout it can easily raise sensitive
issues that are often not addressed in interfamtownters. In the July course, one
Christian man, for example, asked the Jews how teelywhen some Christians adopt
Jewish prayers like theSh’'ma Yisraélaffirmation of God’s Oneness. A rich discussion
about the dangers of “spiritual plagiarism” ensuéd.another point, Jews openly shared
their fears and negative reactions when encoumtesircross or other symbols in a
church. We also addressed the sense of self-pagatinauthenticity that Christians can
feel when giving up Christological language in artteaccommodate Jews and Muslims
in common worship. Participants later said, andgree, that this was the most

forthcoming and fruitful conversation on these essthat any of us had ever experienced.

The second part of Friday morning focused orsqaal religious practices. Several
students volunteered to share with the group spiritisciplines that connected them
with the Sacred. The most inspiring moment camenvAbdullah Antepli and Osman
Oztoprak, one of the students, chanted a long ssefiecouplets in Turkish based on

Divine names in Islam. For all of us, it was atiftipg experience of genuine devotion.
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These devotional offerings and discussion wengredude to the “maircourse” of
spiritual nourishment that afternoon: interfaithralup services in the Chapel led by two
mixed groups of students who had worked on desigthe liturgies since the previous
day. | am sorry we did not tape these worship egpees, for no words can adequately
convey their beauty and depth. Their inspiratiomaintent and the inclusive,
participatory process by which they were conceiaad led were extraordinary. These
worship services demonstrated how closely conndbtegarticipants were by the end of
the course and how such a creative spiritual uakielg can be a genuine blessing for

everyone.

Leaving the subject of interfaith worship to thst day proved to be a sound decision.
With a similar rationale in mind—uwaiting until siudfent rapport had been established—
Karen Nell, Abdullah, and I felt that we should eletintil Thursday, the next-to-last day,
the challenge of engaging conflict situations framinterreligious perspective. In this
regard, | want to examine one particular exercisend the afternoon session that day
which left everyone dissatisfied, in some casesuthed—though it was, at the same
time, instructive in ways we did not anticipate.heTnight before, we screened the
documentary filmLong Night's Journey into Daywhich addresses, in graphic and
compelling terms, the Truth and Reconciliation gsxcin South Africa. We then had a
deep conversation, which | facilitated, about bettive vs. restorative justice as
alternative paths to reconciliation in situatiorisvmlent conflict. This evening session

was preparation for the next day’s consideration“sgfiritual resources for conflict
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transformation.” At the end of the evening, theugr was given three options as a focus
for the following day: the topic addressed in fiilen (punishment vs. amnesty for
confessional truth-telling), the relationship be#wereligion and state in different
countries, or the Israeli-Palestinian-Arab conflict The group decided, almost
unanimously, to take on the tragic situation in bhieldle East. | was pleased, since |
have been engaged with this issue my whole adeajtdind it is usually the “elephant in

the room” when Jews, Christians, and Muslims meet.

We three co-facilitators had planned to use“tmamflict spectrum” exercise to spark
engagement with whatever issue was chosen by twgrThis is a simple methttthat
quickly “maps” the range of viewpoints on any corieus issue and stimulates
discussion in smaller or larger groups. The gnsupffered a question and is then asked
to form a spectrum reflecting the range of answiosn one pole to the other and any
point in between. The question | posed to the grwas: “Do you think the Israeli side
bears more of the responsibility for creating aralnmaining the Middle East conflict, or
do you think the Arab side, including the Palesins, bears the greater responsibility?”
Someone who thought the responsibility was evemdyexd would position her/himself in
the center of the room, while others would standaaying distances from the middle in
either direction, depending on what degree of resiility was deemed to be on either
of the two sides. (This way of posing the questeaves out the co-responsibility of
outside powers like the United States and Rusdighould say that | did this exercise,

using the same question, in another interfaith wioolp, where it worked fairly well as a

12 SeeThe Little Book of Cool Tools for Hot Topiog Ron Kraybill and Evelyn Wright,
Intercourse, PA: Good Books, 2006, pp. 49-51.
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catalyst for small-group conversations. Howevertlos occasion, most of the people in
BAP Il balked at doing it, fearing that the good willfrdhe first three and a half days

would be undermined. They seemed to avoid thelicottiey had chosen to confront.

As facilitator, | adapted to this situation, itivg people to say why they were so
resistant. This discussi@boutthe exercise, rather than doing it, helped paaicis see
how difficult it is to actually engage the issuadahow different people display different
conflict styles. (The latter is a subject we hddrassed at the very beginning of our time
together; students were asked, before the cousséll tout an online Conflict Style
guestionnaire and to bring the results with therAs we searched together for ways of
addressing the Middle East conflict without threatg group harmony, | offered an
alternative exercise which | have also used in ghst: dividing into small groups
representing different constituencies in the cohflhen presenting to the whole group a
list of the interests and needs of “their” congitay. This proposal won the endorsement
of the group, and they divided into mixed Jewishig§tlan-Muslim teams representing
(a) Israeli Jews; (b) Israeli Palestinians, or Acetizens of Israel; (c) Palestinians in the
West Bank and Gaza; and (d) Americans. Each dfetlyggoups produced a thoughtful
list of needs and interests, and the exercise king together to arrive at this outcome
had its own value. (Interestingly, the “Americagrbup ended up representing the U.S.
administration, with aealpolitik approach, rather than ordinary American citizeh® w
could be mobilized for people-to-people diplomacyeace activism.) The whole group

was not quite ready to seriously engage and tramséonflict, within its own ranks and
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in the wider world; but it did come to apprecidt@tta sensitive, step-by-step process is

necessary to reach that point.

Evaluation forms indicate that the student8A&P Il developed a range of concepts,
skills, and sensitivities that will empower themiigrfaith leaders in their communities.
Their interfaith “tool kits” were enhanced, and fractical lessons they took with them
will be food for thought and for action in theirspective work settings. Even when
exercises fail to meet some group members’ orifatmls’ expectations, the reasons for
those disappointments are also instructive—in soases, even more instructive than

when everything proceeds without a hitch.

VII. A Theological Underpinning foBAP

As | work for mutual understanding and solilaramong Jews, Christians, and
Muslims, my own theological assumptions are coritarallenged. A key question is
whether one can develop a theology, or multipleolibgies, of religious pluralism to
undergird the building of Abrahamic partnershipsieQheology, acceptable to all, that
accounts for religious diversity within God’s planinconceivable. The three traditions
have disparate understandings of why the One Gadatlawed different, mutually

irreconcilable theologies to coexist.

One can, of course, bracket the theological dsimm entirely and promote

interreligious encounter on the basis of practimdessity.: Humanity as an endangered

species requires collective effort in order to swev No talk of redemption or
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reconciliation is necessary, according to thigtatian perspective. BBAP has a deeper
goal. It seeks to heal the historic wounds thateh&raumatized us and left us, as
Abrahamic siblings, estranged from one anotherhds a vision of interreligious
reconciliation and cooperation that is hopeful—omght even say messianic—for it is
rooted in our shared summons to emulate God bydilives of justice, peace, and love.
To overcome our deep-seated fears and to brindogsercto the hoped-for Kingdom of
God, we need new religious paradigms. One of th&taghes to such new, visionary

thinking is the narrow way in which our traditionave formed our identities.

Redefining our particular identities in otheamhdualistic ways (us vs. them, saved vs.
damned, righteous vs. sinful), requires humilitgl @m appreciation for human diversity
as a blessing rather than a threat. The intellectualenge of dialectically affirming the
Oneness of God and the multiplicity of theologisscompounded by the emotional
challenge of transcending our victim scripts andnyibologizing the adversarial
relationship with our traditional “enemiesBAP encourages participants, in a relatively
“safe” setting, to undertake both transformatiahs, intellectual and the emotional. The

theological link between the two is the symbol@nsfigurationof God (favoring more

than one faith communitypf ourselveqgseeing ourselves as distinct but not superior or
victorious over others), andf our relationship with othergas allies rather than

adversaries).

Sadly, none of our traditions has adequatelypgmed us for this theological

transfiguration, and that is why programs IBAP are needed. At this point in history,
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humanity is in dire need of more inclusive religgoooncepts and norms for what it
means to be faithful—to God and to one anothere @irection for my own theological
thinking is exploring the implications of seeingt®ne God as a “multiple covenanter,”
inviting all of humanity (through Noah) and thenffelient faith communities into
complementary relationships of sacrificial servioe the sake of God’s Creation. We
need to explore together new ways of doing theglogy ways of living together, and
new ways of integrating the two. In this spiB¥\AP participants are pioneers venturing
onto unfamiliar terrain, where we are all equaldnd’s sight and where we all have
unique insights to contribute toward a future oérgld promise and blessing. Let us
recall that in the Biblical account (Gen. 12:3),ralllam is promised: “in you all of the
families of the earth shall be blessed.” It does say that all of humanity will merge
into one family. The verse implies, instead, thigtidct family and faith identities will

remain, but that we will all share a common blegsin

VIIl. Conclusion

As Jews, Christians, and Muslims sharing a keagianet in a time of collective peril,
we are called to face one another in repentancdramility. We all proclaim a messianic
future unfolding and anticipated, but we have alled to translate those proclamations
into effective action. Instead, we have undermiaadown beliefs and aspirations. We
desecrate what we call holy, and we become ourwanst enemies. Entrenched fears

rooted in past or present traumas cripple our imat@gins. Instead of envisioning a
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future in which we are all redeemed and blessed,carapensate ourselves for our

insecurities by fantasies of unilateral victory amadication.

We need new theologies of inclusiveness thaafthe oneness of God and a plurality
of ways to worship and serve God. We need new rsaofeteligious and interreligious
education. We need pedagogies that help us grdaitirfulness to the tradition of our
forebears while we learn from the traditions of naighbors, affirming them as valid and
valuable. Above all we need new understandinghage neighbors. We must come to
know them not only intellectually through increaséattual knowledge-yeda’ in
Hebrew, a cognitive knowing based on nmformation. More critical are new heart-
understandings of each other, grounded in mutdett@dn and appreciation. In Hebrew
this isda’at, the kind of intimate knowledge and spiritei@nsformation that Adam and
Eve shared after leaving the Garden and its ckédlinocencé® None of us is innocent
of wrongdoing. At one time or another, each of mligious traditions has been complicit
in domination and mass slaughter. If we are toenainew historical chapter that redeems
our tragic past and present, we need collaboratiiatives in mutual re-education. We
should be corrective mirrors for each other, sa W do not repeat our past mistakes.
Many of those mistakes originate in the act of geopg evil onto others rather than
acknowledging it in ourselves. If we can be helpedee our own limitations and moral
lapses through the eyes of our Abrahamic sibliagshave a chance to truly experience
the Kingdom of God on earth. The beginning of repiom is the humble recognition

that we need one another to be redeem&®P is one modest effort to foster that

13 For examples of such transformation of the haae, Yossi Klein HaleviAt the Entrance to the Garden
of Edenop. cit, and Donald NichollThe Testing of Hearts: A Pilgrim’s Journeyondon: Darton,
Longman and Todd, 1998.
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recognition among Jews, Christians, and Muslimstangdievelop a praxis of partnership

in that spirit.
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