[bookmark: _Toc31190720]WITHIN CULTURES AND ACROSS CULTURES
On the Development of a Trinitarian Intercultural Hermeneutics of Dialogue[footnoteRef:1] [1:  This article is a redacted version of the paper that I presented at the Crossculture Religious Studies Summer School of the University of Salzburg as part of the Ulrich Winkler 2022 Prize event. I feel honored to be the first recipient of this prestigious prize, which I dedicate to my doktor-mutter, Prof. Dr. Annemarie Mayer.] 


Introduction

The theology of the Trinity as a starting point of the fundamental relationship between identity and difference that we find in intercutural settings responds adequately to the differentiations that are present in culture, in dialogue and in theology itself. Nothing is to be taken in isolation: not the theological interrogations and questions; not the local cultures and historical contexts; and certainly not the variants of dialogue as well. The Trinitarian perichoretic relationship, that is reflected in the real, even though not always acknowledged or explored, intermingling of identity and difference; of the self and the other, points to the interrelatedness that is at play within the created world. 
The objective of this article therefore is to explore how this Trinitarian relationship emerges as a theological-social framework for an intercultural hermenuetics of dialogue that can function both a) within cultures, represented by the ecumenical context of multiple Christian traditions, and b) across cultures, which refer to interreligious encounters and dialogue, specifically between Christianity and Islam. In terms of methodology, I shall apply a deductive approach that will be grounded by a close reading of the Trinitarian hermeneutics of the Anglican theologian Michael Ipgrave as well as select ecclesial texts from the Roman Catholic and Anglican Communion that map out tripartite Trinitarian orientations that align with Ipgrave’s framework. The Trinitarian hermeneutics is then integrated with the inclusive framework of identity-in-difference, in which the concepts of ‘identity’ and ‘difference’ are considered as interrelated realities. To accomplish the set objective, I shall proceed in five steps. The first is to explore the contexts of dialogue that are founded on a Trinitarian approach. The second is to seek insights from a model of Trinitarian patterning that is proposed by Ipgrave. The third is to define intercultural hermeneutics, and at the same time attempt a definition of a Trinitarian version of this hemeneutics of dialogue. The fourth step would be to further develop this Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics. Finally, I shall explore the relationship among the threefold implications of this hermeneutics in the light of some remaining questions, while proposing a ‘spirituality’ that would make the proposed Trinitarian dialogue possible.


Mapping the Contexts of Dialogue: Of a Trinitarian Foundation

The inner-Trinitarian relationship of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit who perfectly co-inhere in one another provides a perfect example of the intermingling of identity and difference. For since the co-inherence (unity) of the three divine persons does not in anyway diminish their uniqueness (threeness), the aforementioned intermingling of identity and difference is then better rendered as identity-in-difference. Given the overriding principle of identity-in-difference, it must be noted therefore that any reference to any particular culture cannot be construed in simplistic terms. This is already made clear by some Nigerian theologians: Elochukwu Uzukwu’s argument in favor of the African cultural value of existential interrelatedness of all things, as well as Marinus Iwuchukwu’s paradigm of inclusive religious and cultural pluralism must not be taken up in isolation to other contexts or cultures. One can therefore argue for a theological setting of interculturality in which the interrogation of faith reflects both the multiplicity of cultures/contexts and of their entanglements. Following from this, to speak of a cultural paradigm to dialogue must admit the entangled nature of the various forms of dialogue – broadly categorized into a) intra-ecclesial dialogue (within a specific Christian community), b) inter-ecclesial (in the form of Christian ecumenism), and c) inter-religious dialogue (among different religious communities).
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In each case, transformation is predicated on the dialogue with the other. And the interrelation between the different forms of dialogue is not diminished by different objectives and goals. This is even highlighted in the relationship between ecumenical and interreligious dialogue that forms the contexts of this lecture. 
	Going further, it is thus important to construct an interpretation of dialogue that incorporates a particular understanding of the Trinity, namely Trinitarian patterning, with its dialogical orientations and praxes in the complex mix of cultures. Within the space provided by culture, dialogical orientations are further translated into praxes. The ultimate objective is to map out the scheme for transformation through dialogue in which the model of identity-in-difference is accepted and celebrated. It is proper therefore to define the shape of such dialogue that is based on a ‘Trinitarian’ intercultural mode of interpretation. But, why a ‘Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics of dialogue’? The central idea is to broaden the scope of the dialogical hermeneutics that is provided by the Trinitarian patterning.


Trinitarian Patterning: Insights from  Michael Ipgrave

In dialogue we are confronted by this question: To what extent can we, as Christians, rely on a Trinitarian approach in our dialogue with the religious other? In other words, what resources does the Trinity afford any Christian that wishes to engage in interreligious dialogue? The concern is to whether the Trinity constitutes a problem or a resource for dialogical encounters. For instance, Mark Heim’s (2001) interpretation of the doctrine of the Trinity lends itself to multiple religious ends thus creating soteriological questions, while Raimundo Panikkar’s (1993, 60) “cosmotheadric principle” that yields the triptych of cosmic matter, human consciousness, and divine freedom does not remain a unique Christian dialogical framework. Gavin D’Costa in his 2014 article ‘The Trinity and the World Religions: Perils and Promise’ undertakes the task of clearing the doubts of theologians who find the Trinity very problematic in interreligious dialogue and so would choose to avoid it completely. He critically examines the Trinitarian approaches of some Catholic and Protestant theologians like Karl Barth, Karl Rahner, Mark Heim, Jacques Dupuis and Raimundo Panikkar, showing both the strengths and weaknesses of their works. D’Costa however argues that a Trinitarian approach offers a solid resource for interreligious dialogue contrary to the assumptions of non-trinitarians, namely those who prefer not to posit the Trinity as the ground for interreligious dialogue. Furthermore, he insists that reflections on the Trinity must not be severed from reflections on the church and the kingdom. According to D’Costa, Trinitarian and ecclesiological reflections “need to be constantly held together and in tension to properly reflect theologically upon interreligious dialogues” (D’Costa 2014, 125). D’Costa’s approval of the Trinitarian approach does not in any way dismiss the problems that are associated with it.
Michael Ipgrave’s Trinity and Inter Faith Dialogue (2003, 12) appears to offer an insight to these questions. Ipgrave’s attempt to abstract the ‘trinity’ from the ‘Trinity’[footnoteRef:2] gives his approach the flexibility to be applied in any dialogue involving the Trinity. This approach is set from an inclusivist perspective, to provide a pathway in inter-faith dialogue.[footnoteRef:3] By deducting principles that correspond to the Trinitarian persons and relations, one may likely find an interesting framework for dialogue. For instance, instead of debating on whether the Holy Spirit proceeds from either the Father alone or from the Father and the Son, attention is rather given to the Spirit’s attribute of experientiality. Notwithstanding its focus on interreligious dialogue, Ipgrave’s model is not burdened by details of how the Trinity functions in current practices of interreligious dialogue. It rather focuses on developing a more efficient Trinitarian framework for Christian engagement in inter-faith dialogue.  [2:  Ipgrave distinguishes the ‘Trinity’ referring to the traditional names of the divine persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, from ‘trinity’ which “serves as a generic name for any triadic account of divinity sharing to some recognizable extent in the patterns of Christian understanding of the Trinity.” As an Anglican theologian (recently consecrated a bishop) with a considerable Roman Catholic influence, as evident in his many works, Ipgrave’s profile fits into the bilateral ecumenical approach of this entire investigation.]  [3:  I deliberately wish to use the expression interreligious dialogue since I pay attention to communities that are specifically understood as religions rather than faith groups, like for example Buddhism and Neoplatonism.] 

Ipgrave proposes a basic humanism as the entry point to dialogue. This involves a recognition “that the other partner is a fellow human being deserving of respect in their unlikeness as well as evoking empathy in their likeness” (Ipgrave 2003, 310). Recognizing the humanity of the other, demonstrates a certain sameness that is shared by all despite differences. Dialogue in such a situation makes it possible that in the search for common grounds, differences are equally recognized and respected. Ipgrave’s use of emotive language here might in a way sound rather apologetic than convincing. Yet I agree with him since one cannot dismiss the possibility of dialogue based on perceived differences. Nevertheless, Ipgrave clarifies further by grounding this humanism in Trinitarian orientations of openness, rationality and the recognition of the spiritual experience of the other (Ibid.). Vatican II’s Nostra Aetate reinforced this threefold attitude by encouraging dialogue and collaboration between Christians and Muslims. It paved the way for the classical four forms of interreligious dialogue as contained in the 1984 document (§§28-35), The Attitude of the Church Towards the Followers of Other Religions: Reflections and Orientations on Dialogue and Mission by the Vatican Secretariat for Non-Christians, namely, dialogue of life, dialogue of action (social), dialogue of experts (theological exchange), and dialogue of religious experience (spirituality).[footnoteRef:4] Ipgrave’s Trinitarian patterning integrates these forms of dialogue through the dialogical orientations, offering us the pathway to constructing a ‘Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics’ of dialogue that is grounded in praxis. [4:  The Pontifical Council for Interreligious Dialogue (PCID), which succeeded the Secretariat for Non-Christians has since published two documents that re-articulated the above mentioned four forms of dialogue: Dialogue and Proclamation: Reflection and Orientations on Interreligious Dialogue and The Proclamation of the Gospel of Jesus Christ (1991) http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/interelg/documents/rc_pc_interelg_doc_19051991_dialogue-and-proclamatio_en.html (accessed 03 October 2023), no.42; Dialogue in Truth and Charity: Pastoral Orientations for Interreligious Dialogue (Rome: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 2014), no.34.] 
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Defining a (Trinitarian) Intercultural Hermeneutics of Dialogue

Intercultural hermeneutics has always been set as an emerging and increasingly acceptable art of the interpretation and understanding of reality. This is against a model of intracultural hermeneutics in which meaning is circumscribed within a particular tradition or culture. The emergence of intercultural hermeneutics is premised upon the reality of multiplicity of cultures that constantly meet under different circumstances. In the attempt to define intercultural hermeneutics, a certain sensitivity emerges whereby the entanglement between the self and the other is maintained while taking identity seriously. In fact, ‘the other’ or ‘difference’ constitutes a hermeneutical factor in what is today known as intercultural theology (Gruber 2018, 40). For Gruber, the central task of intercultural theology is the ‘unsilencing of interculturality’ which invariably “denaturalizes and de-essentializes the normative texts of ecclesial tradition and reveals the contingent histories of their formation.” Gruber’s analysis is in consonance with the ecclesiological paradigm of identity-in-difference, according to which difference is a constitutive element of identity even when conceived in contrast or in absentia (via negativa). Hence, “the definition of Christian identity cannot be negotiated in terms of idealistic abstractions but proceeds via the production of texts that embody the delineations between ecclesial identity and those it defines as its others.” (Gruber 2018, 125). The aim is to avoid any unintended reduction of either the other or the self, the consequence of which is a homogenization of some sort. De Paul University theology professor, Stan Chu Ilo, pays attention to the complexities involved here. According to Ilo (2016, 189), intercultural hermeneutics is best understood as “a comparative search for common meaning between different culturally defined subjects.” Ilo admits the tenuous character of this mode of interpretation precisely because, it “immerses itself in the phenomenology of faith and life, using multiple and interdisciplinary historical and theological approaches in order to achieve a valid explanation of the local processes, movements, and tensions in their dialectical and mutual relations” (Ibid.). As a comparative way of searching and interpreting reality, intercultural hermeneutics engages with experiences within the overwhelming flux of realities. The only constants here are faith and life. Faith and life emerge as dynamic realities to be lived out rather than a set of propositions to be simply followed. Thus, with attention to the subject, intercultural hermeneutics refers to the interpretative disposition of a cultural subject in its search for meaning within the complexities of lived experience before the horizontal cultural realities it encounters. An unapologetic open-mindedness formed in a readiness to encounter becomes then a defining attribute of this subject. This is against any version of intercultural hermeneutics that pitches the subject within the limiting spaces of the ‘in-between’ or ‘double-belonging’ (Moratta 2009, 273).
Though arguing within the context of African Christianity, Ilo’s perspective offers a lot of resources that are quite important. In examining the complex realities that define the practice of Christianity in Africa today, Ilo draws four lessons for intercultural hermeneutics. The objective is to guarantee its compliance with the Gospel, and as such maintain its theological validity. The first lesson for intercultural hermeneutics is based on the free disposition to encounter the other in a grace-filled relationship in which God speaks. It is marked by “the intentional movement of the heart to the other in reverence and respect to the ontology of alterity” (Ilo 2016, 191). There is no coercion or compulsion. Rather, the readiness to encounter constitutes an essential aspect of the identity of the agent. The second lesson demands a further movement that involves ‘embracing the other’ which is premised on the Gospel demand of love and made possible by a deepened relationship. It involves “shared participatory practices that start with loving the other as a friend, desiring to discover the other through cultural immersion; dialogue; and mutually graced, self-mediated relationships” (Ibid.). Without this lesson there would be no possibility for any form of collaboration among communities. The third lesson is openness towards the dialogical other. Openness in intercultural hermeneutics translates to freedom, as well as the elimination of all forms of prejudice. It moves from what needs to be eliminated to what is to be included. And the fourth lesson involves the “openness to learning from one another and to participating in constructing meaning” (Ibid., 192). It further involves the negotiation of “futures together through resources from various denominations and faith groups” (Ibid.). These lessons, which range from the interior disposition to an openness and encounter that lead to learning, reinforce the emphasis on the cultural or hermeneutical subject. By cultural subject, I refer to the subject that at once defines and is defined by culture. Culture in this sense is understood as a network of social representations, and by implication, different ecclesial/faith communities could thus be conceived as diverse cultural entities as long as the social representations operating in each of them reflect its common identity. The cultural or hermeneutical subject, understood either as an individual or community, is therefore the locus of transformation that happens when different cultures interact and engage with one another.
	With the background provided by intercultural hermeneutics and the particular Trinitarian framework, one can define a Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics as a model of intercultural hermeneutics that is derived from a Trinitarian patterning or framework. To serve its purpose in this lecture, this hermeneutical model must be able to fulfil a set of criteria. 
· Firstly, it must be Trinitarian in its framework following the analysis of Ipgrave, according to which the dialogical attributes of openness, rationality and experientiality correspond to the Father, Son and Holy Spirit respectively. In this framework, the methodological derivatives of the Trinity are adopted rather than the content of the doctrine. 
· Secondly, such hermeneutics must sufficiently account for the tension between identity and difference made concrete in the Christian identity model, as identity-in-difference. In other words, it must be inclusive and all-embracing in character while at once, preserving the uniqueness of identity. 
· Thirdly, Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics must account for the construction and reconstruction of individual and communal identities. Identity is co-constructed by the agencies of the in-group and the out-group, the self and the other. This should be highlighted over and above models that present static, unmixed boundaries between both categories. Hence, communal identities understood as entangled should be able to preserve the attributes of dynamism and stability. 
· The fourth criterion requires that the proposed hermeneutics pay attention to cultural contexts. To be cultural is to be practical. It implies the living and doing of ideals and concepts, such as community and identity. In fact, the intermingling of boundaries and identities gives rise to cross-cultural and intercultural ways of understanding, interpretation and existence. 
· Finally, Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics must be transformative as far as dialogue is concerned. On the grounds of theological imagination, the proposed hermeneutics must be capable of reaching the imagined and expected transformation. It must, as it were, encourage and advance change in the status quo, thereby inaugurating the elements of newness, surprise, and hope. 
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Thinking Further about the Trinitarian Intercultural Hermeneutics of Dialogue 

To further demonstrate how the proposed intercultural hermeneutics is embedded in a Trinitarian framework, one immediately recalls the dialogical insights from Ipgrave. The centrality of the doctrine of the Trinity in Christianity is seen not only in the encounter with the religious other but especially within the ecumenical circle.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  WCC recognizes the Trinity as precondition for membership. At the Third Assembly (New Delhi 1961), the Council affirms itself as “a fellowship of churches which confess the Lord Jesus Christ as God and Savior according to the Scriptures and therefore seek to fulfill together their common calling to the glory of the one God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit.” Italics mine It is important to note that this Trinitarian basis was absent in the original version that was adopted at the Amsterdam 1948 inaugural Assembly. Cf. WCC, Common Understanding and Vision of the WCC (CUV) (Geneva: WCC, 1997), 1:13; 3.16.1.] 

Trinitarian patterning of dialogue offers us three intercultural approaches to dialogue, derived from the three Trinitarian dialogical principles. In this sense, the Trinitarian-derived dialogical orientations of openness, rationality and experientiality foster conversation across diverse cultures – represented by communities, churches or religions. As a consequence, they function as the intercultural machinery of dialogue. Together, they constitute an alternative to exclusion by an emphasis on community or koinonia, and act as a reconciler of identity and difference. Ipgrave’s analysis remains beneficial in drawing on these dialogical patterns as an aid to dialogue, whether ecumenical or interreligious. Yet one is faced with the task of translating this Trinitarian patterning into real praxis that is transformative of communal identity. The challenge seeks answers to the following questions: How can the threefold Trinitarian approach be understood in practical terms? At the risk of sounding arbitrary, I have identified three forms of intercultural praxes that correspond to the Trinitarian dialogical orientations, namely acknowledgement, friendship and participation. These emerge from a close reading (not demonstrated in this article) of various church documents on dialogue that take on the Trinitarian approach – particularly Roman Catholic’s Unitatis Redintegratio (1964) and Nostra Aetate (1965), as well as Anglican Communion’s ‘Jews, Christians and Muslims’ (1988) and Generous Love (2008).
To further articulate these praxes as intercultural hermeneutical devices, I appeal to a threefold interrelated version of intercultural hermeneutics. In serving as the corresponding practical translation of the Trinitarian pattern, this hermeneutics emerges therefore as the three sub-sets of the proposed Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics. These are a) intercultural acknowledgement as evident especially in the trilogy of German missiologist Henning Wrogemann (2012/2016, 2013/2018, 2015/2019), b) intercultural friendship and c) intercultural participation, both of which have been developed by Ilo, drawing from both Trinitarian and African cultural resources. The ecumenical history of Anglican-Roman Catholic encounter displays a significant measure of these three assets, even when they are not systematized and emphasized as the key drivers of dialogical transformation. 

	Trinitarian Persons
	Father
	Son
	Spirit

	Dialogical Orientations
	Openness
	Rationality
	Experience

	Dialogical Praxes
	Acknowledgement
	Friendship
	Participation



Together, the above dialogical orientations and praxes, derived from the Trinity, make up the pattern of the Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics. In what follows, I shall examine these dialogical praxes as functioning within the proposed intercultural hermeneutics.


[bookmark: _Toc31190723]a) Towards the Dialogical Praxis of Acknowledgement 

Openness manifests itself as acknowledgment, namely as a recognition of the existence of the other and an affirmation of one’s knowledge of the other. It does not imply an extensive decoding of what the other knows or a complete understanding of the knowledge system of the other. Rather, it manifests in the form of ‘taking the first move towards’ the other (UR 4; EG 24), the inaugural moment of dialogical engagement, or the initial transformation that happens in the ‘stepping out’ to encounter. Theologically, dialogical openness rests on a fundamental acknowledgement of a shared paternity (Ipgrave 2003, 316). What is critical, however, is not the believer’s affirmation of divine paternity as such, but the Father’s primordial and continuous openness that serves as a model for the dialogical praxis of intercultural acknowledgement. Already biblical evidence presents the Father in the public affirmation of the Son (cf. Matt 3:17, Mk 1:11, Lk 3:22) and expresses the pervading impartiality of the Father as the one who unlocks the possibility of divine accessibility to everyone (cf. Acts 10:34, Rom 2: 10-11, Gal. 2:6). The all-inclusive fatherhood of God, namely cosmological paternity, according to which every creature is acknowledged as belonging to God, inspires a hermeneutic that disposes itself towards multiple cultures and contexts that exist.
Acknowledgment assumes a fundamental meaning as what Terrence Merrigan (2017, 9) calls “acknowledgement of otherness.” The other is not only recognized as a person, but otherness is acknowledged as entangled with one’s identity. Wrogemann develops this same idea of acknowledgment from an intercultural perspective in his trilogy on Intercultural Theology, particularly in the first volume on Intercultural Hermeneutics. Wrogemann’s approach is situated within the context of Western German, Protestant, theological/missiological scholarship, specifically in its awareness of cultural and religious pluralism. For him, the first task of intercultural hermeneutics is “to become aware of the many differences between local communities” (Wrogemann 2016, xvi). Even in setting up the objective of the second volume of the trilogy, dedicated to the recognition of contextual diversity of global Christian missions, Wrogemann points out that, “Differences exist not only between various forms of Christian worship, ritual acts, ideas of moral values, and forms of socioethical-political involvement, but also between various configurations of Christian missions, Christian life witness, and Christian proclamation” (Ibid.). Perhaps, it might be more useful to begin the process from a purely descriptive study of the other, something akin to what Hietamäki (2015, 206), termed a ‘descriptive acceptance’ in which one “merely acknowledges the existence of a phenomenon.”[footnoteRef:6] For instance, a basic understanding of ‘what they do in their church’ or ‘how they worship’ is a concrete step in the process of acknowledgment. This is prior to any value judgment that is often based on theological reflection. Theology in this case, as a central component of dialogue, can only be done together within the encounter and not outside of it. Any approach from the outside risks turning theology into a tool for reasserting one’s identity instead of an instrument for critical engagement and, even for an encounter with with the other. Theology’s function is to build up ecclesial communion which begins with a recognition that diversity and differences are all part of what it means to be the one church of God. [6:  It is important to note that this primary acceptance remains a fundamental ground in dialogue, and that it gradually develops within dialogue to the level of ‘normative approval’. Normative approval is required in mutual recognition if it must affirm the values that undergird the beliefs and practices of dialogical partners. Hietamäki describes this as constituting the third characteristic of mutual recognition. ] 

To be able to acknowledge the other prior to and within dialogue, Wrogemann considers semiotics as a very important component of intercultural hermeneutics. Semiotics as the theory of signs, he argues, “is not only concerned with the interpretation of signs” but equally “with how something comes to serve as a sign for human beings (to whom we restrict ourselves here) in the first place” (Wrogemann 2016, 32). However, the possibility of innumerable semiotic codes makes it difficult to achieve the knowledge of all codes, and this includes signs that occur outside the ambience of human agency. For Wrogemann, what is important is that we “begin by admitting even the possible existence” of these varied codes even when it is impossible to uncover all of them (Ibid., 34). Hence, ecumenical dialogue ought to maintain an inclusive approach. As the ‘starting point’ of the dialogical process, semiotics does not lie outside of the dialogue but constitutes an essential part of the process. This fundamental acknowledgment, with its semiotic connotation, opens up the possibility of further engagement as well as understanding of the other.
However, there arises another difficulty, namely the task of showing that the praxis of acknowledgement does not end at the disposition prior to the dialogue but also maintains continuity within dialogue (Hietamäki 2015, 207). In other words, how does intercultural acknowledgment function in a situation where churches or religious communities agree to engage in dialogue? What is implied in the practice of acknowledgement as a transformative method in dialogue? 
The first premise in responding to these questions is to assert that since intercultural acknowledgement is derived from the Father’s openness, it must be marked by sincerity and honesty as against pretentiousness. Openness to dialogue, relationship and engagement with the other ought not be masked by any false appraisal or deceit. Also, it must admit of a shared heritage as fundamental to mutually transforming encounters. This is broadly defined by the cosmological paternity of God in which everyone participates. One finds these two elements at the 1981 Final Report of Anglican Roman Catholic International Commission (ARCIC I). The bitter division and the negative consequences that have trailed the Anglican-Roman Catholic relationship over the years are not to be glossed over but to be humbly admitted as part of the differences and tensions in the search for unity. Meanwhile, an existing bond whether in terms of Christian identity by baptism or Christian mission, cannot be denied likewise. These two contrasting elements of identity and difference, unity and separation, necessitate dialogue. In fact, without differences and separation there would be no need for dialogue. And if there is any space to recognize, affirm or acknowledge some bond, sameness or unity, then the possibility of deepening such unity or realizing it in fullness, becomes another motive for dialogue. Nevertheless, a third element emerges in the form of hope. Hope inspires the journey of encounter and transformation, while ensuring the continuity of openness. 


[bookmark: _Toc31190724]b) Constructing the Dialogical Praxis of Friendship

Within the context of interculturality, what is friendship all about? Friendship has been subjected to substantial theorization in the history of thought, from Plato, Aristotle, Aquinas, Augustine to contemporary scholarship in philosophy, theology and communication. Fundamentally, friendship is a certain form of negotiated relationship that differs from biological bonds such as family or race. Intercultural friendship emerges as a negotiated bond that exists between individuals or communities who share diverse cultural or meaning systems. As such, intercultural friendship manifests in different categories such as international, interethnic, interracial, interreligious or ecumenical. 
At a theological level, there is need to address the connection between intercultural hermeneutics of friendship and the dialogical orientation of rationality that is derived from the Son. How do we logically move from rationality to the dialogical praxis of friendship? From a simplistic perspective, the link between the two is first established by the very fact that the act of friendship is underlined by a certain form of rationality; a ‘knowing’. Friendship involves a knowledge of the other that goes beyond a superficial acquaintance to a deeper understanding or relationship between persons.
However, rationality with respect to the Son, is linked to his identity as Logos. The responsibility of the Logos at creation designates the Logos as the principle of intelligibility of the multiplicity in creation. At creation, Logos accounts for the resolution of the protological chaos (Gen. 1:1). Through the Logos, light was separated from darkness, heaven from earth, seas from dry land. In fact, the creation story is a narrative about the emergence of varieties, plurality and multiplicity in creation. Even the creation of human beings (as imago Dei) remains a divine multiple ‘expression’ of Godself. Under this understanding of friendship, the relationship between the subject, object, and recipient is opened up by a rationality that is freely offered and shared. This is affirmed in the truth that God offers Godself to creation, both at the beginning, at the Incarnation, and always in the Eucharist.
From the background of the Trinity, Ilo (2016, 192) describes intercultural friendship as revealing “the possibility and openness of all humanity and the entire cosmos to live abundantly and to participate fully in relationship with God, humanity, and the world of nature.” Ilo’s analysis is based on the attempt to explore intercultural friendship as a ‘theological praxis’ that could address the concerns of African Christianity, particularly as it engages in the different forms of dialogue. In fact, Ilo defines the African Christianity as a bond that is offered by the Trinity. Fundamentally, there is a coincidence between the African understanding of existence as relationship and Christian identity as derived from the Trinity. In both, relationality remains paramount. Friendship becomes thus not just a practical expression of rationality but of relationality or relationship. Meanwhile, given the fact that the concerns of African Christianity rest mainly on the seemingly intractable conflicts that emanate from poor handling of multiplicity and differences, Ilo’s intercultural friendship has a lot of implications, not only for African Christianity, but also for the general praxis of ecumenical and interreligious dialogues.
Another matter of concern is the question of the value of intercultural friendship. Intercultural friendship draws its potency from Christ, the Son, who is the fullest expression of God’s love and friendship with humanity (Jn. 3:16). This friendship is not only expressed in his vicarious death, but also marked by the transfer from servitude to friendship of those who follow him (cf. Jn. 15:15). It was therefore a friendship that was built on transfer of rationality. In fact, the difference between servanthood and friendship is based on access to knowledge of the Father through the Son. It is the same with the Spirit, the paraclete, who ensures that this knowledge is presented in full and ever renewed (cf. Jn. 14:26). The transfer of all believers into friendship with God, in and through Christ, bridges the divide of inequality, and enthrones reciprocity and love as the ‘heart’ and ‘driving force’ of transformative Christian ministry. Accordingly, Ilo (2013, 137) opines that this intercultural understanding of friendship, “presupposes an equality, shared life, respect, and acceptance; it also presupposes solidarity, collaboration, and co-operation.” He goes further to underscore that “Intercultural friendship is nothing more than a continuing act of transformation through dialogue in order to understand others on their own terms, through interpersonal exchange, in the hope of developing enduring mutual understanding, participation, collaboration, and partnership.” As a ‘continuing act of transformation’ intercultural friendship should define not only the beginnings of dialogue but the entire process if it is to achieve the desired goal. No amount of theological, common, or agreed statements, consensus and studies can stand without the element of intercultural friendship that ought to drive both the dialogue and its reception. 
The challenge remains how to integrate intercultural friendship within the formal settings of dialogue without attenuating the dynamism that friendship implies. This is important because transformation often happens at informal settings of dialogue when people freely open up to one another. The same experience is found in the so-called grassroot(s) ecumenism where the praxis of ‘dialogue of life’ means that people encounter one another in their ordinary everydayness without the preconditions imposed by doctrinal fidelity. Yet the danger is to disregard the importance of theological or doctrinal dialogue, and thus, take identity for granted. 


[bookmark: _Toc31190725]c) On the Dialogical Praxis of Participation 

Ipgrave’s account of the dialogical orientation of experientiality rests on the tripartite attributes of the Spirit, namely freedom, accessibility of the divine and universality of presence or activity (2003, 323). The Spirit’s access to all creatures in their diversity invariably means that the creatures have access to the divine. By this very activity, the Spirit gathers all creation to participate in divine life, the source and sustenance of creation. All creation, irrespective of their unique identities of gender, class, religion, race, color, location or language are capable of experiencing the divine through the action of the Spirit. Hence, the experience of the divine begins with the Spirit’s gift of life (as the ruah Yahweh) at creation. In line with this reasoning Ilo (2016, 192) argues that “participation as sharing in divine life is that originating life-giving, grace-filled force that is offered to all peoples, churches, and religions as a gift from God.” The implication is that any “exclusion of other people from communion,” ultimately “impoverishes everyone and impoverishes God.” Within such an understanding, ecumenism can no longer “be governed by the narrow invention or intention of a particular church or faith group” but must be conceived as “a gift that flows as necessity from our participation in Trinitarian life and friendship.” From the Trinity, the energetic characteristic of the Spirit draws everything and everyone into a lively fellowship with the divine and with one another. Christian fellowship is propelled by the Spirit, and the same could be said of ecumenical and interreligious fellowship. Nothing is excluded in the influence and interference of the Spirit. Greater inclusivity and communion through dialogue enlivens the divine activity of the Spirit, while exclusion diminishes this activity. Hence, any transformation of communal identity comes through the Spirit’s animation and vivification, whereby every church or community is called to constant participation. Transformation becomes then the novum that emerges from the Spirit’s activity.
Hence, intercultural participation as a dialogical praxis of the Spirit’s experientiality involves continuous engagement, constancy, repetitiveness, and indefinite drive towards transformation, change, and newness. As the agent of both cosmic and ecclesial renewal, the Spirit’s action remains constant, continuous and never-ending. It is within this eternal spin of Spirit-driven dialogical participation that transformation happens. Renewal in this sense, is no longer defined by the refurbishing of the old and rusty, but the introduction of a newness within the process of refreshing the old. Continuity and discontinuity are therefore integrated in the process of renewal. Thus, against the lukewarmness that sometimes attends dialogue, intercultural participation encourages a never-yielding disposition to keep pushing on towards a renewal in which something new breaks forth. Notwithstanding the fact that the goal of visible unity, expressed in common Eucharistic fellowship, is yet to be achieved, both churches commit themselves to multiple levels of participation. Participation in non-Eucharistic activities, such as pilgrimages, Good Friday processions, study of the Scriptures, and prayers, is a recognition of the experience of the Spirit on the basis of common baptism. 
Above all, there is the ethical dimension to intercultural participation which Ilo draws from African theology’s insistence on the interrelatedness of all humanity and cosmos in God. In this line of thought, participation is not a certain form of ‘clubbing together’ but a sharing in a vital union. Vital union, as an expression of African understanding of life, according to Ilo, represents the God-willed “bond that joins the living and the dead in a vertical and horizonal relationship; it is the life-giving principle in all.” More so, it represents “the result of communion, of participation in the one reality, the one vital principle that unites all things” (Ilo 2013, 138). Participation is not just participation in the ordinary sense, but a vital participation, a lively, life-giving activity. In other words, from an ethical perspective, “anything that diminishes vital participation in the community, locally or globally, should be considered evil because it diminishes God and impoverishes the community.” More still, “failure to participate in the community or exclusion of the voices of those on the margins or the voices of the ‘other’ is evil for the same reason” (Ibid.). To move away from the conditions of division, isolation, conflict, prejudice, self-referentiality, exclusion towards harmony, friendship, unity, and collaboration demands therefore that communities experience purgation or conversion. Purgation becomes then an aspect of transformation that emerges through an attention to vital participation in the community, and ultimately, in God. And there is no conversion without the Spirit.


[bookmark: _Toc31190726]A Spirituality of a Trinitarian Intercultural Hermeneutics of Dialogue?

The objective of offering a theological imagination that could serve the future of ecumenical and interreligious dialogue across cultures and contexts surely requires some form of spirituality that both activates it and sustains it. This spirituality is defined by a fundamental openness to receive in a way that activates praxis as an inevitable consequence (Okpaleke 2018). It is marked by an interiority and serendipity that make dialogue and action possible. Therefore it is not enough to simply propose a Christian identity-in-difference framework that is rooted in the Trinitarian life of communion as the ground for such a dialogical hermeneutics. There ought to be an ‘extra’ that begins from the place of primary faith to an understanding the dialogical implications of the faith. As such, the critical issue here bothers on the question of how a Christian belief in the Trinity could lead to an embrace of the orientations. Hence, what are the conditions that would enable a Chrisitan who confesses God as Trinity to share in these Trinitarian dialogical orientations that would, in turn, lead him or her to engage in the dialogical praxes? This question is important when viewed from the reality of the acts of intolerance, exclusion, and even oppression. What could have accounted for these actions that contradict the proposal for mutual understanding and peace co-existence that this article addresses? Why is faith/belief in God (Trinity) not enough to move people towards love and acceptance of the other? 
	Addressing these questions raises up the need for what I would call a ‘spirituality of a Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics of dialogue’. Through spirituality the individual believer opens himself or herself to the interior conversion and renewal by the divine. This happens by means of an inner search for the ultimate Will of God rather the rationally constructed views that often prioritize the self-preservation and self-referentiality over openness towards and love of the other. Within the parameters of a Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics of dialogue, such a ‘spirituality’ is to be shaped by the following three actions:
a) Prayer – as a act of dependency on the Trinue God and so of the acknowledgement of our insufficiency, either as individuals or community. Thus, in the existential network of God and the self, a space is created for the intercultural other in a tripartite form of relationship that makes love possible, both at the vertical and horizontal dimensions.
b) Silence – before the Wholly Other (God) and the ‘other’ as the image of God. In this silence one recognizes the sublime presence of that which we are called to love and to embrace; an attentive silence before the Being to whom we owe our existence as well as the being with whom we share the same existential space and reality.
c) Contemplation – of the Other as a response to love, and of the other as deserving of our direct attention that is not mitigated by the contigent factors of biased history, misinformation, prejudice and learned hate. In contemplation the believer experiences the profundity of the affirmation and friendship that he or she receives through faith and also feels the weight of the obligation to share with others, irrespective of boundaries.
The conditions that are reflected in this ‘spirituality’ radically confront the believer in the Trinity with the implications of such belief and equally disposes him or her to the dialogical orientations and praxes that are derived therefrom.


[bookmark: _Toc31190731]Conclusion 

Trinitarian patterning as a dialogical framework that focuses on the elements of differentiation – cf. identity-in-difference – within the Trinity highlights the dialogical orientations and praxes that are derivable from the Triune persons. The orientations of openness, rationality and experientiality are theologically derived from the Father, the Son and the Spirit, and correspond to them respectively. The dialogical praxes, namely acknowledgment, friendship and participation, follow in the same order. At the center of this theological hermeneutics is the critical core of the Christian identity, namely the Trinity. Quite clearly, the Christian identity remains the object of transformation that is addressed in this lecture, both in its intra- and extra-dialogical engagements.
Ipgrave’s Trinitarian patterning, which unlike most Trinitarian approaches (D’Costa, Hick, Panikkar) appeals to ‘method’ in dialogue, facilitates the construction of a Trinitarian intercultural hermeneutics of dialogue that I attempted in this paper. The threefold dialogical praxes that emerge from the interpretation of the Trinitarian appraoch that I have argued out, provide sites for a transformative dialogical engagement by Christians in the face of the many iterations of the ‘other’. Nevertheless, the entire systematic theological framework stands the risk of being disconnected from lived faith if it is not grounded in a ‘spirituality’ that emerges from the belief in the Trinity.
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