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Abstract  
 

The purpose of this thesis is to explore the religious diversity now 

found in Australia in the light of a Christian theology of other faiths. 

That core intention differs from an enquiry made under the rubric of 

interfaith dialogue. It is not designed to consider the mode of practice 

involved in dialogical encounters; nor is it concerned with a study of 

comparative beliefs between one faith and another. The underlying 

assumption is that the practice of interfaith encounters in this country 

requires more intentional theological work to be done within the 

Christian faith itself. In the service of that imperative the case is 

made for an appropriate theology to be established through the 

metaphor of home. The metaphor naturally lends itself into a 

rendering of the doctrine of the Trinity based on the oikonomia (the 

household) of God. This theological strategy is replete with several 

other advantages. Inasmuch as the home has often been seen as 

the domain of women, the metaphor enables a feminist perspective 

on a reconceiving of home as both a public and private sphere. It is 

in both of these spheres that this particular theology of other faiths is 

to be expressed. It also becomes a vehicle for diasporic 

interpretation insofar as those Christians who have migrated to 

Australia have been called upon to build a home in the new land. The 

practical consequence of this theological turn is to make a case for 

welcoming those of a different faith to practice their faith in this 
country on the basis of the oikonomia, economy of God.  
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Chapter 1 

In search of home 

Traveling with Jesus means leaving the static places of home and 

challenging the status quo. (Rieger, 2011, p. 39) 
 

It is now time to consider how the Christian faith makes room for the 

religious other in the Australian context. The past tendency of 

regarding Australia in terms of secular practices and Judaeo-

Christian traditions is no longer adequate. The land which the Qantas 

promotional advertisement still sings of Australia being home is a 

cultural and theological site of many ethnicities and faith. It is now 

estimated that 7.2% of citizens and residents belong to faiths other 

than Christian.1 The long-time tendency to divide the structures of 

belief and unbelief in this country along an axis of secular or Judeo-

Christian is now out of date in the here and now. 

 

There has been previous work done on the encounters of faith in this 

setting (Bouma, 2006, 2011a, 1996; Cahill, Bouma, Dellal, & Leahy, 

2004; Douglas, 2014; Halafoff, 2013; Madigan, 2011; Ozalp, 2004; 

Pratt, 2005). These publications were most often written in the light of 

the threat of religious difference and social cohesion. The purpose of 

this particular thesis is different. Its intention is to examine these 

encounters between faiths in the light of the metaphor of home. This 

thesis, then, is very specific. It is organised around a carefully 

selected metaphor in a way which these other descriptions are not. 

This choice of an apparently domestic and familial line of enquiry 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 As last recorded in the 2011 Census. Of this 7.2%, 2.5% are Buddhist, 2.2% Muslim, 
1.3% Hindu, 0.5% Judaism and the remaining 0.8% being other non-Christian religions. 
Christianity still holds the greater percentage of 61.1%, 22.3% no religion and 9.4% no 
response.  
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may, at first glance, nevertheless seem odd. One might well be 

entitled to ask, what has religious diversity got to do with household 

chores?  

 

By way of a response, the metaphor of home is surprisingly complex. 

Its apparent domesticity can mask a concern for identity and 

belonging. The rhetoric of home can be extended beyond a place of 

dwelling at a numbered site on a named road to embrace issues of 

identity and belonging facing the nation – and, indeed, life on earth 

itself. It is a lens which naturally privileges an associated cluster of 

terms. The most notable for the praxis of interfaith encounters in this 

country are those to do with making room and the practice of 

dialogue. Both of these terms are highly suggestive of hospitality and 

welcome as well as the desire to understand and to be understood.  

 

There does not yet appear to be any work done which binds talk of 

home to religious diversity. There is nothing comparable to Karen 

Leonard et al’s helpful writing on the Immigrant Faiths in the United 

States (Leonard, Stepick, Vasquez, & Holdaway, 2005). The 

intention behind this edited volume is to offer ‘new insights into the 

ways in which religious beliefs and practices relate to migration and 

civic life in both old and new homelands’ (Leonard et al., 2005, p. 4).  

 

The metaphor of homeland is here put to use for the sake of an 

anthropological and sociological enquiry which reveals how migrant 

ethnicities adapt institutions and practices. This critical reworking 

study of how religious life has been transformed in the United States 

through more recent waves of migration does not set out to make 

theological claims. 

 

The purpose of this particular thesis is very deliberate. It is not 

seeking to make the case for, and then, justify the practice of 

interfaith dialogue. It presumes that such dialogue is both necessary 

and has been taking place for several decades. Exactly when the first 
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organised encounters took place in this country is not clear. Nor is 

this thesis seeking to give varying religious perspectives on dialogue. 

In other words, by way of example, its intention is not to compare a 

Muslim or Jewish or Christian perspective on the series of Abrahamic 

conferences conjointly held under the primary auspices of the Affinity 

Intercultural Foundation. This thesis is, instead, seeking to provide a 

theological basis for interfaith dialogue premised on a theology of 

home. The metaphor of home is being woven into a theological 

engagement with other faiths. It is, in this respect, primarily 

addressed to fellow Christians. The main aim of this thesis is to 

furnish an explicit Christian response for the purpose of interfaith 

dialogue. It is seeking to understand and reflect upon the practice of 

interfaith dialogue theologically; it is seeking to understand how the 

praxis of Christian participation in interfaith encounters can be 

justified and how that theological basis might then inform what 

transpires. This thesis is making a theological case in order for that 

dialogue to become more than just a series of collaborative practical 

encounters. Far too often interfaith encounters and dialogue end up 

with varying kind of feedback surrounding the event calling for more 

tolerance and getting to know one another. This thesis is assuming a 

further stage which is theological from a Christian perspective. It is 

argued in the hope that followers of other faiths might also become 

sufficiently confident and inspired to develop their theology or 

philosophy of dialogue with another faith. This current work argues 

that a theology of home, of making room for the religious other, 

requires generous hospitality and openness. This intentional 

generous hospitality needs to be expressed through both the theoria 

(Christian theologies of other faiths) and praxis (interfaith dialogue). It 

is seeking to include the absent voices, most notably women, in both 

the theology of religions and dialogue. The inclusion of a diasporic 

perspective becomes necessary as religious diversity in Australia 

and the West are a by product of migration (Bouma, 2011a, 2011b; 

Bouma, Cahill, Dellal, & Zwartz, 2011; Leonard et al., 2005; Pui-Lan, 

2005). The diaspora compels a rethinking of home and religious 
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practices (Tweed, 2006) which in turn informs and shapes interfaith 

dialogue. The purpose of this thesis, then, is to explore a Christian 

theology of other faiths embodied within a theology of home that 

forms the basis of interfaith dialogue in Australia as a homemaking 

practice.  

 

This thesis is also not seeking to negotiate the complex terrain which 

exists in the relationships between theistic and non-theistic or multi 

theistic religions. That type of thesis would require exploration into a 

host of interrelated questions. What is the nature of reality? What is 

truth? What is the purpose of a particular religion? What does it 

mean to be human? This set of questions is just a sample of what 

would require attention. These things are not the intention of the 

present work. Its purpose is to make use of the metaphor of home in 

order to provide a safe and welcoming space. It is seeking to do 

exactly that by means of a Christian usage of the metaphor of home 

supported by explicit attention to relevant areas of Christian doctrine. 

Those areas have to do with Christology and more specifically, an 

economic reading of the Trinity. The economy of God, of course, 

presupposes the idea and practice of home and homemaking.  

 

The nature of this Christian theological response is thus open-ended 

and dialogical.  The metaphor of home is a first step towards an 

invitation to other faiths to respond. As a working basis for a Christian 

theology of other faiths, the idea of home compels us to delve deeply 

into our own faith tradition. It is asking us to work out our own 

particular apprehension of truth and our understandings of home and 

its importance. This domestic metaphor invites us to think critically 

about our practices of welcome and the spaces we create in order to 

enable the other to feel at home in our presence. The other here 

refers to the fellow human observer and practitioner of another faith; 

it bears no metaphysical or transcendent reference point to the divine 

which is variously constructed as being other than human. Making 

room for the religious other requires in this instance a desire to 
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create a habitus for deep and meaningful dialogue and encounters to 

happen.   

 

One Muslim writer in this field of theological engagement is Mona 

Siddiqui. She is currently the Professor of Islamic and inter-religious 

studies in the University of Edinburgh. The position is housed in the 

otherwise Christian Faculty of Divinity. Siddiqui has been involved in 

numerous interfaith encounters; she is well placed to reflect upon the 

relationship between dialogue (as one form of these encounters) and 

the need for more explicit doctrinal discussion which lies behind the 

encounters and is often rendered invisible.  

 

Siddiqui believes that dialogue is at its best when there is a shared 

understanding and desire between the dialogue partners to ‘talk 

about God’. Why that leads to the best form of dialogue is because it 

is ‘our relationship with God which really gives meaning to our lives’ 

(Siddiqui, 2015, p. 141). The reason which lies behind the practice of 

dialogue then has to do with the structures of belief or doctrine which 

surround our personal relationship with God. If there were no such 

theological claim upon our lives, there would be no need for a 

‘specifically religious’ dialogue or encounter. Siddiqui also claims that  

‘dialogue is further enriched by theological debate’ because ‘its true 

value lies in our ethical approaches to one another’ (Siddiqui, 2015, p. 

141). The practice of a Christian or Islamic life aspires to a moral 

standard – and that ethical claim upon us is housed within a prior 

theological claim made on our lives. Seen from this perspective the 

relationship between interfaith dialogue and a Christian theology of 

faiths is thus critical for each is informed by the other.  

 

That reference to a Christian theology of other faiths (or theology of 

religions) requires some explanation. The purpose of a Christian 

theology is well captured by Daniel Migliore’s use of Anselm’s 

definition of theology being one of ‘faith seeking understanding’. It is 

designed to present in a reasonable, coherent and comprehensive 
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manner an interpretation of the Christian faith. The practice of a 

Christian theology is often systematic and seeks to address a 

number of areas of belief which are common across the diverse 

traditions of faith. Migliore follows this pattern in his standard 

theological text first written in the last decade of the previous 

millennium. One of Migliore’s guiding principles has been that the 

business of theology involves the asking of questions. The 

theological tradition must be open to engaging with fresh issues in 

society and which have some bearing on how an area of doctrine 

and belief is to be understood and interpreted. It is evident that in his 

most recent revisions (Migliore, 2004a) and (Migliore, 2014) of Faith 

seeking understanding, Migliore has included a new chapter on the 

‘The finality of Jesus Christ and religious pluralism’ (Migliore, 2004b, 

pp. 301-329; 2014, pp. 314-346). The second sub-heading in this 

chapter refers to the ‘Types of Christian theologies of other religions’. 

Migliore is effectively seeking to address two quite separate but 

related endeavours. The first is one which is core to the Christian 

faith and relies upon the Lordship of Jesus Christ and presupposes 

that nothing other than faith in Christ is required for salvation. There 

is a finality to this claim and confession. The second has to do with 

the recognition of the presence, durability and alternative 

perspectives which other religions pose for the Christian faith. 

Migliore’s sub-heading captures the need perceived to lodge a 

theological response to the challenges made to those salvific claims. 

It is a contemporary setting which requires a Christian theology of 

religions – or, as is preferred in this thesis, other faiths.2  

  

This task is not the same as participating in an interfaith encounter or 

dialogue. Paul Hedges observes that  ‘dialogue is in certain ways a 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 The term Christian theologies of other faiths is consistent with the term theology of 
religions. Some Christian theologians like Daniel Migliore and Veli-Matti Kӓrkkӓinen use the 
term Christian theologies of other faiths to signify the particular perspective they speaking 
from. I use both these terms interchangeably in this thesis. My preference is the term 
Christian theologies of other faiths as it signifies the particular perspective I am writing from 
and the recognition that there is not a singular theology of religions.  
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separate activity from theology’ (Hedges, 2010, p. 63). The normal 

entry point for interfaith encounters is through everyday relationships 

that lead to the practice of dialogue. Hedges suggests ‘dialogue 

implies a meeting of minds and therefore people’ and that ‘a person 

cannot (fully) engage in interreligious dialogue simply by reading 

books about another religion’ (Hedges, 2010, p. 63). People meet 

people; they do not necessarily encounter religious diversity or a 

person of another faith by first consulting a Christian theology of 

other faiths. The presence of religious diversity prompts or even 

compels Christians to ask questions about Christianity’s relationship 

to people of other faiths and world religions. Interfaith encounters stir 

curiosity that most often leads to the practice of interfaith dialogue in 

its many different forms. Interfaith dialogue has ‘become a creative 

means for the appropriation of new forms of religious awareness 

through encounters that lead to change’ (Race, 2001, p. 85). 

 

It is these transformative encounters that raise deep theological 

questions about Christian identity in relation to other faiths. Interfaith 

dialogue involves the critical sharing of experiences, insights and 

values through commitment to mutuality in search for truth. Dialogue 

is, as Wesley Ariarajah emphasises ‘an attempt to help people 

understand and accept the other in their ‘otherness’’ (Ariarajah, 1999, 

p. 14). 

 

Interfaith dialogue can be argued to be the practice and outworking of 

a Christian theology of other faiths and vice versa. Hedges aptly 

captures this relationship in stating that the two are intimately related. 

He asserts ‘the theology of religions is the theoria that informs the 

praxis of interreligious dialogue, while interreligious dialogue is the 

praxis that informs the theoria of the theology of religions’ (Hedges, 

2010, p. 13). The two can be said to be the different sides of the 

same coin but they are not the same. Although they can be practised 

alone or in isolation of each other, ‘one without the other is to some 

extent meaningless, even impossible…’ (Hedges, 2010, p. 13). 
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Hedges drives home the point that ‘praxis and theoria should inform 

each other’ (Hedges, 2010, p. 14). Interfaith dialogue is therefore the 

practice, Christian theologies of other faiths is the task of thinking 

through the deeper questions that arise out of interfaith dialogue. 

Michael Barnes describes the relationship in the following way,   ‘the 

theology of religions is about the place of Christianity in a world of 

many faiths... interfaith dialogue is about the ethics of discipleship, 

about the way Christians should live in a multifaith world’ (Barnes, 

2002, p. 3). Like Hedges, Barnes emphasises that the two are 

obviously connected  

at some point my beliefs, and the practices to which they 
give rise, raise questions about the means which I use in 
developing relations with others; in brief questions about 
power and control and the risk of violence done to the 
other (Barnes, 2002, p. 3).  
 

Hedges is insistent that theology informs and affects the way we 

engage in dialogue. Frederick Quinn expands this claim further by 

explaining that ‘most peoples’ religious beliefs are an amalgam of 

doctrinal statements, attitudes, and spontaneous expressions of faith, 

differently drawn upon in various seasons of life from several sources’ 

(Quinn, 2012, p. 12). These particular theological understandings 

and experience of other faiths will affect and determine how we 

engage with them and their religious and cultural worldviews.3 In 

making the case for the relationship between interfaith dialogue and 

Christian theologies of other faiths, Alan Race argues that as 

dialogue, in its theological aspect, aims to stimulate mutual learning 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 	  In his Introducing theologies of religions Paul Knitter articulates very clearly how a 
particular theological understanding affects and informs praxis (dialogue). Knitter also 
highlights the need for intra-faith dialogue (among Christians) and the need ‘to be listening 
to the voices and insights of Christians who have chosen other perspectives’ (p.239). In 
addition, Knitter emphasises the imperative need of being in dialogue with the other of 
another faith as a necessary criteria for any theology of religion or Christian theology of other 
faiths. In highlighting this relationship, Knitter draws out the necessary element that 
connects dialogue and theology – that of encounters that deepen understanding through 
relationship. 
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and to promote shared seeking of truth, it will have a direct bearing 
on how we do theology’ (Race, 2001, p. 87). 

Until recently, interfaith dialogue and Christian theologies of other 

faiths have existed along twin tracks of encounters (Race, 2001, pp. 

vii-xiii). Race is, indeed, of the opinion that  

the literature on theology of religions and dialogue is 
generally content to assume that the two tracks have their 
own logic and can happily exist side by side. It is my 
conviction that this assessment is too simple, mainly for 
the reason that much of the information and impression 
we gain from plurality stems from being in dialogue, if that 
is understood in broad relationship terms. This means that 
in order to do theology we need to be in dialogue with 
other religious identities and communities(Race, 2001, p. 
xiii).  

 

Race’s reading of this state of play has been the often too easy 

switch theologians make between theology and dialogue. His 

observation is that theologians mostly switch from theology to 

dialogue ‘when they come up against an insoluble aspect of the 

theological response to plurality. If the going gets tough in theology, 

switch to dialogue’ (Race, 2001, p. xi). The task and challenge of a 

Christian theology of other faiths, Race argues, is how it responds to 

the new questions that the practice of interfaith dialogue will continue 

to raise. Race believes that ‘fresh models (in theology and praxis) of 

what living positively with religious difference entails are being 

required of us’ (Race, 2013, p. 76). In this thesis the metaphor of 

home is employed to think through the relationship between theology 

and dialogue in the Australia as well as respond to the challenges 

that interfaith dialogue poses in this context.   

 

The theological task in this thesis is proceeded upon from a certain 

perspective. Of further significance for this thesis is the employment 

of a feminist diasporic hermeneutic.  The reasons for this line of 

approach lie in the experienced nature of theology itself. It matters 

who we are and where we come from. Hugh Kerr has discerned how 
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that innocent question “where are you from?” (Kerr, 1991, pp. 361-

364) is more than an item of conversational small talk. Put to use in 

theology, “where are you from?” becomes a “positioning question”. It 

both disguises and reveals formative influences and companion 

experiences (Moltmann, 1992, pp. 17-31) which shape our reading of 

encounters and how we interpret and understand theological ideas 

and their praxis. It allows space for the subjectivity of theologians as 

they go about their task of reflecting upon particular areas of belief 

and the encounters which require attention. 

 

This invocation of a feminist diasporic hermeneutic shares much in 

common with Namsoon Kang’s writing in a related field. Her 

overriding concern is for what she calls Asia and the theopolitical 

imagination – but her method is one of a diasporic feminist theology 

(Kang, 2014). Now resident in Texas rather than South Korea, Kang 

believes that the context from which to do feminist theology today is 

that of the diaspora. A migrant herself, Kang knows too well the 

experience of diasporic living as an existence of displacement. The 

experience of living in diaspora has become for her a metaphor for 

women’s experience as  

a state of being, a mode of existence in the world – to be 
sceptical, rigorously critical of what-is, to intentionally 
distance oneself from the mainstream way of thinking and 
practicing (sic), to long for the world to come (Kang, 2014, 
p. 19).  

 

It is her conviction that a diasporic feminist theology is committed to 

justice and peace for all on the margins. As such Kang argues for a 

necessary shift from the politics of identity to the politics of solidarity. 

She defines solidarity as recognising the connectedness of our lives 

across gender, race, class, sexuality and religion and striving with the 

purpose of serving the common good. Herein lies a proposal for a 

glocal feminist theology, in which one critically combines the global 

context and the local context to resist empires of all forms and to 

strengthen solidarity with the marginalised…What I envision for a 
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glocal feminist theology is transnational, transregional, transcultural, 

and transreligious’ (Kang, 2014, pp. 215-216).  

 

In terms of how a glocal feminist theology might look in terms of a 

feminist diasporic methodology, Kang calls for a transethnic feminist 

theology. Using Asian feminist theology as an example, Kang 

cautions against its being trapped in its own ethnic and gender 

identity. She explains that a transethnic Asian feminist theology 

would take ethnicity as a starting point but moves beyond geographic, 

cultural and ethnic boundaries towards a radically ecumenical spirit 

(Childs, 2015).  This move she calls a relational and dialectical 

universalism that promotes shared sensibilities across all boundaries 

without losing one’s particularity (Childs, 2015).  

 

In writing about interfaith dialogue and religious engagement, Kang 

criticises those engaged in interfaith dialogue who focus primarily on 

similarities. She contends that we must find a way to identify critically 

serious differences for only then can we find a way to transformative 

dialogue. This kind of serious engagement requires intentional critical 

theological evaluation and analysis. A Christian theology of other 

faiths is required to underpin the practice of interfaith dialogue. 

 

In terms of this thesis the organising principle of home is one which 

directs attention towards the role of women in feminist critique. Here 

there is a point of contention to address. By convention home has 

frequently been consigned to a private space over and against the 

public domain; it has also been seen as the preserve of the wife and 

the mother. The dichotomy or separation between the private and 

public spheres is often referred to as the doctrine of separate 

spheres (Kuersten, 2003; Ross, 2006). That assignation is now being 

called into question. Feminists have argued that this dichotomy has 

served not only to validate the woman’s place in the domestic realm; 

the domestic realm has also been ‘the site of inequality between the 

sexes, female servitude and domestic violence’ (Fairfield, 2005, p. 9).   
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At first glance this feminist hermeneutic might appear to sound like 

the death knoll for the role assigned to home in this thesis. The 

consignment of women to the private space subject to a practice of 

subordination would then explain Siddiqui’s observation: in her 

experience interfaith encounters, and more significantly, in 

theological exchange, women’s voices have so often been absent 

and excluded. In the circumstances this hermeneutic of suspicion 

would render the organising principle of home an unlikely 

construction site. The alternative strategy is to engage in a 

hermeneutic retrieval, mindful nevertheless of the shadow side of the 

metaphor. 

 

This thesis relies upon the metaphor of home being able to bridge 

the public and private sector. The way in which it can achieve that 

end is through its thick theological meaning. The metaphor is not 

actually a conventional core theological point. We shall see in due 

course that it possesses close links with the doctrine of the Trinity – 

but it does not exist in the usual line up of theological categories like 

the doctrines of God, the Spirit, Jesus Christ, what it means to be 

human, creation and the church. It does not attract that status. This 

thesis will be seeking to make the case for the metaphor of home 

which is, strictly speaking, tied to the economic understanding of the 

Trinity. For it to function in this way the metaphor needs to overcome 

the historic practice of the home being seen as belonging to the 

world of that which is private rather than that which is public. Its 

retrieval of purpose lies in the rendering of the economic Trinity. This 

reflection of the Trinity is seeking to understand the practice of a 

public God who is seeking the reconciliation of the world. The critical 

attraction of the economic Trinity for this thesis lies in how the Greek 

word, oikos from which we get economic, means home. The 

economic Trinity understands God to be managing the household of 

creation. It makes good sense then to address the common tendency 

to regard the home as the preserve of women, the domestic and the 
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private. The very nature of Christian doctrine views home in an 

altogether different way.  The public nature of the economic Trinity 

thus encourages us to make women’s voices audible and their 

presence visible.   

 

This theologically established case for the use of the metaphor of 

home is not intended to serve an idiosyncratic, esoteric purpose. 

Over the past couple of decades various theologians have identified 

a public relevance, consequence or signature to core Christian 

beliefs. The audience is not merely internal to the life of the Christian 

faith and some ecclesial confinement. The economic Trinity is indeed 

concerned with the household of creation – and thus with the whole 

of life. 

 

The very nature of home calls into question the divide between the 

public and private spheres. This private/public dichotomy finds its 

origins in ancient Greece, namely with Aristotle’s description of the 

two spheres oikos and polis in Politics (Aristotle, 1959). In the West 

this separate spheres ideology gained prominence from the late 18th 

and 19th Century in the wake of the Industrial Revolution. It became 

a metaphor and the language used to describe gender roles. It also 

became the lens through which feminists used to describe and 

analyse the marginalization and oppression of women into their own 

separate sphere and exclusion from the public sphere. It was not 

until the 20th Century that the separate spheres ideology began 

being challenged and critiqued by feminists who dispute this too 

sharp a distinction between the public and the private. 

 

The private/domestic realm is the site for what public theologians call 

‘thick’ relationships. This was a term initially developed and used by 

political and social scientists to describe social capital (Cox, 1995; 

Putnam, 2000). These thick relationships are based on shared 

values and common assumptions; they are premised on trust that is 

embedded in personal relations that are strong and frequent. Thick 
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relationships are often based on the familiarity of home. The 

comparison can be made with thin relationships.  

 

Thin relations are ‘our relations to the stranger and the remote’ 

(Margalit, 2002, p. 7; Xiao, 2009, p. 59). These are most often 

acquaintances, strangers, people outside our family or trusted circle 

of friends. It is recognized that the level of civil society depends upon 

the quality and extent of its thin relationships. It is thin trust that is 

needed to build strong communities. According to Robert Putnam, 

thin trust is even more useful than thick trust, because it 
expands the radius of trust beyond the roster of people 
whom we can know personally’ (Putnam, 2000, p. 136).  

 

Eva Cox makes a similar claim within the Australian context in her 

1995 Boyer lectures.  Writing on behalf of A Truly Civil Society, she 

claims ‘trust is essential for our social well-being; trust leads to 

cooperation’ (Cox, 1995, p. 9). For Cox, trust and goodwill ‘is a 

collective term for the ties that bind us’ (Cox, 1995, p. 11). Trust 

grows and is strengthened with practice. Similarly, as Putnam 

articulates, ‘people who trust others are all-round good citizens, and 

those engaged with in community life are both more trusting and 

trustworthy’ (Putnam, 2000, p. 137).  

 

Putnam believes that thin trust is what is required to build strong 

cohesive communities. In a similar vein, Rowan Williams maintains 

that thin trust is integral to civil society and that it is highly dependent 

on ‘persons who are able to take responsibility for themselves and to 

trust one another in this enterprise’ (Williams, 2012, p. 306).  

Williams understands civil society  

as those varieties of human association that rest on the 
willing co-operation for the sake of social goods that 
belong to the whole group, not just to any individual or 
faction… (Williams, 2012, p. 306). 

 
Here Williams is referring to how the Christian faith can contribute to 

building trust that can in turn strengthen social cohesion and build 
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social capital. Cultivating thin trust through homemaking practices will 

be essential for creating and maintaining spaces of hospitality in the 

growing Australian pluralist context. 

 

One of the core claims of women’s theologies is that they are 

premised on relationships. The nature of good relationships is, of 

course, one of nurture and building up networks which serve the 

evolution of thin trust. As women’s perspectives call into question 

and challenge the binary relationships between private and public, 

cultivating thin trust enables the initiatives of women to be more 

visible by connecting them to the public domain. A study conducted 

by Berkeley University on the role of women in religious peace 

building showed that although women’s involvement in peace 

building is largely invisible 

women have demonstrated their abilities to achieve 
common ground and work effectively to better their 
communities in instances where men have failed (Marshall, 
Hayward, Zambra, & Jackson, 2011, p. 7).  

 

This study has revealed an irony. It sees as if women’s 

marginalisation within their communities has in some instances given 

them an advantage over men in peace building efforts. As women’s 

place are often on the periphery of the established religious or 

political order, they are deemed less threatening and this vantage 

point has meant that they have had more freedom to act. (Marshall et 

al., 2011, p. 8).  Although, advantageous in some instances, the 

report was clear in stating that more effort needs to be invested in 

finding strategies that will empower women and further strengthen 

their efforts in the public domain. The report showed that women’s 

natural abilities for nurture, and the social role they play as 

caregivers (attending to basic needs such as food and shelter) 

naturally place them in pivotal roles in reconciliation and healing work. 

The report argues that these seemingly basic roles should not be 

discounted as insignificant: as they are critical in most political 
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settings and essential elements in the process of peace building 

(Marshall et al., 2011, p. 14).  

 

These efforts of women are rarely acknowledged for a number of 

reasons. In many instances accounts of women’s experiences are 

often oral; they are found in the form of stories that are not 

documented (Hill Fletcher, 2008). Secondly, as the Berkeley study 

demonstrated, most of the work of women in peace building takes 

place ‘behind the spotlight and behind the scenes’ (Marshall et al., 

2011, p. 26). Women’s efforts are usually confined to the private 

sphere, even though peace building is effectively both a private and 

public interest, and cannot be separated. The report highlighted the 

need to strengthen the links between religious institutions (private) 

and the secular (public) and emphasised women’s particular 

relational strengths in building networks. The report concluded by 

saying that despite women’s ‘invisibility’ in the public sphere, 

women’s efforts in the process of peace building ‘has become visible 

enough to complicate understandings of what constitutes an effective 

peace building process, and suggest ways to improve it in order to 

build a stronger peace’ (Marshall et al., 2011, p. 26).  

 

The report was specifically on the role of women in religious peace 

building. However, the challenges named and the processes 

engaged are akin to homemaking practices that aim to create, build 

and maintain a safe home for all. It demonstrates the particular skills 

and insights women bring to cultivating a culture of thin trust. 

 

In the context of this thesis, how we understand home is almost by 

definition further bound to the experience of living in diaspora. This 

vantage  point  naturally lends itself to the inclusion of insights to do 

with dislocation, homelessness, belonging, homemaking (again) and 

the need to reinvent identity. These markers of ‘who we are’ are not 

confined to the religious other. Gary Bouma has observed how the 

churches in Australia have become progressively more culturally 
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diverse through migration. These markers also apply to many 

members of the church in Australia. 

 

The diasporic Christian shares a significant number of common 

experiences with those of other faiths who have likewise needed to 

negotiate the complexity of shifting home.  

 

In the spirit of Kerr’s positioning question, let me identify myself. I am 

a migrant, a Christian theologian in the making, who has become an 

Australian citizen. This interest in the metaphor of home actually 

arises out of my own experience (Carroll, 2008), though it is not 

peculiar to me. The question of “Where are you from?” readily 

becomes for those in the diaspora rather confusing. Where is this 

place called home? That is a stock question. Is it back in Fiji or 

Western Sydney? – or somewhere in between the two?  

 

For those in the life of the church how we answer that question can 

affect our sense of identity and belonging. Are we being asked to join 

an institution already set up in its cultural mores and ways? Or, can 

the other, the migrant, also be a bearer of fresh insights and gifts that 

somehow revivifies the existing ecclesiology? Kerr’s “where are you 

from?” is related to how we fit in. My earlier thesis was in fact 

concerned with how the migrant other can release a fresh symbol 

that represents where I was from, to an understanding of what it 

means to be the church. In this way ecclesiology can become more 

cross cultural. 
 

Broadly, what was of particular interest to me was how symbols or 

customary practices from diasporic cultures might contribute to an 

emerging theology seeking to address life in contemporary Australia. 

These practices are part and parcel of the embedded diasporic 

experience. This particular interest in the metaphor arose out of 

taking a step back from the embedded immediacy of Kerr’s 
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positioning question and engaging in an intentional theological 

enquiry.  

 

In my case, the lei, a symbol of welcome and hospitality in the Pacific 

became the medium through which to do theology. The lei is a 

garland of flowers (usually sweet smelling frangipanis). It is a 

universal symbol of welcome and hospitality in the Pacific; it is not a 

custom indigenous to Australia. It is an imported practice seeking to 

find new meaning and expression in the new host context.  

 

The exchange of leis happens at the intersection of the host 

encountering the guest. The purpose of this earlier dissertation was 

to explore the dynamics arising from this kind of relationship. It is 

evident that hospitality is not a one-way traffic or relationship. In the 

encounter between guest/host, gifts and insights are exchanged 

bringing about a transformation in both the guest and host. This 

transformation takes the form of new ways of thinking, seeing and 

being with the cultural or religious other. Michael Kinnamon asserts 

that ‘Christians can cooperate without being changed; but we can’t 

welcome one another without, in some basic ways being 

transformed’ (Kinnamon, 2001, p. 4). 

 

The fluid, dynamic reversal between guest and host relationship is 

evident in the Greek xenos, the word used for stranger in the New 

Testament. The term simultaneously denotes guest or host (Koenig, 

1985, p. 8). The verb xenizō means ‘to receive and give lodging to a 

guest. It also means ‘to startle through novelty’ or ‘to surprise by 

being unusual’ (Spicq, 1994, p. 555). Working with these varying 

definitions, John Koenig argues that philoxenia, the term for 

hospitality in the New Testament is more than just literally a ‘love of 

strangers’ but ‘the delight in the whole guest-host relationship, in the 

mysterious reversals and gains for all parties which may take place’ 

(See also Geitz, 1993, pp. 11-15). For the Christian community, this 

delight in the guest/host relationship was inspired and motivated by 
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the expectation that the Triune God would be present in every 

hospitable encounter. 

 

The premise underpinning the practice of hospitality in the biblical 

texts echoed in Hebrews 13: 1-2. The expectation is that God comes 

to us in the guise of the stranger. The nature of the guest/host 

reversal is part of the long-standing biblical tradition of hospitality 

dating back to Abraham’s welcome of the three strangers in Genesis 

18. Abraham offers faithful hospitality to three strangers who are, in 

fact, angels disguised as humans. Abraham’s hospitality is rewarded 

with a gift, a message of promise that his elderly wife, Sarah will bear 

him a child. Underlying the practice of hospitality is the notion that the 

stranger, the guest, the alien or foreigner, comes bearing gifts. These 

gifts can only be given if the host is open to receiving them. But, in 

order to receive them, the host must allow him/herself to be a guest. 

In various ways, and at certain points in the encounter, the host 

becomes the guest and the guest becomes the host. It is only in this 

movement of reversal that gifts can be given and exchanged. 

Through the constant movement of guest/host reversal, perspectives 

are engaged, and gifts and insights are exchanged. Guest and host 

become one or the other through mutuality and reciprocity.  

 

In the New Testament the follower of Christ is exhorted to recognise 

the anonymous Jesus in and through the personal situation of the 

vulnerable other (Matthew 25:35-45). Then again in Paul’s epistle to 

the Galatians (3:25-28) the body of Christ is conceived of in a way 

that transcends boundary lines demarcated by ethnicity, gender and 

slavery. In the New Testament biblical texts Jesus can come to us as 

a stranger and as guest. Often Jesus himself is seen to be playing 

the role of host/guest. In the house of Mary and Martha, Jesus is 

both their guest and their host. In the Last Supper and through the 

act of communion, Jesus is our gracious host. 
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For the purposes of constructing a cross-cultural ecclesiology, how 

we understand the presence of Christ, illustrates the reversible 

quality of this practice of being guest and host. Writing in 1995 Daniel 

Migliore (Migliore, 1995) emphasised the twin images of Christ as 

‘gracious host who offers God's hospitality to all, and unexpected 

guest who awaits our hospitality’ as a way of thinking about the 

mission of the church. Migliore believed hospitality to be an 

appropriate metaphor for the contemporary church particularly  

in an age deadly ethnic struggles and hardening divisions 
among people both outside and inside the church, and in a 
time when tens of millions of refugees have no place to 
call home…(Migliore, 1995, p. 251) 

 
In a constantly changing and growing global and pluralistic world, 

Migliore stressed the need for the ‘the church to recover the gospel 

message of God's hospitality to strangers in Christ (Rom. 15:7) and 

to reflect on the nature of the church's ministry in that light’ (Migliore, 

1995, p. 251). The intention of this initial thesis was to explore how 

the church in Australia might be that place of welcome for the cultural 

other. Its aim was also to invite the cultural other to bring their own 

gifts (symbolised by flowers) that could be threaded into the ecclesial 

lei. 

 

The value of this metaphor (of the lei) lies in how this code of 

hospitality from elsewhere, the bestowing of the garland, is employed 

to think through the complex dynamics of crossing cultures in a 

society that is usually constructed along Anglo-Celtic lines. In so 

doing, it is exploring the question of how migrant cultures (strands of 

leis) can enrich an ekklesia that is essentially an amalgamation of 

settler churches whose origins were also in another time and in 

another place. In the course of that conversation hospitality morphed 

into hospitaleity.  

 

Hospitaleity presupposes the three movements of hospitality and 

adds to it. These movements grounded in Hebrew and New 
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Testament traditions are: the experience of being the stranger, the 

reversal of the guest and host, where the guest becomes host 

resulting in a transforming revelation. This notion of hospitality is 

explored and expanded further in order to construct the idea of 

hospitaleity. The three additional movements are drawn from the 

Christian theological tradition; the experience of alienation brought 

about by migration, being alien in diaspora and the Oceanic tradition 

of hospitality symbolized by the lei.  
 
These movements can lead us toward an open dialogue with other 

cultures, religions and theories. These movements and turns can 

also provide the foundation for cross-cultural theology(ies) 

conversation and interfaith relationships in Australia. The principles 

and practice of the movements of hospitaleity enables and empowers 

us to “show” grace to those different from us and provides a safe, 

sacred theoretical and physical space to be vulnerable, to explore 

our strangerness and allow for transformations to occur. The 

movements and turns of hospitaleity provides the necessary 

framework whereby theory, action and reflection become inseparable 

moments in praxis. 

 

The neologism hospitaleity is a series of movements that presumes 

the relationship between the stranger and host is dynamic. 

Hospitaleity invites us to consider the relationship between identity, 

belonging and home. The lei in hospitaleity became a conduit 

between cultures and a metaphor for reimagining the church in the 

diaspora. Drawing from personal experience, culture, Christian 

tradition and other disciplines, I argued that hospitaleity was a series 

of movements in which the ultimate goal was the transformation of 

guest, host and space. I proposed the movements of hospitaleity as 

a way of being church and weaving new spaces of hospitality and 

community. As guest and host engage in a dance of role reversals, 

spaces become endowed with meaning through the exchange of 
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stories. Transformation, new ways of seeing and being, new insight 

are the surprise of hospitality.  

 

This transformation requires a move from the centre (home) to the 

periphery and to an engagement in delight in the hospitality 

relationship of guest/host reversal. The practical effect is the 

transformation of space into place. This emphasis on hospitaleity 

thus requires us to leave home (the familiar), to redefine home, and 

to find home in the movement and encounter with the other.  

 

In my case, hospitality/hospitaleity was privileged as a theme and 

metaphor over the now often invoked notion and practice of talanoa. 

The key exponents here are Jione Havea and Nasili Vaka’uta 

(Havea, 2013, 2010; Vaka'uta, 2010). Talanoa, meaning ‘story 

telling’, is another powerful metaphor that is representative of the 

Pacific.  Pacific cultures are oral in nature. The stories of our 

ancestors, our tribes, our history, our land and our people are often 

narrated through myths and legends which are handed down from 

generation to generation. Conversing and story telling are part of our 

everyday life. Our stories convey and carry meaning about our 

worldview and faith. Talanoa embodies conversation and dialogue. 

Talanoa could easily be the chosen and appropriate metaphor of 

what it means to be a cross-cultural church.  

 

For me, however, talanoa is usually associated with sitting around a 

kava bowl. In some Pacific cultures women are excluded from sitting 

together with the men, although they may have the special privilege 

of serving the drink. In this sense, talanoa can in some 

circumstances be exclusive and the privilege of men. Hospitality, on 

the other hand, challenges oppressive traditional norms in the home 

and the public sphere.  

 

Furthermore, as talanoa is an island custom, it has its limitations in 

the diaspora and particularly for a Christian theology of other faiths. 
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In the first instance, talanoa has been practised mainly by those who 

are Christian and who share the Pacific culture. Talanoa is a 

regionally specific concept. It has often been expressed as an 

oceanic hermeneutic. Its emphasis is on conversation and 

storytelling.  

 

By way of comparison the language of hospitality is common to all 

cultures. It is a practice to be found in Islam, Judaism, Hinduism, in 

fact, in many of the religious traditions. Hospitality transcends culture 

region and dialogue. More importantly, hospitality embodies practice. 

Hospitality and the practice or movements of hospitaleity 

encompasses more than talking and dialogue. It is a way of being. 

Hospitality also has the capacity to align itself with the rich and 

biblical traditions of hospitality and home. 

 

This focus upon hospitality/hospitaleity lends itself to a Christian 

theology of other faiths. It does so because it is grounded in biblical 

and theological traditions. Hospitaleity is dialogue but it is dialogue 

done in a certain spirit and with a particular end in mind. The end in 

mind here is to help the Christian faith find a theological rationale for 

why it is engaged in conversations with other faiths.  

 

 

My interest in the metaphor of home was also inspired by Jacques 

Derrida. He raised the question of whether hospitality is indeed 

possible if one was homeless. This query is particularly pertinent as 

‘hospitality is fundamentally connected to place - to a space bounded 

by commitments, values and meanings’ (Pohl, 1999, p. 136). 

Derrida’s probing of home has to do with whether our hospitality 

arises out of a sense of home. Is it the security of the home that 

enables us to offer hospitality? Or, is it the experience of 

homelessness, displacement and dislocation that enables us to 

welcome the other? (Derrida & Dufourmantelle, 2000) Derrida’s 

probing continued to haunt me prompting me to consider the notions 
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of home and homemaking over against the experiences of 

displacement, dislocation and diaspora.  

 

That original thesis was concerned with the relationship of the Anglo-

Celtic imaginary with the other within the Christian faith. It was a 

theological exploration of belonging to the Christian faith in the 

Australian context from the perspective of the Australien other. The 

alien other here referred to those Christians of other cultures who 

have migrated to Australia. It is a term used to describe the 

alienation, the otherness of being a stranger on Australian soil and 

the struggle to belong, to be and feel at home on Australian soil. The 

term also signifies a location and citizenship or residential status. In 

this sense the alien, stranger or margin has been redefined to be a 

place of creativity and transformation. The ‘alien’ was placed within 

the context of being Australien and thus is also a marker of civic 

identity. It is as such a mode of resistance against those who 

construct an understanding of what it means to be ‘a real Australian’.  

 

 

The purpose of this present work is to build upon this earlier work 

and extend the metaphor of home to the religious other.   At the best 

of times home is a fraught concept. It is an ambiguous notion. It can 

mean a range of things – a house, a street address, land, country, 

and religion, through to feelings of security and belonging. In fact 

home is inclusive of all these things. Home is an actual lived location, 

a residence, an identifiable position on a map as well as a place of 

potential shelter, identity and hospitality. Home is both an ideal (idea, 

concept, metaphor) as well as a lived reality. It is evident that a 

simple recourse to home is not adequate: there is need for critical 

scrutiny. 

 

Sara Ahmed highlights three registers against which home can be 

measured or defined: your country of birth, the address at which you 

currently live and the country in which you currently reside. (Ahmed, 
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2000, p. 86) In using these registers, Ahmed emphasises the 

ambiguous nature of home, highlighting that one could have multiple 

homes and that the notion of home is affective. Here home is evoked 

by memory and experience. Home is not limited to a fixed physical 

dwelling. It is more than just a fixed geographical location on a map. 

It is affective and symbolic.  

 

Ideally, home is a place where there is a deep sense of belonging 

and, subsequently, security, acceptance and connection, without fear 

or shame (Mitton, 2012, p. 136). Laura Gross maintains that ‘as a 

human family, most of us have a conception of home as a sense of 

place that ideally connects us with others and the space we share’ 

(Gross, 2001, p. 287). Blunt claims that home is usually the place 

‘invested with meanings, emotions, experiences and relationships 

that lie at the heart of human life’ (Blunt, 2005, p. 506).  It is where 

primary relationships, identity and notions of the other are formed 

and hospitality practised.  

 

Home is both a site of integration and difference. It is a place where 

identity is formed and challenged. Roopa Nair, in her study of 

Gujarati immigrant women in suburban Montreal, noted that  

For immigrants, the home not only reflects and mirrors 
identity but it is an important space that is used to create 
particular home experiences. In addition to being an 
important physical space, home embodies metaphoric 
meanings that are especially important for persons 
struggling to belong in a new society (Nair, 1998, p. 16). 

 

The home embodies both the personal/private/domestic and 

public/political spheres. Fiona Allon notes that, for the most part, the 

home has been seen and understood as existing only in the 

private/domestic sphere (Allon, 1997, pp. 1-13). Home has very 

much been the domain to which women have been assigned. 

Feminists have shown the home can be a place of exclusion, 

oppression and violence.  It can very easily be a site of patriarchy 
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and kyriarchy (Fiorenza, 1994; Martin & Mohanty, 1986; Young, 

1997). Iris Marion Young, however, argues that despite home being a 

place of exclusion and oppression for women, the idea of home has 

its redemptive qualities (Young, 1997). 

 

The idea of home (both as a metaphor and reality) and homemaking 

needs to be reframed. Reframing the notion of home as movement 

and relational rather than as fixed or impermeable may open up 

alternative ways of understanding how and why the Christian 

engages in interfaith dialogue and collaborative actions. This task is 

essential to Christian witness, discipleship and global citizenship. It 

will require naming and breaking through the barriers of fear and 

suspicion. According to Eric Law, fear is one of the major stumbling 

blocks for a culturally diverse community. He identifies six of these 

recurring fears. They are the fear of not being able to communicate, 

the fear of being judged, fear of unmanageable conflict, fear of losing 

control, fear of losing one’s identity and the fear of dying as a 

community. The wellbeing of home will require the naming of and 

working through these fears. In addition, it will need a renewed spirit 

and particular competencies for interfaith education and dialogue.  

 

Redeeming and reframing the understanding of home requires a 

radical redefinition of home. The home must become dynamic and 

relational. It should not be fixed or static – rather, home should be 

seen as a movement. For Nelle Morton home is a journey. She 

declares  

I have come to know home was not a place. Home is a 
movement, a quality of relationship, a state where people 
seek to be “their own,” and increasingly responsible for the 
world (Morton, 1985, p. xix). 

 

It is the ideal of home as a place of safety, connection, security or 

belonging that informs the continuing movement of homemaking as 

practice. The ideal of home, as feminist philosopher Iris Marion 

Young reminds us, can be reclaimed as a basis for a theological 
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framework for hosting cultural and religious diversity. Allon further 

contends that  

In the end, our home should provide us with the 
fundamental feeling of security and belonging. It should be 
a place where we not only learn to look after ourselves but 
also learn to care for others; a place where we discover 
the meaning of obligation and test out the limits of 
commitment; a place where we find out about the nature of 
responsibility, not just to family but also to strangers. The 
home is, of course, our main means of shelter. It’s the 
place we need for our security, safety, identity and 
attachment. It’s something we need for our wellbeing. But 
it’s also a place we sometimes need to declare open, a 
place where we invite other’s in and offer them hospitality 
(Allon, 2008, p. 211). 

 

This task of home requires appropriate practices. The focus falls 

upon the art of homemaking. Homemaking practices enable the 

creation and nurture of home. Homemaking is dependent on at least 

three basic key assumptions. The first is that home is not fixed, 

impermeable or permanent; it is relational and involves movement, 

which is manifested through homemaking practices. The movement, 

the act of creating or recreating home based on the values of an 

ideal home, is homemaking. Home is in the struggle, in the 

uncertainty, the ambiguity and the gaps.  

 

Secondly, home is about dwelling. To dwell in a place means to 

inhabit. Home is not just bricks and mortar.  It is at its core about 

relationships with people and place. Inhabiting, or being-at home as 

Ahmed maintains, means that the subject and space leak into each 

other, inhabit each other’ (Ahmed, 2000, p.89). Spaces become 

significant places of meaning, memory and meaning when the 

inhabitants embody the stories, create new meaning and set down 

new roots. Being at home is a process of inhabitation or dwelling. 

Inhabitation is a matter of embodied being. It is a two way process, 

whereby we are shaped by place and place is shaped by the 

relationship we have with it. (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 62) 
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John Inge develops this link between inhabiting and its relationship 

with dwelling and building further (Inge, 2003). He draws upon Martin 

Heideigger’s etymological explication of the word building, which has 

its origins from the Old English and High German word for building 

bauen, meaning to dwell. To dwell signifies to remain, to stay in place. 

According to Heideigger, a covert trace of the word has been 

retained in the word neighbour which implies the capacity to cherish, 

to protect, to care for (as cited in Inge, 2003, pp. 19,31). It suggests 

that a proper understanding of building would be to its etymological 

roots, to dwelling. (Inge, 2003, pp. 19, 31). This dwelling would 

involve a sense of continuity, community and of being at home. Inge 

maintains inhabiting requires that one be aware of the importance of 

place.  

 

Thirdly, homemaking involves practices. These are intentional 

practices that create the habitus for home. There is a correlating 

relationship between habitat and habit. Habits are created by 

repetitive practices. These repetitive practices in turn create, shape 

and form the habitat. Mary McLintock Fulkerson defines homemaking 

as ‘the distinctive ways the community maintains itself as a physical 

place, for maintenance or upkeep, but also as a liveable place - a 

real homeplace where people offer each other material, emotional, 

and spiritual support’ (Fulkerson, 2010, p. 127). 

 

The ideal of home can only be made possible through intentional 

homemaking practices. For Daniel Kemmis inhabiting a place is to 

dwell there in a practised way. It is a way that relies upon certain 

regular, trusted habits of behaviour. He argues that our capacity to 

live well in a place might depend on our ability to relate to neighbours 

– especially neighbours with a different lifestyle on the basis of 

shared habits of behaviour. Homemaking practices enable and 

nurture the creation of a habitus for meaningful inhabitation where 

both human and non-human life is nourished (Bouma-Prediger & 

Walsh, 2008, pp. 62, 141-143). It is creating and recreating 
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spaces/places into meaningful shared storied places and providing 

opportunities to open up conversations with indigenous and non-

indigenous people who identity this place as home. It is the ability to 

create new spaces by transforming them into places (homes) 

endowed with meaning and value. Robert Ginsberg captures this 

capacity well in saying that human beings are inherently ‘home-

makers’. He writes:  

We make our homes. Not necessarily by constructing 
them, although some people do that. We build the intimate 
shell of our lives by the organization and furnishing of 
space in which we live. How we function as persons is 
linked to how we make ourselves at home. We need time 
to make our dwelling into a home… Our residence is 
where we live, but our home is how we live…(Ginsberg, 
1999, p. 31). 

 
For Ginsberg our home is how we live. It is how we structure the 

household by the housekeeping rules we choose to be governed by 

and the stories and symbols we choose to represent who we are.  

 

Young describes homemaking ‘as a redemptive act of story telling 

which, in turn, requires us to restructure the household (be it the 

nation, home, household of God) by the symbols we choose to 

identify ourselves by’ (Young, 1997, p. 151). Home is fundamentally 

a place of connection, of relationships that are life giving and 

foundational and which includes the history and memories of the 

past. For Young homemaking  

consists in the activities of endowing things with living 
meaning, arranging them in space in order to facilitate the 
life activities of those to whom they belong, and preserving 
them, along with their meaning which is both a personal 
and collective act of identity. Homemaking is a redemptive 
act of story telling which in turn requires us to restructure 
the household (be it the nation, home, household of God) 
by the symbols we choose to identify ourselves by (Young, 
1997, p. 154).  

 

Homemaking in this sense is an invitation to create home. It invites 

others to bring something significant of themselves (a symbol or 

story) to build the home. My offering is that of the lei, a symbol of 
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welcome and of an invitation to create new meaning of what it means 

to be at home in this context.  

 

 

The issue at stake before us is how to create a sense of home and 

craft necessary practices in this country. There is work to be done. 

This thesis seeks to explore Australia’s religious diversity in the light 

of how Christian theologies of other faiths intersect with the practice 

of interfaith dialogue and encounters in Australia. The short answer is 

they do not! There is a tendency for networking and inter-faith 

practice, on the one hand, and an explicit theological reflection, on 

the other, to operate on separate lines of trajectory. This research 

then, is seeking to explore how they can be better connected and 

integrated drawing on feminist and diasporic perspectives and 

sources. That linking has not been done before.  

 

This thesis will explore and develop a Christian feminist theology of 

interfaith engagement in the Australian context. It also happens to be 

informed by diasporic insights due to my own response to Kerr’s 

probing positioning questions. Employing the metaphor of home and 

homemaking practices, the intention is to explore a framework for a 

theology of homemaking that integrates the private/public divide.  

 

From a Christian theological perspective homemaking is grounded in 

the economy of the Triune God. That language of economy might 

sound odd at first hearing. The contemporary reference suggests 

budgets, funding, cut backs, shortfalls and forward revenues. How 

would that agenda service a rendering of interfaith and theological 

homemaking practices? The word economy has a history which is 

rather revealing, however. Its roots lie in the Greek oikos (house) and 

nomos (management) (Spicq, 1994, pp. 568-575). The ancient Greek 

word for house oikos or oikia means house or dwelling place, 

household or family and possessions/belongings. The term also 

refers to and includes relations between members of the household 
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and functions. The word oikonomia (housekeeping/management) 

refers to that which makes the household habitable. The oikos of 

God became the household of God’s creation.  Originally it had a 

purely secular meaning of administering and managing goods or a 

household, or overseeing an office according to some plan or design.  

 

It would also be wise to heed Sallie McFague’s argument to situate 

the term economy within a broader and interrelated meaning with the 

other two words for which oikos is also the etymological root - 

ecumenicity and ecology. All three words, McFague argues, belong 

together, particularly, if salvation is understood to mean the 

flourishing of God’s household (McFague, 2008, p. 83). Each word 

has a connection to dwelling or house, inhabiting and managing. 

Good household management, or homemaking, incorporates all 

three meanings and must include the earth and non-human creatures 

as part of God’s household. McFague states that ‘economics is the 

most basic of all human studies; it is concerned with the laws of our 

planet: okoinomia. It is concerned with good household management’ 

(McFague, 2008, p. 33). McFague drives home the point that  

economics is not just about money; it is about who lives 
and who dies, and who lives decently and who does not. It 
is about what is needed for life to flourish (McFague, 2008, 
p. 36).  

 

Furthermore, McFague asserts that  

in order for the whole household of the planet to flourish, 
the earth’s resources must be distributed justly among all 
its inhabitants, human and earth others, on a sustainable 
basis. Good home economics insists that the whole 
household must be fed now and in the future (McFague, 
2008). 
  

Good household management takes into account the whole inhabited 

earth and its people. It can mean in practice that faithful and fair 

accounting for the refugee, and the migrant, who comes from another 

faith. Stewardship of the whole inhabited earth does not just mean 
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caring only for the Christian household. The invitation to care or 

manage is a vision for a shared home for all.  

 

The economic Trinity is the way in which the Creator manages the 

reconstruction of the creation through the redemptive act of Christ 

and the ongoing work of the Spirit. It is within this grand vision of the 

economy and salvation that oikonomia is nevertheless used in the 

New Testament Christian tradition to denote God’s plan for salvation 

and care for creation.  

 

This understanding is grounded in the Triune relationship of 

community and self-giving love. The Triune relationship signifies 

God’s desire and plan for the whole world for which the church is 

God’s agent. The church manifests God’s salvific purposes through 

reconciling, renewing and transforming relationships. Homemaking 

becomes the practice of fulfilling of God’s mission.  

 

Rowan Williams emphasises that as “who we are and what we have 

comes from God”, we are to live as “trustees” of the gospel and for 

the sake of others (Williams, 2011, p. 2). He argues that belief in God 

is to be “a trustee of God’s truth”. Drawing from Augustine’s City of 

God (Augustine, 1909), Williams reminds us that our citizenship of 

the baselia is to be lived out in the way human beings visibly live 

together, in terms of how we bear one another’s costs and burdens 

(Williams, 2012, p. 303).  

 

Frederick Bosch asserts that ‘any faith worth its salt has to be 

concerned with the economy as part of the wider oikonomia - the way 

people live together’ (Borsch, 2005, p. 6). Drawing on the ancient 

meaning of the term economy, Wendell Berry makes the point that as 

oikonomia means the management or care exercised by the steward 

or economist (oikonomos), for the household (oikos) and for that 

within it that is entrusted to him; means protecting all the members of 
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the household and making the household fruitful so all can benefit 

(Berry, 1993, p. 99).  

 

In the course of the past decade the doctrine of the Trinity has been 

used by a number of theologians seeking to relate the Christian faith 

to the religious other (D'Costa, 2000; Dupuis, 1997; Heim, 2001; 

Hunt, 2005; Ipgrave, 2003; Kärkkäinnen, 2004; Pannikar, 1973; 

Vanhoozer, 1997). The focus on an economic Trinity naturally invites 

discussion on home and the perspectives which may then arise. The 

emphasis on a social and perichoretic understanding of the 

immanental Trinity sparks discussion on otherness and how one 

‘person’ relates to the ‘other(s)’. In terms of a Trinitarian theology 

oikonomia becomes a key feature. 

 

Homemaking, then, is modelled on the Triune relationship and the 

community of persons. The Trinity models a relationship that affirms 

the distinctiveness and/or otherness of the other and yet seeks a 

relationship that is mutual and reciprocal in the way we encounter the 

other in the public space. It allows for real differences to be 

highlighted and affirmed for what they are. The divine economy 

enables us to wrestle with the ambiguity of being at home by 

empowering us to resist the temptation of domestic-at-homeness. In 

a rich and diverse cultural and religiously diverse society such as 

Australia, there is a need to affirm the nation as home, as a place of 

meaning and connection for all and not just for a select few. 

Homemaking creates space for the other through hospitality, 

enabling the other to tell their story and allowing them room in our 

home (the nation, church or community) to display the symbols of 

their story. Interfaith and cultural diversity are held together in 

oikonomia. Oikonomia makes its way through homemaking. 

Oikonomia lends itself to the practice of a Christian oikeiosis. This 

term is used by Ernst Conradie to mean the journey of coming home 

and can be translated as the making of home. Conradie uses 

oikeiosis to describe the journey towards reconciliation with 
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ourselves and our place in the larger scheme of things (Conradie, 

2005, p. 6). That larger scheme of things is God’s oikonomia. 

 

This model of home and homemaking practices is most relevant for 

our here and now. Australia is one of the most multicultural countries 

in the world. In opening its borders to migration it left behind its White 

Australia policy. Australia now hosts and is home to a diversity of 

peoples, their cultures and religions. Gary Bouma reckons that how 

we live together faithfully is the biggest challenge of the twenty first 

century. It is his belief that the challenge of religious diversity in the 

twenty first century will be how we manage diversity (Bouma, 2011a). 

The increasing level of religious diversity in Australia has ‘sparked a 

revitalization of religion’s role in the public sphere’ (Bouma, 2011a). 

The increasing level of religious diversity has been accompanied by  

the fear of possible inspired religious conflict and violence that could 

lead to the fracturing of a harmonious society. The biggest challenge 

Bouma believes we face is moving from this fear of the threat of 

other.  He argues ‘we have been raised basically to fear diversity’ 

(Bouma, 2011a, p. 1).  

 

The research report by Husnia Underabi on Mosques of Sydney and 

New South Wales (Underabi, 2014) showed that of the 167 mosques 

in New South Wales, ‘approximately half of these mosques faced 

resistance and opposition from the local communities when being 

built’ (Underabi, 2014, p. 10). Underabi states that ‘there is no 

evidence to indicate that opposition to mosque building will reduce in 

the unforeseeable future’ (Underabi, 2014, p. 12). At the time of 

writing, Penrith Liberal Councillor, Marcus Cornish, was ‘fighting’ to 

oppose a prayer hall being built at Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, 

Penrith Council (Paterson, 2014a). Councillor Cornish’s argument is 

that a mosque or community centre ‘does not fit with the Penrith way 

of life’ (Paterson, 2014b). Making a comparison with Auburn, Cornish 

adds that since ‘Auburn now have three mosques, it is not a safe 

place to walk around at all’ (Paterson, 2014b). In his foreword to the 
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Mosques of Sydney and New South Wales report, Kevin Dunn 

asserts that ‘the best antedotes to ill-founded generalisations are 

insight and evidence on the actual roles and impacts of mosques’ 

(Underabi, 2014, p. 8).  This unrelenting fear of the other continues to 

create division, suspicion and intolerance.  

 

In interpreting the Cronulla riots of December 4th 2005, Clive Pearson 

makes the point of  ‘how small a step it can be from fear and 

suspicion to hate’ (Pearson, 2008, p. 1). The Cronulla riots had been 

fed for some time by the politics of fear and suspicion with respect to 

the Muslim / Middle Eastern other. Through the work of Scott Bade 

Saye and Frank Furedi he demonstrated how ‘an unexamined fear, a 

disordered fear and a climate of fear creates a culture of 

disconnection that slips too easily into the polarisation of insiders and 

outsiders’ (Pearson, 2008, p. 12). Furthermore, he drew upon the 

work of Robert J and Karin Sternberg on the nature of hate to show 

how easily rumours ‘to do with the stranger, the immoral other, the 

morally bankrupt, the barbarian, the criminal and the seducer/rapist’ 

(Pearson, 2008, p. 12) can so easily be exploited in order to incite 

hate. These rumours were present in the lead up to the Cronulla riots 

and were played out with a high degree of intensity. The purpose of 

Pearson’s article was to explore the response of a public theology 

and consider how it might play its part in the nurturing of the public 

good, a civil society, and human flourishing. Pearson concluded that 

the nature of a public theology must be interdisciplinary and 

embedded in praxis. It must overcome the complexities of fear and 

make room for the other. The challenge for Australia, Bouma asserts, 

is where to from fear and how?  (Bouma, 2011a, p. 1). How can the 

Christian follow Christ in a culture of fear? 

 

In seeking to meet this challenge I turn to the rich resources of the 

Christian tradition. It is time to reconsider the public function and 

relevance of Christian beliefs and praxis. In this particular instance 

the issue is partly one of what might the Christian theological tradition 
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contribute to the social cohesion and public good of Bouma’s 

challenge of living in a multifaith environment. The dilemma is that 

Christianity has had a long exclusivist history of the religious other. It 

has often viewed the religious other in terms of being heathen, pagan, 

and requiring evangelization and conversion. It has operated with a 

salvific purpose where the finality of Christ brooks no rival. The 

economic Trinity may help to redress this imbalance by bringing to 

the fore again the charge ‘to love God and to love our neighbour’. Its 

commitment to the oikonomia of God effectively positions well the 

metaphor of home. 

 

In so doing it will be a theological necessity to deal with problematic 

verses. The construction of any theology must take into account the 

biblical intention. Scripture attracts a sense of authority. The most 

notable are the Great Commission in Matthew’s gospel and the 

seemingly exclusive ‘I am sayings’ in John 14.  Can they be 

interpreted in a more inclusive light?  Can that interpretation inform 

how mission can be understood and practised through homemaking? 

The matters of interfaith encounter and a Christian theology of other 

faiths cannot be easily suspended from missiology.   

 

The key change in practice and theology over the years has been to 

understand mission to and encounters with the religious other in 

terms of relationship. There has for some time now, at least from the 

late 1960s, to think of the other in terms of mission that is relational, 

rather than salvation that is christologically centered. According to 

Aasulv Lande the WCC 1968 Uppsala Assembly  

 

brought to clear expression and where, particularly in the 
strategic proposals, the church for others is emphasised. 
The fields for mission are no longer seen as exotic places 
in foreign lands, but rather localities in the secular world 
where there is human need, growth, tension, decision-
making responsibility and conflict (Lande, 1996, p. 34).  

 

In these circumstances it is helpful to draw upon the five marks of 
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mission. These ecumenical criteria have their origins in the Canadian 

Anglican Church. Nevertheless they have spread in terms of their 

ecclesial connections as well as disciplinary missiological relevancy. 

The Anglican Communion identified the five marks of mission to 

proclaim the Good News of the Kingdom; to teach, baptise and 

nurture new believers; to respond to human need by loving service; 

to seek to transform unjust structures of society; to challenge 

violence of every kind and to pursue peace and reconciliation and to 

strive to safeguard the integrity of creation and sustain and renew the 

life of the earth. These five marks of mission demonstrate the 

relationship between how the global or universal can find expression 

in the local and the particular. They take seriously the need or 

imperative of relating to the other for the sake of civil society, 

common good and social inclusion. They emphasise the importance 

of relationships. 

 

Interfaith dialogue has become the mode in which Christian witness 

and relationship with the other is forged and maintained. This more 

relational attitude poses a number of questions of how we 

understand mission. Is mission then to be seen as a form of 

evangelism seeking to proclaim the gospel for salvific purposes and 

conversion of individual souls? Wesley Ariarajah reflecting on the 

World Council of Churches (WCC) Nairobi controversy contends that 

the challenges dialogue poses to mission is the fear that dialogue will 

makes us less committed to evangelism and prevent us from 

proclaiming the good news of Jesus Christ to people around us 

(Ariarajah, 1980).4 Or is it that dialogue raises the challenge of the 

purpose of witness? Ariarajah provocatively asks, ‘Is Christian 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Wesley Ariarajah’s reflection on dialogue in this little booklet comes in the wake of the fifth 
Assembly of the World Council of Churches in Nairobi in 1975. At that Assembly the WCC 
program ‘Dialogue with people of other faiths and ideologies’ sparked a heated controversy 
among members.  The discussion brought to the fore a number of issues pertaining to 
evangelism and mission that had already arisen at a previous Assembly in 1971. At the 
1971 Assembly the mission constituency from Europe had challenged a report to do with the 
program ‘Dialogue with people of living faiths’ stating that the report undermined the core 
essence of Christian faith. The argument was that dialogue with people of other living faiths 
promoted a universalistic view of salvation, encourages syncretism and relativism and 
compromises the uniqueness and finality of Christ.  
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witness about making the listener come to the same theological 

understanding as the person who witnesses?’ (Ariarajah, 1980, p. 

25). 

 

The relationship between the theology of religions and interfaith 

dialogue has changed over the centuries in terms of methodology 

and practice. It has moved from one that did not account for the 

experience of the religious other (from within looking out) to that 

where the perspective of the religious other is integral to theological 

reflection. This shift took various forms and practices. Comparative 

religions was a method used to understand the religious other. Here 

other religions were studied with deep respect and their differences 

and similarities in doctrine and practice compared to Christianity. It 

was a genuine attempt to understand other religions, although it had 

its limitations. Often, these comparisons were done in silo type 

engagement and often from within the framework of Christian 

doctrines and practice. There was limited engagement with the 

religious other except through sacred texts, textbooks and the 

occasional face-to-face encounter with a religious practitioner or a 

visit to another faith’s site of worship.  

 

A more recent shift in scholarship and practice has been to 

understand the other on their terms and from within their own 

religious framework. This recent shift asserts that religions or the 

religious other, needs to be understood from within their own 

religious cultural framework of meaning. This shift requires active 

engagement with the other beyond academia or texts. In practice this 

engagement is manifested through interfaith dialogue.  

 

Interfaith dialogue is manifested in different forms. It embraces 

dialogue in both the form of conversation, and practice through 

common projects. An active expression of interfaith dialogue is 

scriptural reasoning. This form of dialogue is an interfaith, 

interdisciplinary reading of sacred texts. It is an evolving practice in 
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which Christians, Muslims and Jews other faiths meet together to 

read their sacred texts (Ford & Pecknoid, 2006). What this thesis is 

seeking to do is a little different. It is wanting to be overtly theological. 

Support for such an enterprise comes from a somewhat surprising 

source. Mona Siddiqui is a Muslim woman teaching in the otherwise 

Christian faculty of Divinity in Edinburgh. Her Christians, Muslims and 

Jesus is a theological exploration of the centrality of Jesus in 

Christian-Muslim relations (Siddiqui, 2013). The book is based on the 

need to do intensive theological study. In this case she explores the 

claims Christians have made about the divine status of Jesus and his 

salvific effect of the cross. She has drawn upon both Christian and 

Muslim scholars through the centuries.  From a Muslim scholar who 

happens to be a woman we hear the importance of having a 

theological foundation for our dialogical involvement.  

 

 

Christian theologies of other faiths or theology of religions concern 

how Christians view, understand, and explain the presence of other 

religions and how God is at work in them. It also concerns how 

Christians understand and articulate their faith in the presence of the 

religious other. Wilfred Cantwell Smith made a methodological 

ground shifting contribution to how Christian theologies of other faiths 

should be approached and developed. Cantwell Smith believed,  

any serious intellectual statement of Christian faith must 
include, if it is to serve its purposes among men [sic], 
some doctrine of other religious ways (Smith, 1972, p. 
133).  

 

Cantwell Smith’s contribution was slowly to change how theologians 

engaged and reflected on the religious other and their traditions. He 

emphasised the necessity to ground a Christian theological reflection 

of other faiths on experience, encounters and engagement with other 

faiths. He felt that it was no longer satisfactory to reflect on other 

religions without first knowing anything about them.  
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Engagement with other faiths requires a theology of religions that 

takes into account the experience, culture and faith of the religious 

other. Our theology influences the way we dialogue and sound 

theological reflection is needed that informs why we engage with 

other faiths, guides our interfaith dialogue practice and engages with 

the challenges interfaith dialogue presents. In his recent book 

Controversies in interreligious dialogue and the theology of religions 

Paul Hedges emphasises that   

interreligious dialogue is the praxis that informs the theoria 
of the theology of religions. While they can be practised 
alone, one without the other is to some extent 
meaningless, even impossible… (Hedges, 2010, p. 13) 

 

There has been the tendency to understand interfaith dialogue and 

the theology of religions as two different and unrelated tracks. The 

Catholic theologian Michael Barnes claims they are ‘two sides of the 

same coin’ (Barnes, 2002, p. 3). Barnes believes that Christian 

theologies of other faiths is ‘more broadly about the ethics of 

discipleship, about the way Christians are to live in a multifaith world’ 

(Barnes, 2002, p. 3). Viggo Mortensen echoed a similar position 

stating that ‘you cannot - from a Christian point of view – seriously 

engage in interreligious dialogue without a sound theology of 

religions’ (Mortensen, 2003, p. xiv). 

 

This theological quest is bound into the overall search for home. The 

way in which home is understood in this thesis is admittedly from a 

Christian perspective. There is no intention to enter into how the 

other theistic or non-theistic faiths might understand home and 

homemaking. This thesis represents a prior stage. Its intention is 

more modest. It is seeking to explore a Christian theology of other 

faiths through the lens of this metaphor. It is at the same time, 

seeking to address rival theological understandings and exclusive 

practices within the Christian faith.  It is a first step. The underlying 

hope is that in the course of time, representatives of other faiths 
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might want to bring into the dialogue their understandings or practice 

of home.  

 

This inquiry is concerned then with a journey. That journey is 

arranged around the metaphor of home and nurturing homemaking 

practices. It is a journey that calls us to move and travel. It coincides 

with the call to follow and be “on the way” which lies at the heart of 

Christian discipleship. Joerg Rieger rightly discerns ‘traveling with 

Jesus means leaving the static places of home and challenging the 

status quo’ (Rieger, 2011, p. 39). As bell hooks makes the point in 

her reflection on home, that often we need to leave home to find 

home (hooks, 1999, pp. 41-50). That journey requires meaningful 

signposts, an intelligible discourse, and appropriate practices suited 

to the particularity of the terrain.  

 

In making room for the other, the Christian faith may clarify its identity 

and purpose in contemporary Australia. That discovery may go hand 

in hand with the revelatory insights of its own followers who left home, 

migrated and discovered a new home here in Australia.  
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CHAPTER 2 

Homeward Bound 

The way in which home can be conceived as a journey lends itself to 

the idea of being homeward bound. This coming together of these 

two words looks towards a destination, an ending, and a sense of 

completion, arrival and fulfilment. To be homeward bound is to be on 

a journey — and, in this manner, it is consistent with Jorge Rieger’s 

understanding of discipleship as travelling with Jesus. It is also in 

keeping with Moreton’s reading of home as being one of movement 

and relationships rather than one which is fixed and static. 

 

For all its merit the idea of being homeward bound is not without 

ambiguities that need to be negotiated. The reference to being bound 

is a familiar one to the studies of religion. Although the term is highly 

contested (Hedges, 2010; Smith, 1991, p. 117), the etymological 

roots of the word religion describe something of the power and 

ritualistic nature of religion that binds and holds believers together.  

The Latin word for religion is informed by the verb religare. It means 

‘to bind’, or ‘to place obligation upon’ or ‘to connect’ (Hedges, 2010, 

pp. 66-67). The etymological roots of the word date back to the 

Roman Cicero, who drew from the Latin root relegere, meaning ‘to 

repeat’, or ‘to connect’. In the 4th century the Christian Lactantius 

understood the word religion to be derived from the Latin religare, 

meaning ‘to bind’. The history of the term is reflected in its modern 

day usage. Religion inspires connection and obligation; it also implies 

a sense of being bound or tied Tinu Ruparell captures this 

ambiguous tension well in stating  

The history of religions is thus marked by a dialectic of 
religious belonging, a tension between solidarity to an 
absolute, pure tradition or divinity, and a call to a view in 
which religious traditions are more fluid, cosmopolitan, and 
non-absolute (Ruparell, 2013, p. 117).   
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The idea of being homeward bound refers to the past or completed 

action arising out of a binding to that which is familiar and generative. 

This metaphor is consistent with Thomas Tweed’s theory of religions. 

Writing as a sociologist Tweed assumes an understanding of religion 

which emphasises movement and relationality. In this way he de-

essentialises the often problematic understanding of religions that 

promotes them as static, unchanging and monolithic. ‘Religion is 

about settling in and moving across’ (Tweed, 2006, p. 77).  Tweed 

defines religions as  

confluences of organic-cultural flows that intensify joy and 
confront suffering by drawing on human and suprahuman 
forces to make homes and cross boundaries (Tweed, 
2006, p. 54).  

 

Tweed’s definition is an ‘attempt to correct theories that have 

presupposed stasis and minimised interdependence’ (Tweed, 2006, 

p. 77). Echoing a similar problem with the definition of religion is 

English theologian Paul Hedges. He asserts that ‘we cannot view 

religion as a monolithic entity, but must see it as a fluid and cultural 

entity’ (Hedges, 2010, p. 6). He argues that an understanding of 

religion is critical to the theology of religions and interfaith dialogue.  

 

Tweed’s definition of religion argues that religions are essentially 

about dwelling and a way of crossing that takes into account the 

relationship with body, time and space. Furthermore, ‘religions 

involve finding one’s place and moving through space’ (Tweed, 2006, 

p. 74). Tweed acknowledges that ‘one of the imperfections the 

religious confront is that they are always in danger of being 

disoriented’ (Tweed, 2006, p. 74). Drawing on Charles Long’s 

assertion that ‘religion will mean orientation in the ultimate sense’, in 

terms of ‘how the religious comes to terms with the ultimate 

significance of one’s place in the world,’ Tweed argues  

we can understand religions as always-contested and ever 
changing maps that orient devotees as they move spatially 
and temporally. Religions are partial, tentative and 
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continually redrawn sketches of where we are, where 
we’ve been, and where we’re going (Tweed, 2006, p. 74). 
 

Religions make homes in the here and now; they also cross 

boundaries of time and space and orient believers in time and space. 

Religions promise the fulfilment of home (Tweed, 2006, p. 75).  

 

Tweed’s definition of religion includes reference to how organic 

cultural influences shape and transform religions as they move 

across spaces and time. Tweed believes that definitions matter as 

they offer hints about theories (Tweed, 2006, p. 42). Tweed expands 

this claim further through asserting that definitions and theories also 

intertwine with tropes. He believes that this ‘reciprocal triadic relation 

involves constant crisscrossing of influences among definition, theory 

and trope’ (Tweed, 2006, p. 42). Tweed’s definition of religion is 

precisely this triadic relationship of theory intermixed with tropes of 

crossing and dwelling.  Tweed hopes this his definition might prove 

useful for interpreting religious practices in other times and places 

(Tweed, 2006, p. 54). The equivalent trope in this thesis is the 

metaphor of home and the practice of homemaking. 

 

It is fitting at this point to cross reference Tweed’s understanding of 

religion as home with the work of Steven Bouma-Prediger and Brian 

J. Walsh and their definition of home. Bouma-Prediger and Walsh 

identify eight characteristics of what they believe exhibits the 

phenomenology of home. Their insights complements Tweed’s 

definition of religion as home from a more explicitly Christian 

perspective. Their phenomenology of home initially emphasises three 

criteria of home. These comprise the relational nature of home, the 

way in which  home is not just a dwelling but it is dwelling and finally 

that home is created and sustained by homemaking practices.  

 

Bouma-Prediger and Walsh’s first criteria is that  home is a place of 

permanence. Permanence is not defined by simply having shelter 

over your head.  Permanence in this instance intimates a sense of 
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rootedness to a place in a way that enables one to belong to a 

community and place in a meaningful way. Home also implies 

connectedness to a place and people rather than simply to a 

structure. For example, one can belong to a nomadic tribe and still 

have a sense of home. Why this can be so is because the nomadic 

wanderer is being sustained by a web of cultural relationships and 

support.  These meaningful relationships create, nurture and sustain 

home as a place of permanence. On the other hand one can have a 

shelter under a bridge or the steps of a Cathedral but this way of 

being does not necessarily create a sense of home. There is very 

limited access to resources, as well as there being a disconnection 

from meaningful relationships.  The absence of such makes being at 

home impossible. Permanence is defined by meaningful connections 

to place and people and not necessarily to structural dwellings. 

 

The second criteria in Bouma-Prediger and Walsh’s phenomenology 

of home has to do with dwelling. They argue that home is a dwelling 

place by emphasising the difference between a house and a home. 

‘A house is a building, whereas a home is an abode’ (Bouma-

Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 57). Dwelling in a home is distinctively 

different to living in a house. You can live in a house and not dwell. A 

house can be a space devoid of any meaning, while a home is a 

place filled with memory and relationships. To dwell is to live in a 

meaningful and connected way with others and place. 

Home is a relationship that is created and evolved over 
time; it is not consumed like the products of economic 
process’ (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2008, pp. 57-58).  

 

In sum a home is not a commodity in the way that house is seen as 

property or investment. On this aspect of home Simon Holt adds that 

our obsession with home as a commodity makes it impossible to 

dwell or to inhabit (Holt, 2007, p. 80). The Samoan fale or the Maori 

Marai, for example, are more than just building structures. They 

embody relationships, community, their worldview and values.  
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Thirdly, home is a storied place. Homemaking practices through story 

and memory transforms space into place. ‘At home, the stories we 

remember recall our common past and infuse our hoped-for future 

(Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 65). A home is created and 

maintained through relationships that embody stories that tell of 

experience and history. A house becomes a home when it is 

transformed by memory. Stories and memory endow a space with 

meaning. This suggests that home is not fixed or impermeable and 

neither is it the creation of one person, but rather a family, a 

community, a people.  

 

The fourth criteria Bouma-Prediger and Walsh develop is one that 

envisages home being a safe resting place. It is a place ‘constructed 

in such a way that we are safe to rest’ (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 

2008, p. 59). In this sense home is a refuge. It is a place from which 

one can safely explore the world as well as a place to which one can 

retreat or return to for rest, regeneration and the nurture of self-

identity (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 59)  

 

Fifthly, home is a place of hospitality. It is where we have the 

freedom to welcome family, friends and to extend welcome to the 

stranger. It as Fiona Allon states ‘a place we sometimes need to 

declare open, a place where we invite other’s in and offer them 

hospitality’ (Allon, 2008, p. 211). This offering of hospitality stems 

from a ‘fundamental feeling of security and belonging’ (Bouma-

Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 57).  

 

Sixthly, home is a place of embodied inhabitation. Home is a two way 

street.  ‘We not only shape a place according to our homemaking 

ways, but we are shaped by the places we inhabit’ (Bouma-Prediger 

& Walsh, 2008, p. 62). Home ‘requires care and cultivation, but that 

care and cultivation is always located in a particular place’ (Bouma-

Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 62).  
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Seventhly, home is a place of orientation. It provides us with an 

‘anchor that prevents us from being set adrift amidst the flow’ 

(Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 63). It is to have roots in a place, 

a secure point from which to look out into the world, a firm grasp of 

one’s position in the order of things…’, (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 

2008, p. 63). ‘Being at home is a mode of being whereby we are 

oriented within a spatial, temporal and sociocultural order we 

understand’ (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 63).  

 

Finally, home is a place of affiliation and belonging. Home is where 

we find our place and gain our identity ((Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 

2008, p. 64). It is a ‘place of belonging, of recognition and 

acceptance’ where we feel we are included and accepted for who we 

are (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 64).  

 

Bouma-Prediger and Walsh’s phenomenology of home provide a 

theological impetus for a Christian theology for the Australian context. 

Their emphasis on home as ‘relational’ and as ‘movement’ help to 

illustrate the type of values that are needed to create a habitus for 

interfaith encounters and engagement. These values are cultivated 

through intentional homemaking practices. Bouma-Prediger and 

Walsh’s work also bears a reminder of how the Christian believer is 

exhorted to create and nurture places that are home to all; the human 

and non-human neighbour.  

 

Given that religions are ‘home’, Tweed would further assert, that 

religions involve homemaking (practices) that enable the religious to  

make meaning and negotiate power as they appeal to 
contested historical traditions of storytelling, object making, 
and ritual performance in order to make homes (dwelling) 
and cross boundaries (crossing). They construct a home – 
and a homeland. They delineate domestic and public 
space and construct collective identity (Tweed, 2006, pp. 
74-75).  
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Religion is not just about a set of beliefs. It is also about religious 

practices which entail movement and journey or, to use Tweed’s 

metaphors, dwelling and crossing. Tweed emphasises that dwelling 

and crossing are about doing. Dwelling is a verbal noun. The act of 

‘finding a space and making a place involves a great deal of activity’ 

(Tweed, 2006, p. 83). Tweed outlines three overlapping processes of 

dwelling. These are mapping, building and inhabiting.  Dwelling 

refers to  

the confluence of organic cultural flows that allows 
devotees to map, build, and inhabit worlds. It is 
homemaking. In other words, as clusters of dwelling 
practices, religions orient individuals and groups in time 
and space, transform their natural environment and allow 
devotees to inhabit worlds they construct (Tweed, 2006, p. 
82). 

 

The dwelling practices Tweed identifies are both cultural and 

religious. Religions construct, adorn, and inhabit domestic space and 

in this way, Tweed argues, religion is housework. It is homemaking 

(Tweed, 2006, p. 103). These homemaking practices help to ground 

religions in a particular time and space. Further ‘the spatial and 

temporal orientation involves organic cultural practices’ (Tweed, 2006, 

p. 83). They can either be autocentric (self-centered) or allocentric 

(object centered). The autocentric frame of reference uses the 

immediate self/ the body to map their relationship with the world and 

environment. This frame of reference is subjective and the subject’s 

position is privileged and helps to orient the person in the immediate 

context. This framing can be found in the form of a religious temple 

or mosque and religious icons or shrines in the home. By way of 

contrast the allocentric frame of reference frames meaning for the 

believer by ‘relating locations to each other and environmental 

landmarks’ (Tweed, 2006, p. 93). An example of such is how a 

Muslim uses a qiblah compass to indicate the direction of Mecca in 

order to perform ritual prayers. These autocentric and allocentric 

reference frames and practices, Tweed argues, allow the religious to 

map, construct and inhabit.  
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Dwelling practices involve doing; hence religions do not just bind, or 

are held in place as in terms of dwelling. Religions move across 

boundaries. Dwelling is always for a time; it is never permanent or 

complete. Religions, Tweed suggests, ‘are not only about being in 

place but also about moving across boundaries. Religions are 

embodied within bodies. ‘Religion’, Tweed asserts,  ‘begins and ends 

with bodies…’ (Tweed, 2006, p. 98) and it is ‘embodied beings who 

do the orienting’ (Tweed, 2006, p. 91). Religions engage in crossing 

over the boundaries of the home, body, homeland and cosmos by 

employing 

tropes, artifacts, rituals, codes and institutions to mark 
boundaries, and they prescribe and proscribe different 
kinds of movements across boundaries (Tweed, 2006, p. 
123).  

 

Faiths being religions implies that there is a binding which is going on 

within them. It is arguably the case that each faith is likely to bind its 

adherents to its own worldview and accompanying practices as a 

way of orienting them in time and space. They become in a sense 

homeward bound, which in this case means, there is no need for an 

encounter with the other. This way of thinking could easily lend itself 

to any relationship being self-sufficient. It is at this point that the 

language of home becomes more prominent. What happens if and 

when a particular religion inhabits a cultural geography which is 

home to many faiths? Can this metaphor of home (dwelling and 

crossing) create the kind of spaces Diana Eck (Eck, 1993) advocates 

interfaith dialogue needs within and across the diversity of religions?  

 

From the point of view of the Christian faith this thesis presumes that 

the Christian witness is not designed to be sectarian. Christianity is 

not a private, personalized faith. In his letters from prison Dietrich 

Bonhoeffer posed the seminal question, ‘Who is Jesus Christ really 

for us today?’ That reference to the plural ‘us’ should not be taken for 

granted. The Greek text to which Bonhoeffer looks back to is Jesus’s 
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question to his disciples ‘who do you say that I am?’ The ‘you’ here is 

not singular; it is plural. The gospels themselves were not written for 

individuals. They were written for communities seeking to work out 

what it meant for them to follow this Jesus. Likewise, Paul’s letters 

were written to all the saints and churches. The communal and 

corporate nature of these biblical texts should then be set alongside 

the way in which Jesus calls his followers to love their neighbour. 

That summons can also be set alongside the way in which Paul, for 

instance, advises the foolish Galatians to do good to all. There is 

then a preferred concern for the other in the very nature of Christian 

discipleship. Dorothee Solle maintains that ‘acceptance of Jesus 

binds me to others, and the ‘for me’ becomes the ‘for us’ (Solle, 1990, 

p. 103). Following Tweed’s line of argument, this being at home in 

one’s faith does not then mean exclusion of the neighbour or the 

religious or cultural other. Being homeward bound must, in this case, 

embrace the risk of engaging with the other who is not at home in my 

faith. It is homemaking in the way we choose to map, inhabit, 

construct, dwell, cross and find one’s place and meaning in the world.  

 

For the Christian living in this country the matter of being at home is 

problematic. The tension between what it means to follow Christ in 

the world and yet not be fully at home in it is not new. In diverse ways 

the New Testament has been witness to a particular kind of 

homelessness in the cultures of this world. This theme is well laid out 

by Susanna Synder in her work on Asylum seeking, migration and 

the church (Snyder, 2012). The Christian faith embodies an inherent 

restlessness. Throughout the Bible there is a ‘restless essence of 

Christian life…being strangers is a central theme in the bible and in 

the history of Judeo-Christian self-understanding and practice’ 

(Snyder, 2012, p. 135). The themes of wayfaring, movement and 

restlessness is critical to Christian self-understanding (Snyder, 2012, 

p. 135). The Christian tradition has always portrayed a people “on the 

move” (Snyder, 2012, p. 135). This idea of Christians being on the 

move has been captured by a number of theologians.  Gordon 
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Mursell describes the Christian faith as ‘a fundamental sense of 

transience, of never fully being at home where we are, is part of our 

spiritual make-up, part of the restlessness that is at the heart of our 

vocation as human beings’ (Mursell, 2005, pp. 12-13). Similarly 

Dieter Georgi speaks about the people of God ‘as a community of 

sojourners, constantly on the road, never taking possession, always 

seeking the city to come’ (Georgi, 2005, p. 368). Reinheld Feldmeir 

perceives the Christian journey to be one of “practising strangers” 

(Fieldmeir, 1996, p. 270).   

 

The second kind of ambiguity is informed by a sense of other 

worldliness. The follower of Christ is called to be at home and 

citizens of two different worlds. Our true home is not here; it is in 

heaven. Such a way of thinking can be supported by the Johannine 

Jesus and the way in which true faith and the cosmos are seen as 

opposites in the world. The life of faith does not find its fulfilment in 

the present age of place.  

 

Echoes of this tension are found in John’s gospel where there are 

marked distinctions between what it means to live in the world and 

yet not be part of it.  For the follower of Jesus home is elsewhere. In 

the Johannine gospel the world (as a category) is understood as 

being under the power of the Satanic ‘Prince of this world’. Those 

who choose to follow Jesus find themselves living in a world of which 

they cannot be a part, in terms of its values and belief systems. The 

world is incompatible with Jesus and his Spirit.  

 

According to Raymond Brown, ‘this gave the Johannine community 

an alienated sense of being strangers in the world’ (Brown, 1979, p. 

10). Jesus was rejected by the world in general and Jews in 

particular – ‘to his own he came, yet his own people did not accept 

him’ (John 1:11); ‘God so loved the world that he gave his only Son… 

people loved the darkness rather than light (John 3:16,19). Jesus 

becomes a stranger on earth, his home is with the Father, the one to 
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whom he returns to prepare a place for his disciples – ‘in my Father’s 

house there are many dwelling places… I go to prepare a place for 

you’ (14: 2-3).   

 

As Jesus is not of this world nor accepted by the world, the 

Johannine community is reminded that rejection is the fate that 

awaits them in this life. Brown states ‘the rejection of the Johannine 

Gospel by the Jews and by the world has produced an increasing 

sense of alienation, so that now the community itself is a stranger in 

the world’. (Brown, 1979, p. 64) Ultimately the home for the 

Johannine community is heaven as Jesus home is in heaven.  

 

In 1 Peter we find a parallel community in search of a home. The 

letter is addressed to a diverse community of people labelled as 

paroikoi kai parepidemoi, ‘aliens and exiles’ (1 Peter 2:11). 

Traditionally, this language has often been taken to depict the 

Christians as strangers on this earth, a pilgrim people whose home is 

in heaven and, as such, has been taken to have a primarily spiritual 

and cosmological sense: Christians are not at home in the world 

because they belong to another world (Horrell, 2008, p. 51).  

 

David Horrell suggests that the terms (aliens and strangers) are used 

‘to describe the identity of this people as God’s people, who, through 

their conversion, have become alienated from the world’ (Horrell, 

2008, p. 52). John Elliot argues that  

1 Peter is a letter addressed to resident aliens and visiting 
strangers who, since their conversion to Christianity, still 
find themselves estranged from any place of belonging. 
They are still displaced paroikoi seeking an oikos’ (Elliot, 
1981, p. 49).  

 

Elliot contends that their identity as strangers and aliens is socio-

political rather than the assumed traditional spiritual identity.  The 

alternative to this marginal social condition to which 1 Peter speaks is 

not an ephemeral ‘heaven is our home’ form of consolation but the 
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new home and social family to which the Christians belong here and 

now; namely the oikos tou theou. (Elliot, 1981, p. 130) This home 

and the communal experience of salvation which it signifies are not 

beyond time and history, but are already at hand in the community 

which is in Christ (3:16; 5:10, 14). The orientation of 1 Peter is indeed 

eschatological, that is, it encourages a lively hope in the complete 

realization of salvation. 

 

In 1 Peter the addressees were not being told that they had been 

made strangers by God’s election but they could find strength to 

remain strangers in the conviction of their divine election.  By 

interpreting their condition in society as a divine vocation, however, 1 

Peter suggests that social marginality and estrangements can be 

regarded by the Christians as not merely something tangible but 

even desirable.  

 

Christians are urged to be resident aliens in their earthly home, 

always homeward bound. The term resident alien does not imply or 

support a withdrawal from the world into a Christian ghetto. Instead, it 

urges one to engage the world with the values of God’s kingdom. 

 

Here the work of Rowan Williams on the common good and two cities 

is helpful (Williams, 2011). The church lives within the constraints of 

this time and place. Drawing from Augustine’s City of God (Augustine, 

1909), Williams reminds us that our citizenship of the basileia is to be 

lived out in the way human beings visibly live together and, more 

especially, in terms of how we bear one another’s costs and burdens 

(Williams, 2011, pp. 1-4). Williams emphasises that it is important to 

remember that the root of early Christianity was not about an ‘opting-

out of politics but a living-out-of another kind of political identity and 

vision’ (Williams, 2011, p. 2). This ‘other’ kind of political identity and 

vision finds its purpose and being in the kingdom of God, the basilea. 

The common good we should seek to develop is one that carries the 

civic virtues that encourages generosity, mutuality, the bearing of one 
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another’s costs, freedom, responsibility and trustworthiness (Williams, 

2011, p. 1). The common good is for the whole of a society. 

Christians, particularly, should not be satisfied with a common good 

that only meets the well being of a particular group. Williams asserts  

Justice is not local in an exclusive sense or limited by 
circumstances; there are no classes or subgroups of 
humanity who are entitled to less of God’s love; and so 
there are no classes entitled to lower levels of human 
respect or compassion or service. (Williams, 2012, p. 307) 

 

Williams’s argument is civic virtues of generosity, mutual respect and 

justice, can be cultivated to nurture the common good for all. For 

Christians this imperative comes from our citizenship of another 

kingdom. As members of the body of Christ, Christians are part of an 

imagined community that seeks to image or imagine its being in a 

particular way, with consequences not only for itself but also for other 

communities (Williams, 2011, p. 1). They live in a present public 

domain in which they are called to do good to all (Galatians 6:10). 

The community in 1 Peter is extolled not only to embrace their alien 

identity as a virtue but also to do good deeds for those around them. 

But the primary loyalty and sense of identity is taken from the 

“citizenship of heaven” —that is the city or kingdom of God. In the 

here and now William argues Christians are trustees of the gospel.  

 

The particular here and now with which this metaphor of homeward 

bound must now be explored is within the context of Australia. There 

are still further ambiguities with reference to how interfaith 

encounters intersects with the metaphor of home. This idea of 

Australia being home is not without difficulties. It is grounded in a 

troublesome history. Whose home is this? Who determines which 

practices should be the norm? How do we determine who is one of 

us and how should we regard the other? This set of questions is 

played out within an unfolding history of contested discovery, 

invasion, a White Australia policy and its subsequent repeal and slow 

death and the advent of religious and culturally diverse Australia. The 
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theme of being homeward bound is complex. The necessity of a 

Christian theology of other faiths as well as the importance for the 

interfaith encounter becomes more pressing. How we engage with 

the other does not happen in a vacuum. It takes place within a flow of 

history and cultural “homemaking” practices which can be subject to 

change.  

 

Clement Due and Damien Riggs argue that home in the Australian 

context is ‘structured around the desire of white people to retain 

Australia as a ‘white nation’ (Due & Riggs, 2008, p. 211). They 

maintain that home in this context is  

frequently drawn upon in relation to both how people 
perceive the way in which they, and others belong in a 
country, and this raises questions surrounding who is 
legitimately able to call Australia home. Such discourses 
of home evoke feelings of ownership in people who feel 
that they have a legitimate claim to a country for reasons 
primarily of race or location (Due & Riggs, 2008, p. 211). 

 

This concern for being at home in a new land is strikingly set out in 

JM Arthur’s The default country: a lexical cartography of twentieth 

century Australia (Arthur, 2003). Arthur’s work is concerned with 

language and its relationship with space/place. It is concerned with 

the place ‘Australia’ as imagined and understood by non-indigenous 

‘Australians’- those members of the occupying society in the 

dominant language of that society-through their words’ (Arthur, 2003, 

p. 8). Her study of ‘Australian English’ (the settler’s language) 

explores the relationship between the settler/colonialist, their 

imagination and their relationship to place. Arthur explores how 

language was used to consolidate and legitimise colonial belonging 

in Australia (Arthur, 2003, p. 8). She examines the colonising process 

of imagining and its impact on place through the projection of words. 

Arthur demonstrates how words can be used to convey ownership. 

She skilfully demonstrates how place is changed both through the 

coloniser’s relationship with place and the image projected by the 

coloniser onto place (Arthur, 2003, p. 7). In Australia’s case  
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English became a language that did not return home but 
found a new home; it was used for relocating the 
community within a colonized territory, for attaching the 
exiles to the place and imagining it as, making it, home 
(Arthur, 2003, p. 3).  

 

Nations are, as Benedict Anderson defines, ‘imagined political 

communities’ (Anderson, 1983, p. 5). They are formed by narratives 

and constituted through language. These narratives have to do with 

ideas that ‘construct and inform our value-systems and belongings’ 

(Duggan, 2001, p. xi). Language and imagination are inextricably 

linked.  

 

Language became the way of inscribing and imagining the nation 

through a process of what Arthur terms ‘imaginative construction’. 

Imaginative construction is a mapping process that intentionally  

constructs a relation between an occupying culture and 
the place it has occupied. These constructions weave the 
assumptions, hopes, imaginings, of the place into the 
colonialists’ experience of Australia (Arthur, 2003, p. 7).  

 

Drawing on Edward Relph’s insight that the perception of place is 

drawn from the ‘intentions of the inhabitants’, Arthur asserts that the 

intention in this instance was to legitimise the colonialist’s belonging 

on invaded land. Although certain homemaking practices can attempt 

to turn spaces that are seemingly without stories into a narrative, the 

tension between space (spatial history which can be mapped) and 

geography (lived experience of the place) mean the ‘colonialist’s 

perception and rewriting of place cannot be fixed and will always be 

reforming’ (Arthur, 2003, p. 8). The discrepancy between spatial 

history and geography does not allow Australia to be fixed but 

instead enables the reforming and reimagining of Australia. “Australia” 

as an identity has always been an uneasy construction in the minds 

of Australians’ (Arthur, 2003, p. 8).  

 

Australia’s history of colonial invasion is an early narrative of what it 

means to be home in this place. It is a colonial legacy that has been 
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woven into the foundation of Federation and Australia’s multicultural 

story. Referring to the Australian experience of migration and 

settlement Manning Clark in his A History of Australia – stated that 

Australian history is ‘…the story of men and women facing up to the 

problems of being human beings in Australia’ (M. Clark, 1976, p. 36). 

These problems manifest themselves in the experiences of being 

dislocated and displaced in a country away from home. The editors 

of the book Multiculturalism, difference and postmodernism assert 

‘Australia’s New World history is so much about the dispossessed 

and oppressed seeking refuge and new opportunity’ (G. L. Clark, 

Forbes, & Francis, 1993, p. xi). In a broad national sense Australia’s 

history as Jan Pettman aptly puts it is ‘a history of displacements - of 

disruption, dislocation, occupation, journeys, and resettlement in 

strange places’ (Pettman, 1992, p. 1). 

 

Home and belonging in this context has been made by and through 

the initial displacement and dislocation of the indigenous people of 

this land. This displacement of a people was justified by a particular 

kind of narrative that validated the occupation and invasion by 

European colonisers. In 1788 Australia was declared terra nullius 

despite the fact that this was ‘contradicted soon after by the first 

sightings of and ongoing contacts with the indigenous population’ 

(Johnson, 1994). The agreement between European nations during 

the period of colonial expansion stated that territory could be 

acquired through conquest, cession or if it was deemed terra nullius 

(Mohanram, 1999, pp. 122-174). The very act of declaration of 

Australia as terra nullius discursively emptied the nation (Jacobs, 

1994). The concept of terra nullius was later modified to justify the 

occupation of the land and its appropriate use (Johnson, 1994, p. 

147). Thus the Sydney Gazette in 1824 read: 

Any doubt therefore, as to the lawfulness of our assuming 
the possession of this Island, must arise from the opinion 
that it was the property of its original inhabitants. Such 
opinion, however, would be incorrect; for the very notion of 
property did not exist among them…Each tribe wandered 
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about wheresoever inclination prompted, without ever 
supposing that anyone place belonged to it more than to 
another.  There were the inhabitants, but not the 
proprietors of the land. This country then was to be 
regarded as to unappropriated remnant of common 
property; and in taking possession of it, we did not invade 
another’s right, for we only claimed that which was 
unclaimed by any. 

 

Radhika Mohanram concluded that inscribing terra nullius on 

Australian space, served to ‘categorise the Aboriginals either as an 

extension of the flora, fauna and wildlife, or on the lower scale of the 

evolutionary ladder than the European settlers’ (Mohanram, 1999, p. 

142). Anne Pattel-Gray contends that the modern Australian nation 

was built upon a white racist lie and in which the church had 

participated. For her ‘[t]erra nullius was - and still is - a deliberate 

social construction designed to enable settlement without 

compensation’ (Pattel-Gray, 1998, p. 16).  

 

The understanding of Australia as home to an exclusively White 

nation has not been without challenge as the growing presence of 

diverse cultures and religions in the contemporary Australian context 

continue to raise questions and challenges to notions of home and 

belonging. Home will always remain a contested site in Australia.  

 

 

Following Bouma-Prediger and Walsh’s phenomenology of home, 

home is a storied place shaped by homemaking practices which take 

the form of stories or narratives, memory, and practices or ritual. ‘A 

home is a dwelling made familiar and particular by the stories that 

have shaped it’ (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 65). Home is 

created by homemaking practices.  

 

By extension nations are homes that are inscribed and formed 

through certain narratives and stories or homemaking practises. 

Australia has been shaped by a particular narrative that has 
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continued to influence how Australia has been home for, to and is for 

many people who have migrated to Australia. It is also characterised 

by a ‘paranoid and aggressive nationalism’ manifesting itself through 

obsessive border control, anxiety and fear of the non Anglo-Celtic 

other. This paranoia undergirds the vision of Federation and 

subsequent White Australia policy. 

 

When the architects of Federation imagined the new nation they 

were re-inscribing a new narrative, one that would rename a nation in 

the favour of non-indigenous Australians. By interpretation they were 

creating a nation based on an ideal of home and with it notions of 

belonging and exclusion.  

 

The Australian Commonwealth in 1901 was instituted from a 

commitment to create a particular kind of society or home. The White 

Australia policy, a physical manifestation of Alfred Deakin’s 

statement became a successful tool, in effect, a household code 

through which to keep the inhabitants of Australia “White”. It became 

the foundational means by which Australia understood itself, its 

relationship with the “other” and in broader terms, how it has 

positioned itself as host and home for many cultures and religions.  

 

Federation embodied the hope and vision of a nation that would be 

exclusively White. For much of its history the Australian immigration 

program had been carefully controlled to minimise difference, with 

preference always being given to British migrants. The point is well 

made by James Jupp who has argued that Australia is a product of 

conscious social engineering, with the objective of creating a 

particular kind of society (or home) whereby the population was 

carefully controlled through philosophies and policies of immigration 

(See Lopez, 2000; Tavan, 2005).5   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Jupp maintains that “population management strategies” beginning with the Immigration 
Restriction Act in 1901, followed by others such as the Commonwealth Naturalisation Act 
and Pacific Islander Labourers Act. The former denied non-British migrants the right to 
citizenship, the later the denial of entry of the wives and children of non-European residents 
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Although Australia’s immigration policy has changed and 

consequently affected the Australian landscape and culture, it has 

masked Australian self-understanding since its early invasion in 1788. 

White Australia’s roots lie in a history of invasion, occupation of 

space resulting in the exclusion of the other according to race. 

Recently, the other included the refugees, asylum seekers and 

Muslims who are seen as a threat to national identity and social 

cohesion. This past continues to haunt the Australian imagination 

and has often played a part in the shaping of immigration policies 

and national consciousness. This past is shaped by anxiety, 

geographical isolation, insecurity, and obsessive border control.  

 

The motivation behind the White Australia policy was ‘the desire of 

Australians to build a strong and prosperous society founded upon 

the principle of racial and cultural homogeneity’ (Tavan, 2005, p. 11). 

The ideology underlying this racial preference was argued on the 

basis of maintaining white Australia’s racial unity and racial purity 

(Dutton, 2002, p. 33). Andrew Markus contends that ‘fundamental to 

understanding the White Australia policy is the reality that it was 

targeted at both immigrant groups and Aboriginal peoples’ (Markus, 

2003, p. 178). There was a strong objection to mixed breeding or 

blood. David Dutton argues that ‘the White Australia policy was 

intended to prevent the contamination of the nation’s stock, or blood, 

or racial health, with inferior blood, since that would lead to a 

deterioration of the quality of the nation’s citizens and civilisation’ 

(Dutton, 2002, p. 33). The Migration Act in 1958 required officers of 

the Immigration department to judge the degree of ‘blood’ in the veins 

of applicants for settlement. It was left to the discretion of immigration 

officials to determine whether the applicant was granted entry or not. 

According to Jupp, ‘it was claimed by ministers and their apologists 

that to bring into Australia anyone who looked different would 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
in 1903. These became some of the means of reducing the number of the non-European 
population and thereby achieving this ideal citizenry. 	  
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provoke social unrest in a totally homogenous white British society’ 

(Jupp, 2002, p. 9).  

 

Racial unity and purity was believed to be ‘a necessary condition for 

the successful foundation of an Australian state’ (Dutton, 2002, p. 33). 

It rested on two strong fundamental beliefs, namely that non-

European races were incompatible with and inferior to the European 

race and that their inherent differences would prevent them from 

achieving the economic and cultural standards necessary for social 

stability and prosperity, even if afforded the opportunity (Tavan, 2005, 

p. 18). 6  From its inception race was a defining marker of the 

Australian citizenry enshrined in the White Australia policy. According 

to Tavan 

The convergence of racial determinism with the imperialist 
and nationalistic aspirations of Australians manifested 
itself most clearly in the White Australia doctrine. Such 
attitudes and ideas encouraged a view of the Australian 
community as founded upon three distinct yet interrelated 
components: racial whiteness, ‘Britishness’, and 
‘Australianess’ (Tavan, 2005, p. 11).  

 
This basic stance was enshrined at the dawn of the Commonwealth. 

Australians did not regard federation as an act of independence from 

Britain, for it was widely accepted that the new Australian nation 

would remain a loyal member of the British Empire. Australia’s new 

federal system of government, the policies it set and its relationships 

with other countries were inextricably bound to the British Imperial 

Government. The British heritage was deemed to be the cultural 

base of the host society.7 It would form the core cultural base for 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 This hierarchical idea of race was influenced by theories of race at the time of and 
preceeding Federation. The hierarchy of races was justified by a perversion of Darwin’s 
theory of evolution, in which the fittest survived and the weakest were subjugated or 
eliminated. The ‘tree of man’ placed various races – Caucasian, Negroid, Mongoloid and 
Australoid occupied different levels. The white Caucasians were placed at the top because 
of their superior knowledge, strength and wisdom. Aboriginals were placed at the bottom of 
the tree. For a similar argument see Anne Pattel Gray, ‘Not yet tiddas: an Aboriginal 
womanist critique of Australian Church feminism’ in Freedom and entrapment: women 
thinking theology, ed. Maryanne Confoy, Dorothy Lee and Joan Nowotny (Victoria, Australia: 
Dove, 1995), pp. 165-192 and The great white flood: racism in Australia (Atlanta, Georgia: 
Scholars Press, 1998). 
7 For a history of the British migrants to Australia, see James Jupp, The English in Australia 
(Melbourne: Cambridge University Press, 2003). 
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subsequent immigration programs and settlement (Lechte & 

Bottomley, 1993, p. 32).  

 

It is intriguing that more than a century later Australia has become 

the very opposite of what the early architects of Federation had 

envisioned, particularly since the ideology that undergirded the 

foundation of this country for more than three quarters of a century 

was to keep the non-European (other) out. At the first session of the 

Australian Federal parliament in 1901 the then Attorney–General, 

Alfred Deakin, described this emerging nation, to be one where  ‘We 

should be one people, and remain one people, without the admixture 

of other races’ (Walsh, 2001, p. 29).  

 

The abolition of the White Australia policy in 1973 by the Whitlam 

government marked the dawning of a new era and the realization 

that ‘a homogenous society was no longer possible or desirable’ 

(Jupp, 1996, p. 6). Mark explains that  

this was a result of international and domestic forces and 
trends that influenced the origins of multiculturalism and 
established the preconditions for its progress.  The impact 
of decolonisation and the shifts in Australia’s military 
alliances and trade relations towards the United States 
and South east Asia coincided with trends in international 
migration that attracted increased numbers of people from 
Southern Europe and the Third World to Australia. These 
factors reduced the options for maintaining a 
discriminatory immigration policy and Anglo-conformism 
while maintaining a large-scale immigration program 
(Lopez, 2000).8  

 

The 2011 SBS documentary Immigrant Nation: the secret life of us, 

examines this contradiction (SBS, 2011). The documentary argues 

that Australia was built on a paradox. The early architects of the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8Other factors such as the changing nature of the understanding of race and the key 
assumption that Aboriginals would become extinct due to natural causes was disproved in 
1938. The inability to bar the total entry of non-Europeans and the success of those 
discriminated against to subvert government intentions also contributed to the unravelling of 
the White Australia Policy.  See Andrew Markus, ‘Of continuities and discontinuities: 
reflections on a century of Australian immigration control’ in Legacies of White Australia: 
race, culture and nation ed., Laksiri Jayasuriya, David Walker and Jan Gothard (Western 
Australia: University of Western Australia Press, 2003), 175-189. 
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Commonwealth of Australia had a particular vision of the kind of 

home Australia would be. Federation embodied the beginning of a 

utopian vision for an egalitarian society but it was a society that was 

to be built at the exclusion of almost half of humanity. The other 

paradox explored is how Australia’s exclusivist immigration policies 

and fears of the other had, in a course of a century, turned itself from 

an essentially mono-cultural society into a culturally and religiously 

diverse country. It was not the intent of the architects of Federation to 

create the culturally and religiously diverse nation Australia has 

become today. Alternatively, as Anthony Moran claims Australia’s 

multiculturalism has provided the stimulus for reimagining the nation 

(Moran, 2011). Moran believes the Australian multicultural 

experience  

was conceived as a nation-building project in the context 
of mass, multiethnic immigration, and as a way of 
rethinking Australian national identity in the context of the 
rejection of the White Australia Policy and assimilation 
(Moran, 2011, p. 2154).  

 

This uneasiness and or often unacceptance, or unfinished business 

of the past will continue to plague Australian understanding and 

relationships with Aboriginals and non-Anglo migrants. Ghassan 

Hage maintains that the ‘struggles of indigenous Australians act as a 

constant reminder of the uglier aspects of the colonial past-even for 

those most determined to forget them or deny their continuing 

relevance’ (Hage, 2003, p. 51). There is a continuing struggle with 

what it means to be-at-home and truly belong in Australia. This sense 

of deep displacement, manifested in fear, anxiety and obsessive 

border control affects how Australians inhabit or dwell in this place. 

Ang maintains that the continuing fear of the other (the Asian and the 

Muslim) lies in the apprehension that white Australia would one day 

suffer the same fate as Aboriginal Australia. This obsessive fear and 

anxiety tends to keep the other at arms length – at the border of 

one’s familiar space – the home and the nation. Hage contends that 

this fear is more than just the paranoia of being swamped, it is also ‘a 
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fear that through the pressure of sheer numbers, the uncivilised 

others slowly end up penetrating the place and their different cultural 

forms and norms slowly end up ‘polluting’ colonial society and 

identity. Hage further contends that the ‘coloniser is here expressing 

his fear of losing the civilised cultural identity that propelled the 

colonial project and gave rise to the nation in the first place’ (Hage, 

2003, p. 52). Bouma-Predieger and Walsh argue ‘careful and 

protective dwelling is itself always rooted in and directed by historical 

meanings that made this space into the dwelling place of being-at-

home’ (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 58). 

 

Thirty years after abandoning the White Australia policy Australia is 

self-consciously multicultural. But it is debatable whether 

multiculturalism offers an authentic vision of inclusivity or whether it is 

simply ‘assimilation in slow motion’ whereby the expected outcome is 

still one where migrants will eventually become assimilated into the 

Anglo-Australian mainstream of society (Jamrozik, Boland, & 

Urquhart, 1995, p. 110). Given Australia’s history of immigration, 

there is a basis for arguing that multiculturalism is not, in effect, a 

break from the past but rather masks the assimilationist tendencies 

inherent in the White Australia policy. The dismantling of the White 

Australia policy, according to Tavan, was in part successful because 

political leaders and policy makers did not challenge the view of 

Australia as a predominantly white, Anglo-Celtic society.  

 

Gwenda Tavan argues that, despite its so-called abolition, the White 

Australia policy continues to influence public imagination and that 

Australians have not yet fully come to terms with the policy’s 

historical significance (Tavan, 2005, p. 4). ‘Its ghost rises each new 

decade to haunt political debate, whether the issue is multiculturalism, 

asylum seekers, Asian immigration or Indigenous affairs’ (Tavan, 

2005, p. 5). Tavan maintains that  

The roots of continuing sensitivity about various 
immigration issues lie, in essence, in the nature of the 
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abolition of white Australia which removed racial 
discrimination and fear of the foreigner from the statutes 
but not from the hearts and minds of everyday people 
(Tavan, 2005, p. 5). 

 

Tavan makes the point that ‘continuing contemporary anxieties about 

race and immigration confirm the residual influence of white 

Australia’ (Tavan, 2005, p. 3). The riots at Cronulla Beach in 

December 2005 strengthened the aging debate about the assertion 

of national identity or claims to home.  The beach, which was at one 

time an image of Australian national identity, becomes the site in 

which claims to home, by way of naming Australian Values are being 

reinstated. In this instance, Lebanese Muslims were seen as a threat 

to Australia’s social cohesion.  Cronulla epitomised the struggle to 

secure home. It was a struggle over identity and Australianess, and 

over place and belonging. As Allon asserts ‘it wasn’t just about 

access to the beach, but access to nation and its culture, a fight 

about different ways of being at home, the different ways of being 

Australian, about ownership and membership (Allon, 2008, p. 178). 

The riot was not only about the reclaiming of ‘our beach’,  

the riot was also about reclaiming our white Australia and 
our way of life: People of all countries are welcome to our 
country and our shire beaches, but please respect our 
country, our heritage, our way of life. ‘This claim of 
ownership – our beach, our country, our way of life- 
creates an aggressive climate of exclusion’ (Allon, 2008, 
p. 178).  
 

This aggressive nationalism of claims to ownership, to place, and 

belonging is played out time and again by churches and communities 

in opposition to proposals of faith based schools, and mosques or 

prayer halls.  

 

In 2008 there was uproar from local residents at the proposal by the 

Quranic society to build an Islamic school in Camden. Objection was 

raised by a group of Christian churches (St John's Anglican, Camden 

Presbyterian, Camden Baptist churches and the Evangelical 
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Sisterhood of Mary) opposing the proposal on the grounds that they 

were espousing views ‘incompatible with the Australian way of life.’  

Similar reasons were given for opposition to the proposed mosque in 

Bendigo, Victoria in June 2014 and most recently in Penrith NSW in 

November 2014.  

 

In this instance, Muslims were identified as a threat to Australia’s 

social cohesion and were now officially the recipients of Australia’s 

unique wave of hostil/pitality.9 Religion other than race had now 

become the new wave of racism. Tavan would later conclude in her 

study that although  

Al Grasby was essentially correct when he claimed in 
1973 that the White Australia policy was dead and buried. 
He underestimated, nevertheless, the power of the dead 
to haunt future generations. In Australia’s case, race 
remains the proverbial skeleton in the closet (Tavan, 2005, 
p. 239).  

 

Home, Nation and Empire have deep and longstanding connections.  

The narrative or home practices of an empire shape a nation and 

influence the private sphere of the home. A nation’s narrative and 

homemaking practices influence the values and worldviews that are 

nurtured in the home. Feminists have argued this connection on the 

basis that the “personal is political”. In her Renovation Nation Fiona 

Allon states that the ‘concept of home has long been a staple of 

politics, used to connect the individual’s experience with the larger 

community of the nation’ (Allon, 2008, p. 88). Allon asserts that 

‘home has been rescued from its exile within the “private sphere”, 

home now than ever, is seen as firmly connected to the world of 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9  Hugh Mackay makes the “tongue in cheek” comment that Australians have been 
remarkably hospitable to migrants. ‘There have always been outbreaks of racial prejudice 
against the latest wave-whether Greeks, Italians, Yugoslavs, Turks or Vietnamese.’ Mackay 
argues that Australians have long regarded assimilation as being the key to a successful 
immigration program. Australians have assumed that migrants coming to Australia have 
been attracted by the Australian way of life and have taken for granted that migrants would 
want to enter into the Australian way of life as quickly as possible. Mackay observes that the 
traditional view of Australians to migrants is that they should become invisible as possible 
and as quickly as possible. Australians have rarely spent time contemplating the difficulties 
faced by immigrants in trying to adapt to the Australian culture. See (MacKay, 1993, pp. 
154-168) 
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politics and economics, as actively shaped and defined by the public 

sphere rather than existing simply as a refuge from it’ (Allon, 1997, p. 
1).  

In Renovation Nation, Allon ‘connects the (Australian) domestic story 

– what went on in our private homes – with the national story, seeing 

them as ultimately impossible to separate’ (Allon, 2008, p. 3). She 

suggests that ‘our obsession with home not only transforms the 

houses we live in and the cities, places and communities around us, 

but has profound consequences for how we understand our sense of 

identity (who we are) and our place in the world (where we belong)’ 

(Allon, 2008, p. 3). Allon notes that ‘the obsession with home 

ownership (in Australia) configures both the domestic and the 

national home as islands of sanctuary and refuge, with renovation as 

a practice that keeps the nation looking inward (Allon, 2008, p. 3). 

She makes the point that in a climate of anxiety, uncertainty and 

globalisation, Australians have opted to focus on creating and 

maintaining their own private sanctuary and refuge through 

obsessive home renovations.  Allon links this obsession with Liberal 

Prime Minister John Howard who not only promoted Australia as a 

nation of shareholders and homeowners but appealed to the 

nostalgic past of the 1950s. Allon claims that the  

real key to the success of the politics of John Howard was 
that he developed a language of comfort and cohesion 
that directly countered such challenges, and connected 
the individual to the family home and to the neighbourhood 
and to the nation in a reassuring framework of belonging 
(Allon, 2008, p. 109). 

 

This was a vision of home that appealed to a past of exclusion, 

insecurity and fear of the other. It reinforced and re-engaged 

fantasies of White Supremacy.  ‘The private domestic home and the 

national home began to look remarkably alike: they became 

fortresses inside in which Australians worried about safety, security 

and protecting our wealth’ (Allon, 2008, p. 3). This conflation of the 

private and national home was emphasised in Howard’s memorable 
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assertion in his 2001 election campaign speech insisting  ‘we will 

decide who comes into this country and the circumstances in which 

they come’ (Howard, 2001). This was both a proclamation of fear and 

assertion of ownership.  

 

Similarly, Pauline Hanson and the One Nation party demonstrated 

how the personal and political home are easily collapsed into one, 

with each the extension of the other. In her maiden speech to 

Parliament in 1996, Hanson proclaimed ‘if I can invite whom I want 

into my home, then I should have the right to have a say in who 

comes into my country’ (Hanson, 1996). What is particularly 

interesting about Pauline Hanson is how her portrayal of being a 

particular kind of mother to a nation.  As Ien Ang observes,  

Pauline Hanson, a white Australian single mother of four, 
once famously represented herself as the “Mother” of 
Australia, and the Australian people as her “children”. But 
for her, not all people living in Australia belong to the 
“Australian people”. Her proverbial hostility toward 
Aborigines and Asians is well known, and was arguably a 
major reason for her popular success in the closing years 
of the twentieth century. And while by 2001 Pauline 
Hanson’s role on the Australian political stage seems well 
and truly finished, her quick and spectacular rise and fall 
should remind us that what she stands for- the anxieties 
and prejudices of White Australia - has not fully 
disappeared from the Australian landscape (Ang, 2003, p. 
51). 

 

What we have explored here is one version of being homeward 

bound that presupposes an Anglo-Celtic imaginary. In terms of faith 

this vision of being homeward bound assumes the Judaeo Christian 

tradition or secular indifference. It is a vision of home that is bound by 

cultural prejudice and theories of racial purity and superiority of one 

civilisation over another. It is a vision of being homeward bound that 

is essentially self-contained and that depends upon legal restrictions 

and migration policies favouring those who are already like us. In this 

kind of society this thesis is not necessary. The relative other is 

elsewhere. The necessity of this kind of thesis arises because of the 
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way in which this vision of home and being bound are collapsed. 

Immigration policies especially those in the wake of 1973 led to the 

reimagining and revisioning of multicultural Australia. In his book 

What was it all for? The reshaping of Australia, Don Aitkin contends 

that the Australia of the future will need a new dream that reflects the 

diversity of the Australian people (Aitkin, 2005, p. 244). This new 

dream necessitates an engagement with our past, with our history 

and the necessary interrogation of the kind of memory that we as a 

nation possess. hooks claims  

the past can be a resource that can serve as a foundation 
for us to revision and to renew our commitment to the 
present, to making the world where all people can live fully 
and well, where everyone can belong (hooks, 2009, 5).  
 

Perhaps we ought to pay more attention to the Indo-European root 

word for home, haunt.  Geraldine Brooks in her 2011 Boyer lectures, 

The idea of home (Brooks, 2011), reminds us of the need to take 

stock every now and then and clean the house or home of the ghosts 

of the past. Without addressing invasion or the ghost of the past we 

cannot fully be at peace and because we feel that we do not fully 

belong we cannot make room for others. Brooks defines home as a 

place we can head towards – a goal, or a destination. In this sense 

(the ideal of) home is a source of inspiration – where the ‘past is 

allowed to haunt and illuminate’ (Brooks, 2011, p. 105).  

 

Being homeward bound is a journey. In Australia this journey takes 

place within a pluralist setting. It is a journey shared with people of 

many different cultures and faiths. In this journey and in our life 

together with others in the earthly home, we are sojourners in this 

time and place. It matters then how we live and manage the 

resources entrusted to us. The home we create for future generations 

will be influenced by the homemaking practices we choose to adopt 

and adapt. Following Brook’s definition of home as a goal or a 

destination, insights from interfaith relationships, encounters and 



	   75	  

dialogue can help to shape Australia into a home that reflects the 

diversity of all.  

 

In the pluralist context the Christian faith is called to live out its 

distinctive practice of homemaking that involves a recognition of the 

ambiguity of the two citizenships, but in reality to be a trustee of the 

gospel. There is a need to work for the ‘good of all’ (Galatians 6:10) 

for Christ’s sake. Jesus taught ‘love your neighbour as yourself’ 

(Matthew 22:39, Mark 12:31, Luke 10:27). The neighbour is the one 

who dwells nearby. In the contemporary context the neighbour is just 

as likely to be a member of another faith or lives out a secular 

indifference. Nevertheless there is call to reach out and work for a 

way of being homeward bound in the land which enables the other to 

feel at home as well. In the practice of such a Christian vocation the 

Christian can be a practising stranger, a resident alien and a citizen 

of two cultures.  
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CHAPTER 3 

Homing in on religious diversity  

The metaphor of home has a particular ambivalence in the Christian 

tradition. It is forever poised between the heavenly and earthly cities. 

In terms of its expression in Australia that being at home in the world 

attracts the complexities of its being an imported faith. It is an alien 

tradition. It has not always been at home here – not just theologically 

but also in terms of its own history as well as history of this country.  

 

This ambivalent positioning has been further compounded by the 

increasing levels of religious diversity. From its arrival on these 

shores from 1788 through to the 1960s the term religion was 

synonymous with Christianity (Breward, 1993; Goosen, 1997, p. 9; 

Jackson, 2013).  That is no longer the case. 

 

The shifting patterns of immigration policy have altered the religious 

landscape in unexpected and unforeseen ways. Mary Pearson 

maintains that the level of religious diversity has been an unforeseen 

consequence of the radical redefinition of immigration policy 

legislated by the Whitlam Government (Pearson, 2006, p. 2). That 

change is evident in a range of writings which have been inclined to 

add a final chapter to the religious story of Australia by adding non-

Christian religions (Carey, 1996; Thompson, 1994).  

 

That practice itself has also coincided with the greater willingness to 

acknowledge the pre-existence and continuing practice of an 

indigenous spirituality. It is now more normal to accept that Aboriginal 

spirituality preceded the coming of the Christian faith. This state of 

play is reflected in the 2011 Australian Humans Rights Commission 

Freedom of religion and belief in 21st century Australia report. 
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It declared that Australia has always been a religious place. It 

acknowledged the spirituality of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders 

which had stretched back over millennia.  The Christian faith is, by 

way of comparison, a recent arrival. It is now also clear that 

indigenous people, particularly coastal Aboriginals had contact with 

had contact with people of other cultures and faiths. That contact was 

usually through explorers, fishermen and shipwreck survivors (Isaacs, 

1980, p. 261).10 

 

The presence of many religions in Australia is primarily then a 

function of immigration (Bouma, 1996). Bouma notes that ‘all non-

Aboriginal religious groups have found their way to Australia by 

migration… and that each religious group in Australia will have a 

story about how it became Australian’ (Bouma, 1996, p. 1). The 

census statistics show the numerical rise of adherents of other faiths 

as well as the arrival of new faiths themselves.  

 

As early as the first recorded census in 1901, those identifying as 

other religions were 1.4%. There was a decline in percentage from 

1911 to 1971 whereby the figure remained at 0.8%. From the 1976 

census this percentage began a steady rise.  This shift coincided with 

the abolition of the White Australia policy in 1973. From 1996 through 

to 2006 Buddhism was identified as the fastest growing religion in 

Australia with the majority of migrants coming from Vietnam and 

China. In 2001 Buddhism replaced Islam as the dominant religious 

faith after the Christian religions (J. Healey, 2004, p. 5).  

 

Australia’s cultural and religious landscape is essentially an 

outworking of the changing shifts in migration policy. There is no 

question that migration has transformed the Australian religious 

landscape. The statistical evidence for this claim is beyond dispute. A 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 The presence of religion in Australia has traditionally been officially documented 
since European settlement in 1788, despite religion always being a part of Australian 
life through the spiritualties of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples prior 
to European settlement.  
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further comparison can be made between the census of 1947 and 

the most recent one of 2011 showing how Christianity has fared in 

relation to other faiths.11   

 

There is a clear decline in those professing the Christian faith: the 

percentage of those of Christian faith fell from 96.1% in 1901 to 88% 

in 1947. This comparative use of the two censuses also shows a 

growing number of people adhering to faiths like Islam, Buddhism 

and Hinduism from 1976. This is indicative of the waves of migration 

since the abolition of the White Australia policy in 1973. 12  The 

percentage of those of other faiths has not declined since 1976 and 

in fact showing a steady increase each census year. Of notable 

significance has been the significant rise of those who either said 

they had no religion or preferred not to answer this question at all. In 

1947 the percentage identifying with no religion was 0.3% (J. Healey, 

2004, p. 1). In 2011 this percentage has risen to 22.3%.  

 

The latest census (2011) shows that the Christian faith is still on the 

decline (61.1%); and although Buddhism continues to rise, Hinduism 

is now the fastest growing religion in Australia due to migration from 

India and Fiji. The 2011 census also revealed that in the course of 

the previous decade there were 1.8 million migrants: 750,000 were 

Christian, 161,000 Hindu, 147,000 Muslims and 136,000 Buddhists 

(Hughes, Fraser, & Reid, 2012, p. 3). Philip Hughes confirms that at 

the time of the 2011 census there were more than 170 religious 

groups identified in Australia (Hughes et al., 2012, p. 3). The 

migration trends indicate that the level of religious diversity is likely to 

continue and deepen. This deepening diversity will require a different 

kind of role of religions and religious communities.   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 The former is selected because this census was the first to be taken in the wake of the 
Second World War and it still represented the pre-war experience of cultural and religious 
composition.   
12 It is very probable that that the 1.4% of those identifying as “Other Religions”in 1901 were 
the migrants from Asia during the gold rush years in the 1850s and 1860s and including the 
Afghan cameleers. The drop in percentage in 1911 is indicative of the effects of the White 
Australia policy as many migrants were compelled to return to their home of origin. 
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The secular tendency is often to downplay the role of religion in 

public life. Like the metaphor of home it belongs to the private sphere. 

But the unfolding history of this country reveals a much more 

nuanced picture and a more prominent public space for faiths. 

 

Religion, particularly Christianity, has played an important role in the 

formation of Australian society and in the creation of social cohesion 

in Australia (Bouma, Cahill, Dellal, & Zwartz, 2011; Cahill, Bouma, 

Dellal, & Leahy, 2004; McCallum, 1988). Writing in 1988 John 

McCallum discerned that ‘religion is destined to make a continuing 

contribution to Australian society particularly in maintaining social 

cohesion (McCallum, 1988, p. 942). It is clear that any given religion 

has a function that goes beyond the purely devotional. Religions 

have served other roles other than just the spiritual. Religions, as  

Tweed asserts, help to orient believers.  Religions become a safe 

haven that allows migrants to settle in the new country. They can 

become service providers for the government through welfare and 

counseling services. They are also places where culture is preserved 

and taught. Jupp has captured a sense of what role institutional 

religion can play for the migrant and new settler. He observes that  

it was through religion that settlers – and the communities 
they founded – articulated new Australian cultural 
identities that expressed both continuity with the old world 
and adaptation to a new land (Jupp, 2009, p. 5). 

 

McCallum believes that the ‘social role of religion is likely to continue, 

although with relatively more complexities than before’ (McCallum, 

1988, p. 942). It is a belief shared and further explored by Gary 

(Bouma, 2006, 2011, 1999; Bouma & Ling, 2007).  

 

The way in which these diverse religions are then enabled to settle in 

a new land leads to what Bouma has referred to as the religious 

‘institution’ of the nation state. Bouma warns that ‘those who seek to 

change aspects of Australia’s religious and spiritual life encounter 

this religious culture as the one needing and resisting changing’ 
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(Bouma, 2006, p. 39). Religious institutions here refers to the 

established ‘set of norms about religion, meaning and life that had 

emerged among free and convict Australians between 1788 and 

1840’ (Bouma, 2006, p. 41). Bouma makes the claim that  Australia’s 

foundational institutional orientation then was established in the 

period 1788 to 1840 (Bouma, 2006, p. 39). Bouma warns that ‘those 

who seek to change aspects of Australia’s religious and spiritual life 

encounter this religious culture as the one needing and resisting 

changing’ (Bouma, 2006, p. 39). Religious institutions here refers to 

the established ‘set of norms about religion, meaning and life that 

had emerged among free and convict Australians between 1788 and 

1840’ (Bouma, 2006, p. 41). These values give rise to the 

‘established way of going about religious and spiritual patterns’ 

(Bouma, 2006, p. 41).  

 

The importance of this foundation cannot be ignored: those ‘who 

seek to change aspects of Australia’s religious and spiritual life will 

encounter this religious culture as one needing and resisting 

changing’ What is so surprising is how easily, at one level, it has 

been compelled to make room for so many more expressions of 

religion and spirituality in a relatively short period of time. It is also 

striking how resilient this institutional nature of religion has been: it 

will form part of the national imaginary and the country’s self-

understanding of having been based, in some way, on values taken 

from the Judeo-Christian tradition. 

 

It is important to note that the way in which this religious institution 

has been shaped and functions in Australia differs from its 

counterpart elsewhere. It does not have the same function as it did in 

the United States or Europe or New Zealand. Australia was a convict 

society. It did not have a formal religious settlement. The Christian 

faith had been built into its institutional structure and was effectively 

assigned the role of moral policeman. Samuel Marsden accepted the 

role of magistrate alongside his ecclesiastical office and that moral 
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role of arbiter was initiated. By way of comparison the United States 

of America was settled by numerous religious communities; the 

practice of being Christian is more overt. Unlike the United Kingdom 

there is no established church with a long history of a public 

presence. There were also a number of planned church settlements 

in New Zealand- primarily Christchurch and Dunedin.  

 

The way in which diverse faiths made their way to this land has 

consequences.  Bouma recognises that ‘patterns of expectation 

about religion and spirituality usually set the tone’ for established 

institutions (Bouma, 2006, p. 43). It matters which alien and migrant 

faith arrived first. The changing religious profile in Australia is 

intimately tied to the practice of immigration and citizenship which 

initially privileged Anglo-Celtic migrants. The Christian faith thus 

became the assumed religion or faith. Religion, namely Christianity 

has played a major role in the formation of Australian society. 

Manning Clark, in the first of his six-volume A history of Australia 

(Clark, 1963), argued that forces of Enlightenment, Roman 

Catholicism, and Protestantism were indeed instrumental in the 

formation of Australian society. The secular tendency to play down 

the social and public role of the Christian faith should be dismissed. 

 

From the perspective of its settlement the most obvious practical 

consequence was the importing of a denominational pattern from the 

other side of the world. Now it is of some importance which 

denominations came out and when. Bouma is right to highlight how 

religion is a function of migration – but there is a further consideration. 

The denominational pattern is in many cases tied to ethnicity and 

culture – and a matter of timing. In 1901 the census recorded that 

there were 39.7% Anglicans, 22.7% Catholic and 33.33% other 

Christians. In the 1947 Census Anglicans were 39%, Catholic 20.9% 

and other Christians 28.1%. These churches were essentially mono-

ethnic. Ian Breward has observed that: 
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In the brief two centuries of Christian presence on this 
ancient continent the churches have, like migrant 
churches elsewhere, reproduced the familiar and the 
secure. When so much else was unsettling and different, 
the churches provided a piece of surrogate homeland. 
Until the 1960s, all the major denominations were 
immediately recognisable to migrants. Colonial origins 
have been enduring (Breward, 1993, p. 218).  

 

Had there been no shifts in immigration policy there would now not 

need to be much concern for an interfaith dialogue or engagement 

with the religious other. Keith Rowe’s suburban neighbour would not 

have belonged to another faith. The alternative options were 

variations on what it might mean to be secular.  

 

The other important consequence which flows from the temporal 

priority of the Christian faith has to do with how religion can be a 

vehicle for culture. In this instance there is a close link between the 

Anglo-Celtic origins of settlers and their assumed Christian faith.  

Jupp noted that Britain ‘contributed the largest single national group 

of immigrants each year from 1788 to 1996’. It was then replaced by 

New Zealand but Britain still remained the second most sending 

source. The statistical evidence shows that even between 1949 and 

2001 Britain ‘provided 32 per cent of all immigrants’ (Jupp, 2005, 

p.12). 

 

At the intersection of culture and religion emerges the Anglo-Celtic 

rendering of the Australian imaginary. In the discussions on 

contemporary Australia questions and issues discussed tend to be 

associated with identity and citizenship and the level of sustainable 

diversity. One of the effects of this tendency has been the 

establishment of what Miriam Dixson has called the Australian core 

imaginary Australian (Dixson, 1999, pp. 18-28). Dixson draws on a 

particular cultural period whereby talk of what it means to be 

Australian is affected by understandings of race and blood. For 

Dixson, however, recognition and celebration of difference must be 
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tied to some form of solidarity or belongingness which is dependent 

on a ‘holding core’ (Dixson, 1999, pp. 158-161). Dixson argues for a 

maintenance of unity based on the adherence to formative 

influences.   

 

Using the analogy of child and parent, Dixson argues that a ‘holding 

core’, like a parent or early significant figures, can either succeed or 

fail in containing the ‘anxieties’ of a child (Dixson, 1999, p. 21). 

Dixson believes that the ‘holding core’ or role of the ‘parent’ lies in 

the Anglo-Celtic core culture. Herein lies the core imaginary 

Australian. The dilemma is whether Dixson’s core Australian 

imaginary Australian creates sufficient space for the other/alien now 

present in Australian society.  

 

That expression of the Australian national imaginary is powerful. The 

ensuing years have born witness to an increasing level of cultural 

diversity and polylinguality but the core imaginary remains strong. 

James Forrest and Kevin Dunn believe that  ‘contemporary 

Australian society and polity is often characterized as increasingly 

multicultural, but still struggling to disengage from a legacy of Anglo 

privilege and cultural dominance’ (Forrest & Dunn, p. 208). It is a 

characteristic of a self-confessed multicultural society for there to be 

religious diversity. It is arguably the case that the very notion of 

multiculturalism should now not simply be confined to a plurality of 

cultures. It is indeed currently being challenged, broadened and 

revised to include religious diversity (Bouma & Ling, 2007; Cahill et 

al., 2004; Fozdar, 2011; Jupp, 2011); there is now an acceptance of 

how religion is part of a person’s identity and ‘remains an important 

part of ethnic identity retention’ (McCallum, 1988, p. 942). It was 

expected that ‘Christianity could remain a significant part of the glue, 

which held the nation together’ through the waves of migration prior 

to the 1970s (Hughes, 2003, p. 133). Ghassan Hage (Hage, 1998, 

2003) and Sophie Sutherland (Sunderland, 2007) have, nevertheless, 

separately concluded, that this kind of religious diversity has been 
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overshadowed by the preoccupation of a national identity which 

assumed a white, Christian core (Hage, 1998; Sunderland, 2007).  

 

That overriding view of what it means to be Australian and be ‘one of 

us’ was shaped by a particular pattern of immigration policy. That 

posture is driven by particular concerns – the most notable of which 

was the desire to keep Australia ‘white’. This desire for homogeneity 

fed into a perceived need to people Australia’s vast empty spaces, 

the fear of external invasion and threat, and the necessity of building 

economic strength and prosperity. That fear of invasion has further 

informed a deep-seated concern for security which lies within the 

emerging core imaginary. It was severely tested through the bombing 

of Darwin in 1942 which alerted Australia to its level of vulnerability 

through being an isolated outpost of western civilization on the edge 

of the teeming Asian masses to the north. It was no accident that 

Arthur Calwell, the first minister for immigration (1945-1949), 

pioneered the phrase ‘Populate or Perish’. Anthony Burke has 

subsequently argued that Australia’s obsessive insistence on security 

has dominated and distorted Australia’s foreign policy and national 

life, from Cook’s first voyage to the Asian crisis, and currently with 

reference to terrorism (Burke, 2001, p. 32).  

 

This basic core imaginary had been under some pressure for a 

period of time well before the shift in immigration policy in 1973. That 

would be the year when the potential for a radically different kind of 

diversity established in religious and cultural membership would 

emerge. The arrival of migrants from Asia, the Middle East and Africa 

would mean that diversity was no longer limited to culture and 

ethnicity. There would also now appear shifts of religious 

identification (Bouma, 2006, p. 52). Bouma would observe that ‘as a 

result of migration, Australia has become a nation of many religions; 

it has become religiously plural’ (Bouma, 1996, p. 9). It is doubtful 

whether there was sufficient planning for religious diversity.  
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That presence has become increasingly more visible. It is 

represented in architecture, clothing and consumers goods. The 

reason for such was not simply numbers but the gradual emergence 

of other religious buildings. The changes in the social, cultural and 

ethnic landscape is clearly visible in Australia. A case in point is 

Sydney to which the term ‘Australia’s largest ethniCITY’ has been 

applied (Burnley, 2006, p. 37). Graeme Hugo makes the point that 

the ‘major change in Sydney’s population over the last two decades 

has not been in number but in a massive increase in its diversity’ 

(Hugo, 1993, p. 3). An observation supported by the 2001 census 

which recorded a presence of 249 different countries of birth and 251 

ancestries in Sydney. This demonstrates that more than half of 

Sydney’s population was an immigrant or the child of an immigrant.  

 

The evidence of migration is there to see. It is now not uncommon to 

find the suburban landscape dispersed with mosques, temples and 

churches, alongside each other in many of the suburbs of Sydney. 

The variety of restaurants and shops that span the countries and 

cultures of the earth are accepted as part of Australia’s changing 

landscape. Post-war immigration has also been a substantial 

contributor to the ethnic diversity of Sydney with immigration from 

countries with languages other than English during this period.  

 
Christianity is now one of many religions and with the influx of 

cultures and religions, the meaning and understanding of religion has 

acquired a broader and wider meaning. Bouma’s national religious 

institution had altered.  

 
It is one thing for an overt public presence to change. It is another 

thing altogether for private opinion and consciousness to take on 

board those changes. Mark Lopez had described how the changes in 

immigration policies, which led to this level of religious diversity, were 

brought about by the political elite. The more widespread change in 

understanding and apprehension takes time. 
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One of the foremost writers on this dynamics of transition is Gwenda 

Tavan. In the midst of all that talk of multiculturalism she speaks of 

the long slow death of white Australia. Tavan asserts ‘the changes to 

the (White Australia) policy were a largely pragmatic response by 

Australian political leaders both to the changing circumstances in 

which Australia found itself and to the changing values of Australian 

society’ (Tavan, 2005, p. 238). It seems as if ‘each shift in policy has 

been an acknowledgement of the ineffectiveness of the policy at the 

time and each has meant a further acceptance of cultural diversity in 

Australian society’ (Jamrozik, Boland, & Urquhart, 1995, p. 92). 

 

In the meantime the initial steps away from a policy, which looked to 

Britain for immigrants who could be ‘one of us’ were made towards 

other European migrants. The rhetoric of ‘whiteness’ was redefined. 

The immediate post-war immigration embraced substantial waves of 

people from countries with languages other than English during this 

period. The overwhelming majority nevertheless were from religious 

groups already well established (Bouma, 1996, p. 2). The profile of 

Catholics became more European (Italian) and not just Irish; the level 

of Greek migration led to the growth of Orthodox Christianity. The 

implied understanding was that ‘Australia is [still] a multicultural 

society with predominantly Christian affiliations…’ (K. Healey, 1998, 

p. 1).  

 

 

It is now evident that the Australian religious landscape had altered 

yet again. Contrary to the belief of sociologists in the 1960s, ‘God is 

not dead’; religion is thriving, and it is not likely to go away (Bouma, 

2006, 2011; Bouma et al., 2011; Cahill et al., 2004). This claim 

coincides with the emergence of the worldwide return of God, 

fundamentalism and globalism which has pushed religion back into 

the public sphere. The presence of other religions has revitalized 
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interest in religion in the public space. It has also reignited interest on 

redefining the secular.  

 

There is a long history to Australia’s secularism and in particular the 

usage of the word in the Australian context. The term secular has 

many meanings and is highly contested (Frame, 2009; Taylor, 2007). 

Very much depends on how the term secular is defined. It is of 

course a further shift into placing faith into the private sphere. The 

presence of option supposes choice – and now, there are many 

faiths from which to choose, and thus the Christian faith can become 

better relativized. The Christian faith is only one option among many 

in the private domain. This is the implication of Taylor’s definition of 

secularity.  

 

Generally speaking, secular means the separation of religion and 

state. But as Charles Taylor has demonstrated in his A Secular Age, 

the term is much more complex in meaning and varied in its usage. 

For Taylor ‘the shift to secularity consists, among other things, of a 

move from a society where belief in God is unchallenged and indeed, 

unproblematic, to one in which it is understood to be one option 

among others…’ (Taylor, 2007, p. 3). 

 

Elizabeth Burns Coleman and Kevin White argue that ‘Australia may 

be said to be secular in two, quite different ways’. The first is in its 

embrace of political secularism that is reflected in the separation of 

religion from the state in Section 116 of the constitution13 and in its 

embrace of the policy of multiculturalism. The second way Australia 

can be described as secular is as a result of the social process of 

secularisation (Coleman & White, 2006, p. 3).  

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 Section 116 of the Australian Constitution states:  
The Commonwealth shall not make any law for establishing any religion, or for imposing any 
religious observance, or for prohibiting the free exercise of any religion, and no religious test 
shall be required as a qualification for any office or public trust under the Commonwealth. 
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Whether those who framed the Constitution viewed the place of 

religion in the newly formed federation in the same way as Coleman 

and White is a moot point. Frame agrees that Australia is not a 

Christian country in any legal or political sense. At the same time the 

Constitution did not create a separate state nor privilege secularism. 

It was designed to manage denominational rivalry. According to 

Frame the architects of the new commonwealth were unsure about 

how to acknowledge God in their national life. He argues that the 

result of this uncertainty was that the Commonwealth of Australia 

was formed as neither a Christian nor secular state. Frame 

concludes that Section 116 reflects a formal separation of church and 

state, but that separation should not deny that Christianity has 

heavily influenced public life and popular culture (Frame, 2009, p. 

272).  

 

The self-understanding of Australia as a secular society should be 

seen against this historical background. The options were not the 

ones of belief versus unbelief; nor were they a contest between one 

major religion and another. 

 

Religion in the early period of Australian life referred to Christianity 

and the varying denominations within it. Sectarianism characterized 

the nature of the early churches. The Bourke Act of 1836 was an 

attempt to prevent any Christian denomination from becoming the 

Established religion. The concern as Frame states was to ‘avoid 

damaging and divisive sectarianism’ (Frame, 2009, p. 273). At the 

time of the drafting of the Constitution in the 1890s Section 116 was 

an effort to prevent any one particular denomination from becoming 

established or gaining legal primacy or political ascendancy (Frame, 

2009, p. 273).  

 

 

A secular society does not necessarily mean the absence of religious 

beliefs. As Bouma notes ‘ a secular society does not have to be 
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irreligious, anti-religious or non-spiritual’ (Bouma, 2011, p. 22). 

Bouma states that ‘secularity as we are beginning to experience it 

now means that religion and spirituality are out of control. They are 

out of control of the state; they are out of control of organized religion’ 

(Bouma, 2011, p. 22). In a similar vein David Cheetham reckons that 

the current postsecular condition (that Bouma, White and Coleman 

allude to) has  

rather than pushing religion into the private sphere and 
asserting a purely secular polis, there is an urgent need to 
devise more authentic (and responsible) conversations in 
the public square where the comprehensive reasons for 
our actions can be expressed (Cheetham, 2010, p. 346). 

 

The present has seen the emergence of a much more active atheism 

and agnosticism. Warren Bonett, for instance, took issue with the 

idea that  

some atheists believe we should sit back and let the 
secularising hand of history slowly take its toll; others, that 
we should lobby for specific and widespread changes to 
religious tax exemptions and the preferential treatment 
religion receives in the media (Bonett, 2010, p. 1).  

 

Bonett agreed with the atheist foundation of Australia that it was now 

important to move beyond simple expressions of ‘discomfort with the 

position of religion in Australian society’. It was time to set out what 

atheists actually believe and overcome the impression that they were 

‘immoral, intolerant, cold heated, evil, racist, strident, misguided, and 

“just waiting for that last minute conversion before death” (Bonett, 

2010, p. 2). Bonett has overseen the publication of the Australian 

book of atheism (Bonett, 2010). 

 

How many of those who say on the census form they have no 

religion or are practising atheists cannot be known. The phenomenon 

of atheism itself attracts a pluralism of belief; there are then shades 

of agnosticism, indifference and apatherianism.  
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The consequence of the processes of secularization has further 

altered the place of Christian faith in the public mind. The secular 

agencies in public domain have been shaped by the Christian values 

residual of Australia’s Christian-secular past. It is a Christian faith 

that has been highly privatized as is found in the political rhetoric of 

politicians such as Tony Abbott and John Howard. Both Abbott and 

Howard appeal to the Australia of the 1950s and the period of the 

White Australia policy. Their vision of Australia is one where the 

Australian core imaginary is upheld and Christianity privileged. This 

understanding is couched within the rhetoric of social cohesion and 

fuelled by the language of fear directed at the ‘other’ who is not ‘like 

us’. Abbott’s ‘team Australia’ (Cox, 2014) and Howard’s ‘family 

values’ and ‘Aussie battler’ (Allon, 2008) uphold a particular kind of 

Christianity and society. Their leadership has motivated and 

influenced the rise of the Christian right (Maddox, 2005; Secoombe, 

2015) demanding the return of Australia to values which are 

assumed to have come from the Judeo-Christian tradition.  

 

In a multifaith society where Christianity has slowly been crowded out, 

the Christian faith is now one set of options available in the public 

sphere but usually consigned to the private. There is nevertheless an 

irony. There is a growing acceptance that ‘Australia is partly a 

Christian country, partly a multifaith country, and partly a secularist 

country’ (Human Rights Commission, 2008, p. 4). It is the context 

that all religions in Australia now inhabit. 

 

Bouma is convinced that Australia is being revitalized by the 

presence of other faiths, a claim ironically supported by John Perkins, 

President of the Australia Secular Party. In a paper titled ‘Creating a 

better Australia: reinventing secularism’, Perkins observes  
while society has in many ways become more secular, the 
public profile of religion in society has seemingly also 
become more pronounced. As the power of established 
religion apparently declines, there has been a resurgence 
in diverse forms of religious expression (Perkins, 2006). 
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For the purposes of a thesis on home and a Christian theology of 

other faiths, the naming of this present condition is critical. Once 

again it is Bouma whose sociological insights frame the basic 

assumption of why a Christian theology of other faiths in this country 

is necessary. Bouma’s believes that this ‘diversity is the new normal’ 

(Bouma, 2011, p. 15). That is the reality in which we live rather than 

the particular form of the relationship of faith and governance which 

give rise to institution. The challenge Bouma foresees is how 

Australia as a society will be able to deal with this new normal at the 

personal, local, institutional and government levels of society. The 

difficulty he discerns is ‘these issues are relatively new as the society 

is gradually changing from being mono-cultural to being multi-cultural 

and multi-religious’ (Bouma, 2011, p. 15). This altered setting raises 

the question of how this diversity should be managed in order to 

maintain a cohesive society. Bouma claims  

Religious diversity is probably one of the most important 
changes affecting our lives in the twenty-first century. Yes, 
those changes began earlier, but the twenty-first century is 
going to be about the management of religious diversity, 
doing it well, or getting it terribly wrong (Bouma, 2011, p. 
xiii).  

 

Bouma’s call to live faithfully in a pluralist and secular world 

represents a sociological reading. From the perspective of the 

Christian faith there are a number of inter-related dilemmas. What 

kind of encounter is now required? Christianity is no longer simply 

addressing a secular society. The landscape has become one of 

religious diversity. Its own profession of faith is now more culturally 

diverse. The dilemma is how should Christianity respond?  

 

Should the churches share their ambiguous understanding of this 

country being home with those who follow another faith? Or, should 

the Christian simply be indifferent to the presence of these ‘strangers 

in our backyard’ and simply work out a personal salvation that is 

destined for a heavenly city – and otherworldly home?  
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For the sake of a Christian theology of other faiths and a vibrant 

interreligious dialogue, history cannot be ignored. It is important to 

discern how and why the Anglo-Celtic imaginary was constructed. It 

is equally important to recognize how and why other faiths came into 

this country. At the point of intersection there is much work to be 

done on how themes of power, self-understanding, identity, and 

public presence are organised. The increasing levels of religious 

diversity brought about by migration have brought the debates on 

how different faiths relate to one another at home in the Australian 

context. 

 

On the basis of its concern for the neighbour the Christian faith has 

no option but to engage with the other. It is by its very nature 

allocentric. The most obvious mode of relationship is active 

dialogue. At the most fundamental level interfaith dialogue is about 

people of different faiths meeting together to have a conversation 

about their experience of the Divine. It ‘operates at various levels 

and comes in various kinds’ (Hedges, 2010, p. 60). The word 

‘dialogue’ is a term that has been used to cover the broad spectrum 

of interfaith relations and activities of which dialogue – ‘talk’ is just 

one form. It is a term that has undergone a number of changes in 

definition and practice over the past several decades. It has moved 

from simple conversation and sharing to a commitment to deeper 

understanding with the underlying assumption that genuine 

conversations can bring about transformation and change. The way 

of dialogue can then lead to collaborative interfaith action and 

projects.  

 

Martin Forward has striven to clarify the meaning and intention of the 

practice of dialogue through a study of the word’s etymology 

(Forward, 2001, pp. 12-14). The word dialogue can be understood 

from its Greek roots: di meaning two and dia- meaning through – and 

logos, meaning word, talk, speech. Forward draws a distinction 
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between the two rather similar words, di-logue and dialogue. The 

former refers to two people conversing about a worldview while dia-

logue signifies ‘worldviews being argued through to significant and 

potentially transformative conclusions’ (Forward, 2001, p. 12). 

Forward is effectively here meeting the criticism sometimes made 

that dialogue is little more than a polite conversation. Dialogue should 

encompass both conversation and action.  

 

That reading of dialogue is different from what constitutes a theology 

of other faiths. The practice of dialogue and theology here both 

assume the existence of other faiths and the need to engage in some 

way. They share the logos root. In the case of theology it attracts 

more of a sense of ‘study’. The nature of theology is to be a second 

order reflection. The distinction makes plain that theology is clearly 

talk about God: it is to the forefront whereas in dialogue, reference to 

God may be more in the background. Any talk of God in dialogue is 

more incidental to the forming or relationships, friendships and acts 

of discovering common and differing values.  

 

Forward’s thesis allows for Leonard Swidler’s theory that interfaith 

dialogue operates in three areas. The first of those is the practical 

through collaborative interfaith projects; the second looks towards the 

deepening of the spiritual dimension through immersion in spiritual 

practices; the third is the cognitive. This sphere covers the search for 

truth through academic or formal dialogues (Swidler, 2008, p. 10). 

 

Swidler identifies three phases in which dialogue can take place 

(Swidler, 2008, pp. 13-14). The first phase has to do with unlearning 

misinformation about each other so that we may discover who we 

truly are. It is important that we discern values in the partner’s 

tradition and wish to appropriate them within our own. It then 

becomes possible to begin to explore together new areas of reality, 

meaning, and truth. In this way Swidler maintains dialogue can 
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become an instrument of new ‘re-velation’, a further ‘un-veiling’ of 

reality-on which we must act.  

 

The way of dialogue is a way of life. It is a two way process. It cannot 

take place if one of the partners involved in it says, ‘I won’t listen; I’ll 

only talk’ (Ariarajah, 1980, p. 20).  Dialogue points to the need for 

mutual openness. It is the way of humility. Wesley Ariarajah 

concludes that dialogue is a way of relating to people of other faiths 

(Ariarajah, 1980, p. 10). It is the alternative to proselytizing and 

conversion (Ariarajah, 1980, pp. 22-25).  

 

Reflecting on the history of the Interfaith Movement in 1992, a year 

before it celebrated its one hundredth birthday, Marcus Braybroke 

argued that interreligious dialogue should be seen as a pilgrimage of 

hope (Braybrooke, 1992, p. 3). It can be so, Braybroke maintains, if 

the dialogue helps to unite people of many faiths in the awareness of 

their unity as members of the one human family, their concern for 

each other and their deepening communion with the Eternal 

(Braybrooke, 1992, p. 3).  

 

The objectives of interfaith dialogue are broad and varied 

(Braybrooke, 1992; Cornille, 2013; Mays, 2008; Race & Hedges, 

2008; Swidler, 2014). Race contends that ‘in interfaith circles, 

dialogue has become a portmanteau expression, describing many 

activities and serving numerous purposes’ (Race, 2001, p. 9). The 

purposes for dialogue can range from evangelism and witness to a 

collective vision for world peace, and advocacy for justice. There is 

general agreement, however, that the primary objective of interfaith 

dialogue is to nurture deeper understanding of different religions and 

to work towards world peace by working collaboratively. Dialogue 

‘involves the critical sharing of experiences, insights and values 

through commitment to mutuality in search for truth’ (Race, 2001, p. 

9). Ariarajah elaborates the definition further by claiming that 

dialogue is ‘an attempt to help people understand and accept the 
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other in their ‘otherness’’ (Ariarajah, 1999, p. 14). Leonard Swidler, a 

leading proponent of interfaith dialogue and author of the Dialogue 

Decalogue (Swidler, 1984, pp. 30-33) further differentiates between 

different forms of dialogue:    

dialogue means to encounter the Other in order to learn 
more Truth (dialogue of the head), joint together with the 
Other to heal the world (dialogue of the hands), embrace 
the beauty and ‘spirit/heart’ of the Other (dialogue of the 
heart), and integrate all into a holos (dialogue of the holy) 
(Swidler, 2014, p. 19). 

 

These four forms of dialogue may take the form of formal dialogues, 

advocacy, working to alleviate poverty, seeking justice for the 

marginalized and caring for the well being and proper nurture of the 

earth. Interfaith dialogue has also found expression in the form of art 

(Illman, 2012) and in theories of communication (Brown, 2013).   

 

Interfaith dialogue has an integral role to play in a diverse and 

pluralistic society. The challenge, as Diana Eck states, is providing 

a framework and an open environment that can help facilitate the 

dialogue and strengthen relationships (Eck, 1993). The dilemma 

becomes what is an appropriate framework. What role might 

theology play? Can theology provide a necessary framework? The 

response is a resounding yes. Theology compels us to think 

critically about our interfaith engagements. It seeks to guide and 

inform why we dialogue. Theology influences and determines how 

we relate to one another. Critical thinking is imperative in religious 

understanding. There is always a risk that one’s own faith can be 

compromised. The emphasis can fall on surface similarities and 

differences disappear. Eck recognizes this problem. She advises 

that  

The aim of all religious thinking is not find the lowest 
common denominator or the most neutral religious 
language. The aim is to find those particular places within 
each tradition that provide the open space where we may 
meet one another in mutual respect and develop, through 
dialogue new ways of speaking and listening (Eck, 1993, p. 
189). 
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There is a tension between the purpose of doing and reflecting. That 

is a consequence of seeking to engage with the neighbour who 

belongs to another faith in the practice of everyday living. Quinn 

emphasises that a problem in the interfaith dialogue is the failure of 

‘participants to distinguish between the formal body of beliefs, the 

doctrines, catechisms, and confessional statements that constitute 

institutional declarations of belief and the activities generated among 

communities of believers’ (Quinn, 2012, p. 12). He believes that 

‘sustained interreligious encounters, including both prayer and 

discussion, require participants both to be grounded in the 

wellsprings of their faith and find ways to articulate them with others’ 

(Quinn, 2012, p. 11).  

 

The purpose of theological reflection is to better understand a 

relationship and a way of life. Barnes has argued that  

The question asked by a theology of dialogue is not how 
to develop theories of religious meaning, but how to shift 
attention from theory altogether to the skills, dispositions 
and virtues which sustain persons in their pursuit of 
meaning (Barnes, 2002, p. 183). 
 

Barnes has insisted that Christians must speak about the God who is 

revealed in Jesus Christ; at the same time our ‘relationship with the 

other has intrinsically theological dimensions’ (Barnes, 2002, p. 23). 

The practice of Christian faith in a pluralist world is one in which we 

must learn and listen critically yet with generosity to what is spoken 

about God from the other (Barnes, 2002, p. 23).  Barnes contends 

that ‘what is required for a proper sense of Christian faith and 

practice in a pluralist world is a theology which allows such a 

passivity, the experience of limitation imposed by otherness of all 

kinds, to speak of the Other- of God- within the context of a critical 

commitment to the good of all God’s people’ (Barnes, 2002, p. 23).  
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An emerging growing awareness in interfaith circles has been the 

acknowledgement that the practice of interfaith dialogue has by far 

superseded theological reflection. This state of play was a recurring 

concern raised at one of the sessions at the World Parliament of 

Religions in Melbourne, 2009. It is also a recurring point in 

conversations in the formal dialogues that I have been a part of as a 

representative of the Uniting Church in Australia. The particular panel 

at the World Parliament of Religions wrestled with the way there was 

much talk about what was being done in various encounters but 

there was little accompanying theological resourcing. Writing in 2001, 

Alan Race noted that ‘the spirit of dialogue has generated its own 

momentum’ and in giving ourselves ‘permission for dialogue, 

dialogue itself is outstripping the theology which granted that 

permission in the first place’ (Race, 2001, p. x). These conversations 

are now only beginning to documented but glimpses can be found in 

the work of Alan Race (Race & Hedges, 2008), Paul Hedges 

(Hedges, 2010), Frederick Quinn (Quinn, 2012), Paul Knitter (Knitter, 

2002) and Michael Ipgrave (Ipgrave, 2003).  

 

At best interfaith dialogue or practice and the theology of religions 

has existed along ‘twin tracks’ (Race, 2001). There is a critical and 

necessary need to bring the two together for much of what we do and 

say as Christians rests upon their integration.  

 

In the course of time the way of dialogue has become the subject of 

formal statements and guidelines. The World Council of Churches 

(WCC) for example, has described the purpose of interfaith dialogue 

in terms of an appropriate relationality.  Its guidelines allow dialogue 

to flow from a primary confession of the Triune God and its 

redemptive oikonomia. The WCC: Guidelines on dialogue with 

people of other faiths affirms  

It is Christian faith in the triune God-creator of all 
humankind, redeemer in Jesus Christ, revealing and 
renewing Spirit-which calls us Christians to human 
relationship with many of our neighbours. Such 
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relationship includes dialogue: witnessing to our deepest 
convictions and listening to those of our neighbours. It is 
Christian faith which sets us free to be open to the faiths of 
others, to risk, to trust and to be vulnerable. In dialogue, 
conviction and openness are held in balance. Dialogue is 
a style of living relationship with neighbours. This in no 
way replaces or limits our Christian obligation to witness, 
as partners enter into dialogue with their respective 
commitments (WCC, 1979, p. 16). 

 

The Uniting Church in Australia (UCA) has likewise striven to situate 

the practice of dialogue inside a theological understanding.  The 

Uniting Church’s statement was motivated by the need to respond to 

Australia’s growing diversity, in terms of what it would mean for the 

Uniting Church  ‘to be followers of Christ in this setting’ (UCA, 2000) 

This question prompted the need to ask ‘what theological self-

understanding and motivation’ would be required ‘to enter into the 

wider engagement with other faiths’ (UCA, 2000). Further, how would 

identity need to be re-shaped and praxis re-examined in the light of 

encounters with people of other faiths (UCA, 2000). These questions 

require intentional theological engagement. The statement is thus 

grounded in three theological affirmations; God delights in diversity 

and seeks unity; the Spirit is present in all of life; and that the 

centrality of Jesus Christ in Christian living is not to be compromised 

as it is the essential core of our identity (UCA, 2000). It was affirmed 

that the practical outworkings of these theological affirmations lie in 

our Christian witness and through (interfaith) dialogue as the proper 

methodology for evangelism. It was recognised that  

Dialogue is not a easy option, which avoids the sharing of 
one’s faith; rather it is a difficult option, which calls us to 
share our faith in a conversation of true mutuality (UCA, 
2000). 

  

In 1984 the Vatican City published a paper titled The attitude of the 

church towards followers of other faiths. It is a reflection on the role 

of dialogue as mission (Pontifical Council for Interreligious dialogue, 

1984). Stating its biblical foundation for mission on 1 John 4: 8, 16), 

God is love, and drawing from Nostra Aetate the statement affirms 
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that the mission of the church, ‘moved by the grace and love of the 

Holy Spirit, the church makes itself fully present to all persons and 

peoples…’(Pontifical Council for Interreligious dialogue, 1984, p. 4). 

This presence is manifested through four different forms of dialogue. 

The dialogue of life affirms that relationships are formed in everyday 

lived experience and encounters. Mission is to be found in the normal 

everyday encounters with people of all walks of life through service, 

witness, presence and direct or indirect proclamation. The dialogue 

of deeds recognises the many different possible forms of 

collaboration with others for humanitarian, social, economic or 

political ends. The dialogue of specialists (intellect) are usually those 

formal dialogues where partners come together to ‘confront, deepen 

and enrich’ (Pontifical Council for Interreligious dialogue, 1984, p. 14) 

in order to gain deeper understanding of each other. Finally, the 

dialogue of religious experiences is an invitation to a deeper learning, 

where people, grounded in their own religious tradition engage in the 

practices of another faith tradition. These practices or experiences 

are usually, although not limited, to prayer, and contemplation. 

 

The most integrated theological statement which demonstrates how 

Christian theologies of other faiths and interfaith dialogue can be 

brought together successfully, and, in fact, become different sides of 

the same coin, is the document produced by the Church of England 

in preparation for the 1988 Lambeth conference. The statement titled 

Towards a theology for interfaith dialogue uses the Trinity as its basis 

for interfaith dialogue. The premise lies in the Triune God who 

through the Spirit has been present throughout history, and in the 

lives of baptised Christians; the Spirit ‘is also active among those of 

other faiths and cultures’ (Anglican Consultative Council, 1984, p. 27).  

In practice, the four principles identified here for dialogue are as 

follows: dialogue begins when people meet people; dialogue 

depends upon removing misunderstanding and building up trust; 
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dialogue leads to common service within the community and dialogue 

is a means of authentic witness.14  

 

Most of the documents on interfaith dialogue have been formulated in 

response to particular experiences; they were written, influenced, 

shaped and formed by an understanding of a theology of other faiths. 

These documents are examples of what Hedges has described 

should be the relationship between interfaith praxis and theology of 

religions. Hedges argues that while ‘interreligious dialogue is the 

praxis that informs the theoria of the theology of religions’ each 

practiced without the other is meaningless (Hedges, 2010, p. 13). 

These documents are an illustration of both the need to reflect 

theologically on the experience of dialogue and how both inform the 

other. The Church of England statement affirms that  

theological reflection ought not to be undertaken in the 
abstract. It must engage with the experience of those 
whose lives are daily caught up in inter-faith situations. 
The insights of scripture and tradition have to be related to 
experience, so that experience may speak to scripture and 
tradition (Anglican Consultative Council, 1984, p. 1).  

 

September 11th has brought to the fore Australia’s religious diversity, 

and to a large extent has further intensified the fear of the other. This 

diversity has as well highlighted the need for engaging and 

understanding the religious other. Australia’s growing multireligious 

context requires that effort be made to understand the neighbour who 

is different. Interfaith dialogue and practices are not quite enough. 

There is equally a need for effort and intentional emphasis on 

developing and constructing theologies of other faiths for the 

Australian context.  

 

Engaging in dialogue requires that one is confident in one’s own faith 

and yet vulnerable and open to learning from the other. A Christian 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 These four principles have also been adopted by the Churches Together in Britain and 
Ireland (formerly the British Council of Churches) and the National Council of Churches in 
Australia.  
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theology of other faiths helps to orient the believer in the Christian 

faith, whilst the practice of interfaith dialogue is the living experience 

of engagement, a homemaking practice that makes room for the 

religious other. As Bouma contends  

being faithful in diversity means that we take responsibility 
for being who we are as persons and as religious groups 
in context of diversity, ready to stand, ready to articulate 
our position, ready to listen and allow other voices to be 
heard and ready to be accountable (Bouma, 2011, p. 105) 

 

Religious diversity is here to stay and religions do not necessarily 

lend themselves to easy assimilation into the Australian culture. As 

Australia is home to many migrant religions and cultures, there is 

now more than ever a theological imperative for dialogue and equally 

for a Christian theology of other faiths that is grounded in the 

Australian context that is home.  
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 CHAPTER 4 

The Oikos of God 

The way in which Australia has become home to many cultures and 

faiths must profoundly inform the theological reading of this context. 

Such an exercise and mapping takes a double form. The very 

presence of so many people from other cultures and faiths seeking to 

make their home in the local neighbourhood calls into question the 

Christian faith’s universal claims. Is it the only way to salvation 

whatever the equivalent may be? At the same time the presence of 

other faiths presents afresh the question of what is the missio dei.  

 

That concern is intimately tied to how the oikonomia of God should 

be understood. Is it to be understood as proselytism and conversion, 

or can the missio dei be understood in a different way? In terms of 

this thesis these concerns are intimately tied to how the oikos, the 

house(hold) of God should be understood. How can this Christian 

way of interpreting the relationship between the divine and whole 

created household support a Christian theology of other faiths?  Here 

in Australia this particular household is no longer perceived as 

homogenous – even though it is assumed to be nominally Christian.  

 

These kinds of questions situate Australia inside a global flow. The 

way in which the religious other has become a local neighbour is a 

consequence of the global movements of people. It is a worldwide 

phenomenon. The way in which the Christian faith responds to these 

issues in this country arises out of a mix of the patterns of believing 

and the local history and culture with insights from beyond. Of 

particular importance for this discussion is the receptivity, or 

otherwise, of debates within the World Council of Churches on 
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matters of interfaith encounters and the burgeoning disciplinary area 

of a Christian theology of other faiths.  

 

One example of this mix is the study book by Keith Rowe, Living with 

the neighbour who is different: Christian faith in a multireligious world 

(Rowe, 2000). At the time of writing Rowe was the minister of Auburn 

Uniting Church. The closest religious neighbours were Muslims. The 

Auburn suburb itself is a vibrant mix of faiths and cultures. Rowe 

understood how ‘religious difference feeds the human tendency to 

distrust the neighbor who is different’ (Rowe, 2000, p. 3). He was 

thus presented with the problem of loving his neighbour as well as 

considering what is mission and whose home is this? Should he 

confine himself to the task of nurturing a congregation made up 

mainly, almost exclusively, of Tongan migrants and second 

generation young people? Or should he seek to find ways of 

engagement and demonstrate hospitality and a capacity to make 

room for those others dwelling in the same midst? Rowe was thus 

faced with a pressing issue of the religious other in a local situation. 

In order to make sense of this placement, Rowe drew upon the 

familiar threefold typology constructed by Alan Race (Race, 2001).  

 

Rowe uses the threefold typology to signal possible ways forward 

for the Christian response to interfaith encounter. The exclusivist 
model is based on the assumption that Jesus Christ is the way, the 

truth and the life.  It is possible that other religions may possess 

some knowledge of God but that knowledge is insufficient for 

salvation.  Tyron Inbody argues that this model of exclusivism has 

been taught by the church throughout most of its history (Inbody,	  

2005,	  p.	  195). The inclusivist position acknowledges that there are 

other paths to God. However, the ‘truth of other religions is 

established by Christ and measured by him as the norm’ (Migliore, 

2004a, p. 306) Jesus remains the ‘definitive revelation of God’; 

salvation accomplished through him embraces all people and is 

somehow made available to all’ (Migliore, 2004a, p. 306). Diana 
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Eck maintains that the inclusivist model understands or views other 

faiths or religions from within its own theological worldview and 

frameworks (Eck, 1993, pp. 183-186). The third and final model is 
the pluralist model: This model presupposes that ‘all religions 

mediate knowledge of the mystery of God, and are all equally valid 

ways of salvation’ (Migliore, 2004a, p. 306). This line of approach 

tends to be theocentric, rather than Christocentric in emphasis and 

focus.  

 

This basic set of models was first proposed by Alan Race in his 

Christians and Religious Pluralism (Race, 1993). It has been 

subject to critique. Migliore believes its simplicity is ‘attractive’ but 

that it has ‘serious limitations’ (Migliore, 2004a). Migliore identifies 

two limitations. The first is that the three typologies can lead to a 

‘mental pigeonholing’ that dismisses ‘important overlaps as well as 

obscures significant differences theologians place in any three 

categories’ (Migliore, 2004b, p. 306). The second limitation 

concerns the ‘less sharply defined’ category of inclusivism. Migilore 

discerns that this term is highly polemical and has lead to a 

widening gap between exclusivists and pluralists.  Gavin D’Costa 

similarly believes that the three approaches are inadequate 

(D'Costa, 2005, pp. 637-638). He argues that the three approaches 

do not adequately capture the complexity and diversity of views 

that fall within each of the three typologies.  Sharing similar 

concerns to that of Migliore, D’Costa argues that the threefold 

typologies are not only simplistic - they do not represent an 

accurate classification. 

 

In response to this internal diversity Paul Knitter has devised a 

typology that is more sensitive to the complexity of the differing 

positions (Knitter, 2002). The four typologies Knitter devises are 

models of replacement, fulfillment, mutuality and the acceptance. 

The debate in the theology of religions usually pivots around the 

tension of the gospel’s universality and particularity in Christ. This 
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tension is reflected in the typologies and is usually centered around 

themes of soteriology and revelation, particularity and universalism. 

Knitter’s four typologies not only highlight the diversity of opinions; 

they also show that conversations on the theology of religions are 

not limited to doctrinal categories as both the mutuality and 

acceptance model illustrate.  

 

The replacement model declares that there is only one true religion 

and that Jesus Christ alone is Saviour and Lord of all and that 

salvation is only possible through him. It is expressed in two forms: 

total replacement and partial replacement. Total replacement is 

simply the understanding that Christianity is meant to replace all 

religions (Knitter, 2002, p. 19). As Jesus is the only Saviour of the 

world, no salvation or revelation can be found in other religions. 

The partial replacement view on the other hand would insist that 

Jesus Christ alone is Saviour and Lord but God’s presence can be 

found in other religions. Other religions may know something about 

God but salvation comes in the name of Jesus Christ alone. 

 

The fulfillment model teaches that Christ does not destroy truth or 

replace the truth of other religions but fulfills it. Simply put, all 

religions find their fulfillment in Christ. An expression of the 

fulfillment model is found is the document Nostra Aetate (Flannery, 

1996) and Karl Rahner’s ‘anonymous Christians’ (Rahner, 1969).  

 

The mutuality model takes a different approach. Knitter maintains 

its core interest lies in three questions. How can Christians engage 

in a more authentic dialogue? How can a level playing field be 

created for dialogue? How can we come to a clearer understanding 

of the uniqueness of Jesus that will sustain the dialogue?  This 

model privileges mutual dialogue and the mutual exchange of 

learning and experience. This encounter ‘requires Christians to 

abandon their previous homes’ in order to explore something 

genuinely new’ (Knitter, 2002, p. 112). This shift compels a 
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movement from the familiar into the unknown. Proponents of the 

mutuality model invest in re-examining doctrinal understandings 

that have lead to exclusionary practices. The biblical texts and 

doctrines are reread through their experience of the religious other. 

They affirm the uniqueness of Jesus and uphold the ‘God-given 

uniqueness of other religions’ (Knitter, 2002, p. 111). The 

expression of this model is found in differing forms of pluralism but 

most markedly inspired by the work of John Hicks and his 

‘Copernican revolution’ drawn from Copernicus’s model of the 

universe (Hick, 1973). Hicks argues the case for a paradigm shift 

from a Christianity-centered or Jesus-centered focus to a God-

centered model of the universe of faiths (Hick, 1973, p. 131). 

 

Finally the acceptance model affirms that there are many religions 

and many ways of salvation. S. Mark Heim, a leading proponent of 

this model, ‘seeks to give equal rights and equal respect to both 

Christ and all revealers of truth’ (Knitter, 2002, p. 192). Heim 

argues, that unlike the mutuality model which can assimilate or 

gloss over religious differences, religious traditions actually have 

different religious ends (Heim, 2001b, p. 149). The terms ‘Nirvana’ 

and ‘Heaven’ are not the same.  In his Depth of riches, Heim boldly 

argues that God is not just one but also many. Real differences 

among religions are both a reflection and perception of this divine 

manyness. There is plurality among the religions because there is 

plurality within God (Heim, 2001a, pp. 123-239). 

 

These models have continued to be evaluated in terms of their 

strengths and weaknesses by various theologians. Nevertheless, 

Race still believes his initial schema to be a reasonable typology and 

defended it in the release of Interfaith encounter: twin tracks of 

theology and dialogue published in 2000 (Race, 2001). For the sake 

of his ministry in Auburn Rowe preferred the inclusivist option.  
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Knitter’s four models are helpful insofar as they also illustrate the 

close correlation between theology and practice.  Knitter’s objective 

was to ‘call Christians to a more serious, a more fruitful dialogue with 

persons of other religions’ (Knitter, 2002, p. 239) by encouraging 

intra-Christian dialogue. Knitter concludes that for Christians to be 

deepened in their understanding and practice of dialogue among 

themselves, they had to be in dialogue with those of other faiths as 

well as internally. Knitter brings home the fact that Christians cannot 

‘think’ up a theology of other faiths in isolation.  A theology is 

informed and developed through conversation, relationship, 

cooperation with persons of other religious traditions (Knitter, 2002, p. 

243). 

 

It is clear that Australia has been profoundly affected by the global 

movements of people. The changing Australian cultural and religious 

landscape now demands a changed and deeper understanding of 

Christian mission and witness. The public space is shared in the 

current multicultural, multifaith, secular, post-secular, postcolonial 

and post-Christian Australian context (Sunderland, 2007). For Gary 

Bouma  ‘diversity is the new normal. It has become the new normal 

in the lives of most people’ (Bouma, 2011, p. 15). The challenge for 

Australia is that ‘these issues are relatively new as the society is 

gradually changing from being mono-cultural to being multi-cultural 

and multi-religious’ (Bouma, 2011, p. 15).  

 

This situation has created a kairos moment. Such a designation is 

consistent with the practice of a public theology. Its task is to discern 

the signs of the times. The claims of non-Christian religions and the 

full humanity of people of other cultures and religions become public 

issues’ (Chung, 2012, p. vii). The way in which different religions 

relate has become progressively more a public concern. The late 

twentieth and early twenty first century have borne witness to what 

has been called the return of God. It has often taken the form of 

extremism, violence and terrorism in the public mind. In a highly 
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interconnected world what happens elsewhere can inform 

perceptions and attitudes in Sydney or Melbourne. It is very easy 

then for the media to sensationalise in a negative way the otherness 

of another faith – in this case usually Islam; it has also been rather 

easy for political leaders to exploit such difference. The practice of 

interfaith encounter does not then take place inside a necessarily 

peaceful room.  It is indeed a contested space.  

 

How the Christian faith might address this kairos moment in 

contemporary Australia has become further complicated because of 

its own increased marginalistion and demise in this context. Writing 

in 1982, Les Murray recognised its changing status: ‘Christianity is no 

longer ON TOP’ in Australia’ but now part of the ‘spiritual 

supermarket, full of competing systems and brand names’ (Murray, 

1982, p. 23). Rowe agrees:  

until recently we could assume that Christianity 
represented the sole viable religious option in the nation. 
Other groups were present but, with the exception of the 
relatively small Jewish community, they could be ignored. 
Those of other faiths lived in other places (Rowe, 2000, p. 
2).  

 

Bouma now writes about Many religions, all Australian (Bouma, 

1996), that particular work was clearly recognizing the diversity of 

faiths. Later in his Australian Soul: religion and spirituality in the 

twenty first century (Bouma, 2006), Bouma draws out further the 

extent to which the Christian faith itself has altered in this country. It 

is no longer the preserve of the Anglo-Celtic imaginary. The shift in 

migration policy has led to a proliferation of other denominations and 

the cultural inclusion of different races into the existing ones. The 

question of how the Christian faith should relate to the Christian other 

can now become even more complex. Sudanese Christians for 

instance have come to this country to find a new home because of 

their experience of civil war with Islam. Furthermore, there are those 

whose conversion to the Christian faith represented a sharp break 
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from professed religion in their family or wider social context in the 

sending country. 

 

 

Once again this radical shift in the nation’s religious institution is not 

peculiar to Australia. A similar trend can be seen in the United States 

and Europe. Taking a wider view, Kwok Pui Lan discerns missional 

consequences as well as those of religious identity. As interfaith 

encounter increases, Christian churches have opportunities to rethink 

their own identity and their mission in a multifaith environment (Pui-

Lan, 2005, p. 546).  She notes  

as people of many faiths come to settle in the metropolis, 
the question for Western Christians is no longer how to 
missionize non-believers in far way lands, but how to live 
among religious neighbours whose children go to the 
same schools as theirs’ (Pui-Lan, 2005, p. 546).  

 

Pui Lan’s observation is consistent with much of ecumenical thinking.  

Writing about the outcomes of the WCC 1968 Uppsala Assembly 

Aasulv Lande notes that it  

brought to clear expression and where, particularly in the 
strategic proposals, the church for others is emphasised. 
The fields for mission are no longer seen as exotic places 
in foreign lands, but rather localities in the secular world 
where there is human need, growth, tension, decision-
making responsibility and conflict (Lande, 1996, p. 42).  

 

Australia’s increasing diversity now means the religious other is no 

longer absent or abstract, the religious other is nearby. The stranger 

from a different culture of faith now inhabits the neighbourhood. The 

stranger is now the neighbour. For a culture and church that has long 

been “ON TOP” the question of how Christian mission might now be 

understood and practised inevitably arises. Furthermore, the 

missional question needing to be explored here is how then can the 

metaphor of home and homemaking support a theology that 

encourages the Australian Christian churches and Christians to make 

room for the religious other? It will require critical re-engagement and 
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understanding of missio dei and an accompanying theological 

reading of the oikos.  

 

The great dilemma has been that talk of mission so easily lends itself 

to the more exclusivist option of how different faiths relate to one 

another. One of the consequences of this exclusive disregard of 

other faiths is that their presence can be either ignored or rejected. 

There is either no need to engage or faith can become as Tweed 

suggests, autocentric (Tweed, 2006).  

 

Here in Australia there are vivid examples of these two approaches. 

The first was the delivery of Peter Jensen’s Boyer lectures in 2005. 

The theme for those lectures was the Future of Jesus in Australia 

(Peter Jensen, 2005). In his lectures Jensen made no reference to 

other faiths. The message was exclusively attuned to an internal 

audience which was an educated Anglo-Celtic skeptic who fitted well 

into an Australian imaginary. This lack of reference should be seen in 

a context of a growing concern for the possibility of Muslim 

extremists at work in Melbourne and Sydney during the course of that 

year. There had been bombings in London and Madrid. On the night 

of Jensen’s penultimate lecture the Cronulla race riots took place.  

 

The second of these approaches is one of rejection. It was 

expressed in a rather crude fashion by Philip Jensen in his inaugural 

sermon as dean of the Cathedral in Sydney. Jensen conceded that 

there were  

Many lovely, wonderful Hindus and Muslims and Jews and 
atheists live in our city—good citizens who have every 
right to expect all the same rights and responsibilities as 
any other citizen. But their different religions cannot all be 
right. Some, or all of them, are wrong. And if wrong, they 
are the monstrous lies and deceits of Satan, devised to 
destroy the life of the believers; to capture them into the 
cosmic rebellion against God and destroy the freedom 
they should have in Christ (Phillip Jensen, 2003).  
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The exclusivist model of mission and understanding of the religious 

other has the capacity to lend itself to stereotype. How helpful the 

model is to interfaith encounters is a moot point. Its obvious 

advantage is that it declares clearly what the Christian position is 

over and against rival faiths. Its advantage easily becomes 

disadvantage as well in the daily practice of living. On the one hand 

the exclusivist view maintains a strong confidence in the Christian 

belief that God’s desire is to save all people manifested in the costly 

sacrifice of Jesus’s atoning death.  This salvation is understood to be 

only possible through Jesus Christ who is God’s unique revelation to 

humankind. Its strength lies in ‘questioning any casual or reductionist 

relativism in the hope that all roads lead to truth’ (Rowe, 2000, p. 18).  

 

This confidence can easily become a barrier to relationships with 

other faiths as the objective of the relationship becomes one where 

the other must be saved. In a pluralistic society this hinders how 

people of different faiths and cultures can find creative ways of 

dwelling together in a way that sustains a culture of peace and 

solidarity.  

 

 

One of the difficulties of this relationship between mission and 

relating to other faiths is the ambiguous history of Christian mission. 

The expansion of the Christian faith out of Europe was intimately 

bound to a Christendom paradigm and the power politics of empire. 

From the vantage point of a postmodern and postcolonial time this 

intersection can be viewed in a negative light.  

 

The Christian faith has been seen as religion of colonisers  ‘using its 

position of power to consolidate a privileged position with respect to 

other religious traditions’ (Wickeri, Wickeri, & Niles, 2000, p. 15). 

Christianity has had a long dalliance with colonialism and the legacy 

of empire. According to Andrew Kirk 
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The Western missionary enterprise often planned 
meticulously as if a kind of business operation has been 
interpreted as the forceful sale of European civilisation, 
considered by those who took it elsewhere to be the best 
product of human creativity (Wickeri et al., 2000, p. 15). 

 

This superior attitude expressed itself by defining the other (culture 

and religion) as inferior. This found support in the Great Commission 

whereby the command to make disciples was fused with the colonial 

ideology of civilizing the natives as part of their conversion to the 

Christian faith. In this way the other outside the bounds of Christianity 

has been defined in terms of exclusion. Unfortunately for many in the 

postcolonial world the scars of Christian mission continue to affect 

how they respond to the religious other. Lucas Woodford in his 

commentary on the Great Commission on Matthew 28 argues that 

the missional task has often become confused with ‘getting the 

message out there’ instead of ‘getting the message right’ (Woodford, 

2012, p. 62).  

 

Missiology often lends itself to conversion. It was most often a 

conversion to a particular (colonising) culture and values, rather than 

the gospel. Peter Admirand argues that Christianity’s indifference to 

the religious other stems ‘from drinking from the polluted well of 

religious superiority’ (Admirand, 2011, p. 97). Admirand poses the 

question of whether mission has been a cancer within Christianity or 

has a cancer contaminated Christian mission? This cancer is 

Christianity’s insistence of its superiority manifested by way of 

degrading the other. This cancer, Admirand argues is the legacy that 

the contemporary church has inherited. Marion Grau notes that a 

‘project seeking to rethink mission must confront colonial history’ 

(Grau, 2011, p. 11). 

 

Once again this complaint can be heard in the Australian context. 

This form and expression of Christian missions made its unique 
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contribution in the Australian context. Lee Miena Skye, a Palawa 

Aboriginal woman and Christian womanist, has argued that  

the missionaries possessed a subordinating Christology 
that must save those they perceived as inferior, the 
“savage”, both culturally and spirituality. The 
dehumanizing of the Australian Aboriginal created a 
consciousness that treated them less than animals, 
bringing about genocide (Skye, 2007, p. 1).  

 

Skye maintains that the ‘psychology and theology of colonialism in 

Church and secular state was infused with violence and attributes 

this to the ‘theological teachings and vision laying foundation for 

mission in England in 1700’ which was based on an imperialistic 

eschatology’ (Skye, 2007, p. 7). Missionary zeal coupled with a 

strong sense of superiority and imperialism reduced the gospel to 

merely a vehicle of Western civilization. Citing a sermon from John 

Hey, a member of the Missionary Society, Skye demonstrates how 

this particular ‘evangelical outlook’ was validated by missionaries 

through their preaching. Hey’s sermon at the time reiterates:  

As the gospel spreads, it will promote civilization, 
population, agriculture, and commerce: these will increase 
till every part of the habitable globe is cultivated and 
occupied (Orchard, 1998; cited inSkye, 2007, p. 7)  

 

Anne Pattel-Gray, writing at least ten years earlier than Skye, also an 

Aboriginal woman and Christian womanist, is adamant that the 

missionaries brought an imperialistic Christology to Australia.  In her 

book the Great White flood, she argues  

The European so-called Christians did not bring the Christ, 
the Annointed One; they did not share a liberating Christ 
with the Aboriginal people of Australia…they brought a 
Christ that disposed, enslaved and killed; a Christ full of 
hatred and fear; a Christ of racism (Pattel-Gray, 1998, p. 
89).  
 
 
 

It is very easy in this kind of critique to ignore much of the good work 

and humanitarian strain of Christian mission. That should not be 

sacrificed. In terms of our talk about whose home this is and how we 
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relate to the religious other the presenting problem can lie in the 

hidden force of this ongoing history.  

 

The reality is that there is a lack of exposure to theologies of other 

faiths and interfaith literature. It would seem that few of those in 

leadership would have been shown how to mediate such. Similarly, 

the three-fold typology of Christian responses to the religious other is 

not well known in congregations. It is easy then for the exclusivist 

option to be the default mechanism at work when there is uncertainty 

about the existence of other responses.  

 

The majority of denominations  do not have a theological statement 

of the religious other. The few examples of such come from the 

Catholic and Uniting Churches. In 2010 the Uniting Church Assembly 

adopted a Preamble to the Constitution. The Preamble was a 

significant document for the Uniting Church because it recognised 

that   

the First Peoples had already encountered the Creator 
God before the arrival of the colonisers; the Spirit was 
already in the land revealing God to the people through 
law, custom and ceremony (UCA, 2010).  

 

The Preamble also acknowledged that as a community they were 

‘complicit in the injustice that resulted in many of the First Peoples 

being dispossessed from their land, their language, their culture and 

spirituality, becoming strangers in their own land’ (UCA, 2010). In 

2000 the Uniting Church Assembly adopted the statement on Living 

with the neighbour who is different (UCA, 2000). At its 2012 National 

Assembly meeting the UCA adopted the statement Friendship in the 

presence of difference (UCA, 2012).  

The Australian National Council of Churches does not have a specific 

statement about interfaith encounters or dialogue but indicate their 

support of interfaith dialogue on their website. The NCCA is a 

member and participant of the Australian National Dialogue of 
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Muslims, Christians and Jews. These dialogues are held periodically 

around a particular theme whereby each religious tradition take turns 

responding to the theme.  

On speaking about the Australian Catholic interfaith scene, Gerard 

Hall states that the ‘importance of interfaith dialogue is formally 

recognised by the National Bishops’ conference through the work of 

the Conference through the work of the Commission for Ecumenism 

and Interreligious Relations’ (Hall, 2010, p. 52). This work has been 

supported and inspired by Nostra Aetate. Nostra Aetate calls 

Catholics ‘to enter with prudence and charity into dialogue and 

collaboration with members of other religions’.  The publication of the 

document Dialogue and Proclamation in 1991 states that ‘Christians 

are called to dialogue’. At the local level Catholic institutions like The 

Columban Institute for Mission 15   and the Commission for 

Ecumenism and Interfaith Dialogue of the Catholic Parramatta 

Diocese are active advocates for interfaith relations and dialogue.16  

 

Where there has been activity and interfaith relationships that 

involvement has been very locally based. It is often individuals and 

groups of people from local congregations who, out of necessity and 

interest, are actively engaged with religious groups in their suburb.  

There is also the long established practice of sending financial and 

other support to those in mission in another country. Interfaith 

encounters in Australia have been for most Christians a casual 

encounter.  

 

It is evident that this kairos moment coincides with the shifts in 

missiology. It is now recognised that missiology often, in the past, 

lent itself to conversion. John Flett contends that this understanding 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15http://www.columban.org.au/our-works/christian-muslim-relations/about-christian-
muslim-relations 
16 http://www.parra.catholic.org.au/services---agencies/learning---
teaching/ecumenism-and-interfaith-dialogue/commission-for-ecumenism---
interfaith-dialogue--promoting-christian-unity-and-respect-for-all-faiths.aspx 
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and practice lies in the ‘failure of the church to understand her 

mission’ (Flett, 2010, p. 64). Flett goes further saying that this failure 

has been due to the prevailing view at the time, of mission and its 

relationship to the church or ecclesiology. Church and mission were 

viewed as two distinct entities. ‘This essential distinction produced a 

relationship whereby mission existed as a derivative function of a 

pre-existent church’ (Flett, 2010, p. 62). This relationship has led to a 

misunderstanding of mission and its practice, rendering it in most 

cases an imposition of western culture and civilization through the 

processes of colonialism. Christian mission became synonymous 

with the ‘geographical expansion of the Christian faith from the West 

to the non-Christian world’ (Flett, 2010, p. 6). Flett further expresses  

the distinction between church and mission reduced the 
missionary task to the replication of ecclesiastical forms 
prompting a competitive relationship between Christianity 
and other faiths and among different forms of expression 
(Flett, 2010, p. 62).  
 

 

The good news is the understanding of mission and the place of 

other faiths in the economy of salvation has evolved through the 

years. Nowhere is this development more evident than in the 

changing theological shifts within the ecumenical movement (WCC) 

and in the field of missiology. The idea of mission to the religious 

other can also now be seen in terms of relationship. Interfaith 

dialogue has become the mode in which Christian witness and 

relationship with the other is forged and maintained.  

 

The ecumenical movement embodied in the form of the WCC was 

challenged to take the presence of the religious other seriously by 

members of countries in Asia and Africa where living side by side 

with a person of another faith is a lived everyday reality reference 

Ariarajah. The ecumenical movement struggled for a long time in 

trying to ‘grasp the meaning of obedience to the gospel in a world of 

many religions and cultures’ (WCC, 1986, p. vii). It was evident in the 

discussions at the World Missionary conferences at Edinburgh 
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(1910), Jerusalem (1928) and Tambaram (1938) (S. Wesley 

Ariarajah, 1991, pp. 281-286). Eventually, in 1971 after many years 

of discussion and research since the first world missionary 

conference in Edinburgh in 1910, the WCC finally produced a 

document that marked the changing attitude to other faiths through 

the understanding of mission. Israel Selvanayagam states  

The (1971) document recommends witness in the place of 
one-way patterns of mission, urges genuine love and a 
search for truth under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, and 
calls for urgent theological consideration of the relation 
between God’s economy of salvation in Jesus Christ and 
the economy of his presence and Spirit in the whole world, 
particularly in the lives and traditions of people of other 
faiths. While seeing dialogue as part of mission, the 
document declares that all mission requires an approach 
of “openness to the respect for the other”, which includes 
“our being open to the realities and possibilities of [the 
other’s] mission to us”  (Selvanayagam, 2004, p. 154). 

 

This document marked the beginning of key changes in practice and 

theology over the years. Mission to the religious other was now to be 

understood in terms of relationship. It gave rise to the establishment 

of a sub unit on Dialogue with Men (later changed to People) under 

the leadership of Stanley Samartha and later Wesley Ariarajah. In 

1979 following a meeting in Chiang Mai, Thailand in 1977, the 

document Guidelines on dialogue with people of living faiths and 

ideologies was published (WCC, 1979). It was a major landmark in 

the history of interreligious dialogue.  

 

This ecumenical initiative was consistent with shifts in Catholic 

thinking made in Vatican II, in particular the document (Flannery, 

1996) Aetate, the Catholic Church’s declaration on the relation of the 

church to non-Christian religions. The document affirmed and 

encouraged Christians to regard with   

sincere reverence those ways of conduct and of life, those 
precepts and teachings which, though differing in many 
aspects from the ones she holds and sets forth, 
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nonetheless often reflect a ray of that Truth which 
enlightens all men (Flannery, 1996, p. 2).  

 

In terms of ecumenical relationships Nostra Aetate inspired 

permission to think of the religious other differently. This provided the 

impetus for a number of theological works and bible studies 

published by WCC with regard to people of other faiths.  

 

Since the 1960s there has also been a shift in theological method. 

There has for some time now a tendency to think of the other as 

relational rather than salvific through Christ. Returning to the current 

project at hand, if the religious other is no longer the target for 

conversion, what possible kind of relationship can there be? David 

Lochead suggests that ‘the theological agenda in interfaith relations 

needs to focus on a theology of mission rather than on Christology’ 

(Lochhead, 1988, p. 94). The reason, Lochhead maintains, is that a 

theology of mission is a theological understanding of the relationship 

between the church and world’ (Lochhead, 1988, p. 94). Furthermore, 

Lochhead states  

The affirmation of the presence of God among peoples of 
other religious traditions, then, does not require a critique 
of particularist doctrines of revelation, nor does it require a 
Christological conversion. What it does require is a strong 
critique of the ideologies that guide how Christologies and 
doctrines of revelation are applied. It requires a missiology 
that is firmly rooted in our doctrines of God, Christ, and 
human nature. It requires a missiology that is for the world, 
but that is critical of ideologies of the world-whether those 
ideologies have the origins in ourselves or in others’ 
(Lochhead, 1988, p. 97). 

 

This understanding of mission would entail the need to rethink the 

economy of salvation in relation to the religious other and the place 

of the religious other in the economy of God. It would require a shift 

in thinking and a movement from exclusivity to that of relationship. It 

will mean dealing with two problematic passages by interpreting them 

in a more positive light. The most notable are the ‘Great Commission’ 
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in Matthew’s gospel and the seemingly exclusive ‘I am’ sayings in 

John 14. 

 

Matthew 28: 18-20 is regarded as the major, if not sole motivating 

mandate for mission, particularly for evangelical Christians. It has as 

Lucas Woodford states been ‘a motto for the church’ (Woodford, 

2012, p. 54). ‘The Great Commission has been portrayed as a law 

that must be obeyed on pain of divine disobedience’ (Woodford, 

2012, p. 54). This ‘motto’ has been understood and practised as 

‘saving souls’ for Christ. It has thus supported an exclusivist typology. 

In tracing the origins of the how the Great Commission came to be 

interpreted as proselytising, Woodford makes the distinction that 

misreading of the text has led to a mission motivated out of a sense 

of duty or debt rather than gratitude and gift (Woodford, 2012, p. 55). 

The issue with Matthew 28: 18-20 is in its interpretation. ‘Keeping the 

Great Commission in the context of the whole Gospel message, 

gives focus and faithfulness to God’s mission’ (Woodford, 2012, p. 

64). Understanding the Great Commission through the lens of the 

Great Commandment encourages a reading that affirms the human 

dignity of those we are called to serve.  

 

Garry Parrett (Parrett, 2004) contends that the command in the Great 

Commission is represented in the three participles: ‘going’(scope), 

‘baptising’(purpose), ‘teaching’(content). The ‘going’ is not exclusive. 

‘God’s purpose for Israel had always included all nations’ (Parrett, 

2004, p. 64). God’s redemptive plan is for all nations. Drawing from 

the word for ethne,  ‘nations’; Parrett argues that this imperative was 

not to a political entity but distinct groups of people as is indicative in 

the singular ethnos from which we derive ethnic and ethnicity (Parrett, 

2004, p. 64). The purpose of the mission is to baptise. ‘The church is 

to invest itself in making disciples for Jesus Christ’ (Parrett, 2004, p. 

64). The question this raises is how? Parrett argues that the 

imperative is to ‘go, baptise and teach’ so that people may become 

more like Jesus Christ’ (Parrett, 2004, p. 64). To be more like Christ 
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is not just about piety and holiness, it also means being 

compassionate toward and caring for others (Parrett, 2004, p. 64). It 

follows that to be more like Christ, is to love God and neighbour. 

Finally, the content of the mission is to ‘teach them everything I 

commanded you’. Parrett makes a helpful distinction here by 

demonstrating the point that the emphasis of the mission is on 

“commandments” not on the “teaching”. The command is therein 

contained in “Love God, Love Neighbour”. In Mathew’s gospel the 

emphasis is on the ‘doing of the Word, not merely the hearing of it’ 

(Parrett, 2004, p. 65). The Great Commission can be argued to be an 

invitation to relationship that is always a movement outward to the 

other. As Parrett suggests  

the going relates to the expansive and embracing nature 
of God’s mission for every act of disciple of disciple 
making requires that we go… a setting forth from our own 
place, from our own sphere of comfort to extend the 
kingdom love to another (Parrett, 2004, p. 65).  
 

The call to go is I believe a call to relationship with place and people. 

It is a not a call to disempower or dominate. 

 

A similar rereading can be applied to John 14: 6. In the opinion of 

Vicki Balabanski this is one of the ‘most explicit absolute claims in 

the Scriptures of the New Testament to Jesus being not only a way to 

God, but apparently the only way to God’ (Balabanski, 2006). She 

notes that it is often used in Christian circles to determine where one 

sits on the spectrum between exclusivism and pluralism. 

Nevertheless, this particular passage has often been used as a case 

against dialogue and a validation for exclusivism. The obvious 

question arises: is there another way to interpret this passage for the 

sake of interfaith dialogue? In her exegesis of this passage and 

through her use of different scholars of different theological 

persuasion, background and context, Vicky Balabanski draws out the 

relational dimension of John’s community/gospel. ‘The overall 

dynamic of the passage is consolation. There are two recurring 
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motifs’ (Balabanski, 2006). The first is ‘believing’ which Balabanski 

argues is not to be understood as a confessional stance but a 

relational one. The second motif is that of dwelling which can also 

mean ‘abiding’ or ‘remaining’. Balabanski suggests that there is an 

interplay between ‘leave-taking’ and ‘home-coming’ both of which are 

relational. She concludes that in this context  ‘Jesus pronouncement 

about being the way, the truth and the life is made relationally to a 

community, in this instance, Jesus’s disciples. Balabanski believes 

that ‘interpretation is always a relational endeavor’ (Balabanski, 2006, 

p. 12). In this way Balabanski’s view is similar to that of Paul Chung. 

Chung advocates that a model of mission in interpretation of the 

Christ event, religious texts and traditions are made together cross 

culturally and contextually. In this way, Chung believes, ‘God’s 

saving action for the world in sending the Son and the Spirit is 

interpreted anew contextually and cross-culturally in the face of the 

reality of the poor and of religious pluralism’ (Chung, 2009, p. 156).  

 

 

The notion of dialogue as mission is still a cause for controversy. 

This more relational attitude poses a number of questions as to  how 

we understand mission. Is mission then to be seen as a form of 

evangelism seeking to proclaim the gospel for salvific purposes and 

the conversion of individual souls? Wesley Ariarajah reflecting on the 

WCC Nairobi controversy highlights that the challenges dialogue 

presents to mission is that of fear. The fear that interfaith dialogue 

will make us less committed to evangelism and prevent us from 

proclaiming the good news of Jesus Christ to people around us. 

Dialogue raises the challenge of the purpose of witness – as 

Ariarajah comments, ‘Is Christian witness about making the listener 

come to the same theological understanding as the person who 

witnesses?’ (S W Ariarajah, 1980, p. 16) 

 

This more relational attitude is clearly contested. It lends itself 

nevertheless to a cluster of words and virtues associated with the 
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metaphor of home, homemaking and hospitality. The substantive 

issue can now become how the Christian citizen of this particular 

political and cultural space might make room for the religious other? 

How might this question be conceived in the light of a fuller rendering 

of God’s oikonomia and the call for the follower of Christ to engage in 

oikeiosis? This latter term is used by Conradie to mean the journey of 

coming home.  

 

It is a core conviction of the Christian faith that this creation is 

effectively God’s household. To speak of God’s economy is therefore 

to speak of the rules that God has established for our household, the 

world in which people live, work, struggle, flourish and die’ (Oikos 

Study Group, 2006, p. 23).  

 

Economy literally means ‘the law or management of the household’ 

or ‘the rules of the household’.  ‘God has created this “house” and is 

busy at work seeing to justice and equality, reconciliation and the 

flourishing of all creation’ (Oikos Study Group, 2006, p. 31). ‘The 

church is God’s attempt to build a household that will join God in the 

making the world into home. Theology finds its bearing by asking 

‘what kind of household God is trying to build for the sake of God’s 

threatened creation’ (Meeks, 1989, p. 44). The calling of the church 

is to hold up the radical inclusivity of the household of God, in which 

all are invited to sit at the family table as equals (Oikos Study Group, 

2006, p. 32). As a sent people or a sent community we are tasked 

with a mission of reconciliation. This mission calls us to serving, 

healing, and reconciling a divided, wounded community and earth. 

(Bosch, 1991, p. 494) 

 

Heeding Arvind Nirmal’s (Nirmal, 1981) urging in 1981 to redefine the 

economy of salvation; and secondly using Martell-Ortero’s (Martell-

Otero, 2010) notion of home in her re-envisioning of salvation, the 

argument that homemaking is mission is now posed. Martell-Ortero 

argues that ‘God, who is community… has created all things to enter 
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into communal relations with all creation…’ It follows then that ‘to be 

in this relationship of love with God, humankind and creation is to be 

home’ (Martell-Otero, 2010, p. 14). Meeks defines home as enabling 

all (human and non-human) access to life (Meeks, 1989, pp. 43-45). 

He also asserts that ‘economics should basically be about 

relationships within the household’ (Meeks, 1989, p. 45). ‘Staying 

with God’s household as the root metaphor, one may also bring 

metaphors such as housekeeping, homebuilding, housecleaning, 

home craft, home decoration, household tasks… into play’ (Conradie, 

2005, p. 217). 

  

The organising and hermeneutic principle of the oikos provides a 

theological basis for a change in practice and attitude. The key 

change in practice would be a movement from exclusivity to that of 

relationship through homemaking as mission. Oikos literally means 

house, household or home. Oikos is an expansive word that can 

mean a local home, a nation, the whole world, and the community of 

faith’ (Oikos Study Group, 2006, p. 32).  It is the root of three 

significant words – economy, ecology and ecumenical. These three 

concepts ‘point to the interconnections between the church, God’s 

creation and economic justice’ (Oikos Study Group, 2006, p. 23).  

 

Oikos has also been used in the biblical texts to denote building. 

Homemaking is intentionally making space or room – it is about 

building relationships that creates community - a sense of home for 

all to dwell and live – to be at home. This is made possible through 

homemaking practices in which all are invited to participate. In this 

way homemaking is mission.  

 

This understanding is based on mission as a call to community that 

is home - oikos/oikonomia/okoumene. It is grounded in the Triune 

relationship of community and self-giving love and God’s desire and 

plan for the whole world for which the church is God’s agent in 
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bringing about God’s salvific purposes through reconciling, renewing 

and transforming relationships.  

 

The tendency of this missiological direction is to see the whole of life 

in terms of the missio dei. The link is thereupon implied between this 

notion and that of the whole creation as belonging to the oikos of 

God. ‘Mission is a call to community, (to home) a community that is a 

sign of the kingdom and cannot exist without the reconciliation that 

overcome boundaries among humans, and between humans and 

God’ (Henriksen, 2010, p. 71). As such mission is homemaking. It is 

engaging in the action and process of making home for all.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	   125	  

CHAPTER 5 

Being at home in the Trinity  

 

This focus on oikos, and by extension oikonomia, necessarily leads 

into a fresh consideration of the Trinity and its value for religious 

pluralism. It also enables a double play on the phrase ‘being at home’ 

to come into effect. This double play is made up initially on how so 

many practising Christians are not at home in this doctrine. The 

Trinity is also a doctrine that makes room for the other in the wider 

oikoinomia of God and in the development of a theology of other 

faiths.  

 

That this second claim can be made might seem surprising. The 

doctrine of the Trinity is a central tenet of the Christian faith. As 

Michael Ipgrave notes ‘the Trinitarian symbol is normative for the way 

we understand and worship God’ (Ipgrave, 2003, p. 10). It might then 

be seen to be very much an internal reference point for the faith as a 

whole. It might also as such be deemed to favour an exclusivist 

option. That possible objection will need to be negotiated. 

 

It can then be argued that the doctrine is part of a Christian’s 

discourse or language game which is self-contained. The irony is that 

representatives of other faiths often inquire after the Trinity. This 

seems to favour Tweed’s idea of an autocentric rather than 

allocentric understanding of the Christian faith (Tweed, 2006). The 

matter of the Trinity is often raised at informal and formal interfaith 

dialogues. This interest has seldom been written about; it is more 

often experienced and discussed in actual encounters.17 There is 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17 I was part of the National Council of Churches (NCCA) interfaith dialogue team. The 
NCCA was part of the Australian National Dialogue of Christians, Muslims and Jews. We 
met at least four times a year. We would decide on a theme together and each religious faith 
tradition would have a turn at responding to the particular topic. One of those themes was 
the Trinity. The Muslims and Jews were obviously very entertained as the representatives of 
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here a genuine seeking from other faiths about this strange doctrine. 

It can then become an opportunity for Christians to share the very 

essence of their faith particularly, as it is, as Catherine Mowry 

LaCugna emphasises, ‘the specifically Christian way of speaking 

about God’ (LaCugna, 1992, p. 678). But this invitation to speak 

about Christian faith in terms of the Trinity is often met with 

embarrassment, a lack of confidence and an inability to give witness 

to the Triune being.  

 

Graeme Garrett has described the doctrine as being the Christian 

name of God (Garrett, 1999, p. 114).  And yet it is evident that 

practising Christians are often not ‘at home’ in this confession. At the 

best of times talk about the Trinity can be likened to an ‘intellectual 

somersault’. How are we to understand the relationship between the 

one and the three persons in the Godhead? Roderick Leupp has 

referred to this conundrum as a perennial puzzler. It is one which and 

of which ‘many great minds and capacious hearts have given up on 

Christianity because of the supposed obtuseness of the Trinity’ 

(Leupp, 2008, p. 21). Further, Ipgrave observes that  

in the context of today’s community of faiths, it creates 
problems. Nobody else in another faith, it seems, believes 
in the Trinity. Indeed many regard it with abhorrence, or at 
best a puzzling piece of nonsense. Others are prepared to 
entertain it only as a rather inadequate piece of 
antiquarianism which might have meant something once 
but is now irrelevant…’ (Ipgrave, 2003, p. 10).  

 

The problem is compounded. The technical language of definition 

involves archaic understandings of person, relation and nature which 

are no longer readily intelligible to most. It is, in fact, not uncommon 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
the group struggled to find a way to explain the Trinity. The topic has not appeared on the 
agenda since. In his exploration of how Christians may overcome embarrassment and 
instead embrace the Trinity as a rich resource for interfaith dialogue, Michael Ipgrave 
identifies two related themes. The first is constructing a ‘trinitarian model of dialogue which 
integrates elements of mutual openness, critical rationality and spiritual experience’ (Ipgrave, 
2003, p. 15). The second relates to ‘ways of speaking about the Trinity as a subject matter 
for dialogue’ (Ipgrave, 2003, p. 15). Ipgrave maintains that speaking about the Trinity across 
religions will involve establishing a ‘theory of analogical reference across different religious 
systems’ (Ipgrave, 2003, p. 15). 
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for Christian worship and discipleship to be expressed in and through 

a practical unitarianism or binitarianism. Karl Rahner claims that, 

despite the Trinity being the core of Christian faith, most Christians 

live as mere monotheists ‘failing to work out the practical applications 

of this doctrine in their everyday life’ (Bacon, 2009, p. 1).  

 

To a large extent the doctrine of the Trinity has been seen to be 

irrelevant to Christian life and faith.18 For feminist theologians there 

are further problematic issues. The classical ordering of the 

relationship within the Trinity seemingly validates a hierarchical 

understanding of God. The relationship between Father, Son and 

Spirit has often been interpreted as one of subordination. The 

sending of the Son by the Father and the Spirit of the Son has led to 

an understanding of the Trinity that Feminists have further argued 

that this hierarchical understanding of ordering has in turn validated 

and modeled hierarchical relationships by ‘establishing patriarchal 

values as integral to the trinitarian being of God’ (Bacon, 2009, p. 1).  

 

Jane Williams asserts that there are ‘all kinds of ways in which the 

doctrine of the Trinity can be understood that are not helpful at all for 

women’ (Williams, 1992, p. 32). In a rather deceptively serious yet 

whimsical manner she suggests that a reading of the Trinity as ‘three 

men or two men and a bird presents a crude reading and 

understanding of the Trinity’ (Williams, 1992, p. 32).  Daphne 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18	  Catherine Mowry LaCugna makes the strong case for the Trinity’s marginalization. In 
her analysis of the history of the Trinity, LaCugna argues that this was due to the separation 
of the immanent and economic Trinity, in terms of how God’s being (who God is) was 
understood and God’s relationship with the world through salvation history. As the doctrine 
developed through the centuries amidst a number of controversies in the early church, and 
as it sought to claim that Jesus is indeed God and co-equal with God, preoccupation 
became God’s being (who God is) rather than God’s relationship with the world. As a 
result the Trinity became somewhat irrelevant to everyday life and faith. Preoccupation 
with God’s being (who God is) made the Trinity distant from experience and everyday 
living. LaCugna further argues that the two - God’s being and God’s relationship with the 
world through Christ and the Spirit are interrelated and that the Trinity can only be 
understood as both who God is and God’s relationship with us and the world. Renewed 
interest in the Trinity was again inspired by Karl Barth in the 1960s and later taken up by 
Karl Rahner in the 1970s. When Catherine LaCugna was writing about the Trinity in 1991, 
she listed about nine books written about the Trinity. Today, it seems that theologians can’t 
stop writing about the Trinity! 
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Hampson probes deeper. For her there is no hope in redeeming the 

Trinity for women for so long as one ‘remains within a biblical and 

Christian tradition, the problem may be thought to be without solution’ 

(Hampson, 1996, p. 96). Bacon surmises that the main reason many 

feminist theologians have come to question the usefulness of the 

Trinity to date surrounds the use of androcentric patriarchal God-

language and the imagery this produces’ (Bacon, 2009, p. 1). With 

the exception of Elizabeth Johnson, Sallie McFague and Catherine 

LaCugna, Bacon observes that ‘relatively few feminist theologians 

have provided full length studies of the doctrine in its entirety’ (Bacon, 

2009, p. 15). According to Bacon the majority of feminist literature 

tends to focus on one particular ’person’ or hypostasis within the 

Trinitarian community’ (Bacon, 2009, p. 15).  

 

Bacon’s work is significant in that she maintains that the relevancy of 

the doctrine lies in the necessity for thinking and speaking rightly 

about God. She argues that the task of feminist theology is ‘not 

simply to articulate new ways in which to speak of Trinitarian mystery 

but to assess thinking about God in this way for the undermining of 

patriarchy and the subversion of phallocentrism’ (Bacon, 2009, p. 

197).  

 

Further, Bacon asserts that ‘thinking God as Trinity provides a 

theological logic by which diversity can be acknowledged and 

through which women can identify with God as subjects and full 

participants within the imago Dei’ (Bacon, 2009, p. 197). In addition 

Bacon believes that thinking God as Trinity is also a theological 

mandate for the practising and implementation of the values of 

difference and subjectivity. It is her argument that thinking God as 

triune ‘celebrates, reinforces and affirms the values of subjectivity 

and difference which underpin the values of women’s experience’ 

(Bacon, 2009, p. 197). This view of the Trinity ‘disrupts the logic of 

the male as the center of symbolic order’ by promoting a view of 

difference and relationality’ (Bacon, 2009, p. 197). Bacon concludes 
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that in reframing the question ‘what’s wrong with the Trinity’ to ‘what’s 

right with the Trinity’ can inspire valuable responses.  

 

For an extended period of time the Trinity suffered a kind of 

anecdotal neglect. It was too difficult to explain. The Trinity was 

trapped inside a seeming time warp brought about by what Douglas 

John Hall, writing in his Professing the Faith, described as its 

‘acquired complexity’ (Hall, 1996, pp. 51-72). Hall was referring here 

to its abstruse Greek philosophical categories which were once 

current, of course, but have not travelled easily. Hall did not wish to 

disregard the Trinity for he suggested at the same time that it sought 

to resolve a ‘necessary complexity’ (Hall, 1996, pp. 51-72). The 

biblical witness referred to Father, Son and Spirit but how was that 

relationship to be understood? The lack of contemporary appeal was 

consolidated through an often hierarchical relationship from Father 

through the Son to the Spirit. The implications of relating to other 

faiths is not hard to discern. Through such a structure of 

understanding the Trinity could easily lend itself to the Christian faith 

being at the top of the apex. There was no need to relate in a 

meaningful dialogical way. The idea that the Trinity could benefit 

interfaith discussion was not on the horizon.  

 

These popular understandings are at a remove from contemporary 

thinking on the Trinity.  In the course of the past several decades 

there has been the rediscovery of the social and relational model of 

the Trinity. This way of thinking goes back to the Cappadocian 

Fathers and their use of perichoresis to describe the relationship 

within the Triune God. The Cappadocian theologians were the first to 

make the distinction between hypostasis and ousia which up until 

then had been used interchangeably to mean the same thing: 

‘substance’. 

 

In order to counter threats of modalism, triatheism, and 

subordinationism, the Cappadocians first separated the meanings of 
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the two words by giving each word a distinctive meaning. The word 

ousia was taken to mean one and hypostasis three. The 

Cappadocians began with the assumption that each person of the 

Trinity was a concrete and full being. ‘God as Trinity should then be 

understood as three hypostases, three full beings’ (Fox, 2001, p. 38).  

An agreement was gradually reached that hypostasis should denote 

the ‘otherness’ or distinct identity of the Father, Son and Spirit, while 

ousia should denote the one divine nature with which each was 

identified (Fiddes, 2000, p. 14).  

 

A further development in Trinitarian thinking was to apply the Greek 

prosopon (person) to hypostasis.  The concept or ontology of ‘being’ 

was born. ‘God, being as a “person” in relation to others was now 

acknowledged as inseparable from enduring essence’ (Fiddes, 2000, 

p. 15). The notion of ‘being’ itself became relational – ‘to be and to be 

in relation became identical’ (Fiddes, 2000, p. 15). This 

understanding was extended to human relations.  

 

Another movement in Trinitarian thinking again eventuated. This time 

it was in relation to the understanding of God’s ‘being’ in relationship. 

This understanding was through the application of the terms Latin 

persona or Greek prosopon originally meant the mask worn in the 

theatre. It was understood as something fixed outside and of human 

beings. The word was extended to the role played by an actor and 

later came to mean the role played widely in social relationships. 

Paul Fiddes states that   

this makes clear that the ‘distinct identity’ of a person is 
inseparable from relationship; to call someone a person 
means that he or she must be taken account of as ‘other’ 
than ourselves when we meet (Fiddes, 2000, p. 16).   

 

This development grounded Trinitarian understanding in the 

ontological principle of God in relation to a person meaning that ‘God 

exists on account of person, not on account of a substance’ (Fox, 

2001, p. 40).  
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In recognizing the need to safeguard the distinct and ontologically 

integral existence of each of the persons of the Trinity, the 

Cappadocian Fathers, (Basil of Caesarea) determined that the best 

way to speak of the unity of God was through the notion of koinonia 

(Fox, 2001, p. 39). This idea of community gave equal value to the 

three persons without hierarchical distinction.   

 

The Cappadocians understood God as three hypostases in one 

ousia. In order to negotiate the tension between the ‘oneness and the 

many’, the term perichoresis became a helpful way of to describe the 

Triune relationship and union. The Greek perichoresis means ‘to 

dance around’ or ‘indwelling’ or ‘envelope’. ‘The three hypostases of 

God indwell one another in one divine nature’ (Baker-Fletcher, 2006, 

p. 56). Karen Baker Fletcher describes this perichoresis union as 

‘each dynamically and interrelationally participates in the one work of 

divine love, creativity, justice and righteousness through distinctive 

actions’ (Baker-Fletcher, 2006, p. 56).  

 

This more social and relational understanding of the Trinity has 

captured the imagination of more recent theologians like Catherine 

Mowry LaCugna (LaCugna, 1991), Colin Gunton (Gunton, 1997) and 

Leonardo Boff (Boff, 1988). Their particular focus is not necessarily 

on interfaith matters; nevertheless they have opened up the doctrine 

of God and what it means for us to be made in the image of God. The 

call is to be relational. Fiddes encapsulates this relationality stating 

the ‘God of Salvation lives eternally in relationship’ (Fiddes, 2000, p. 

7).  LaCugna emphasises  

Relationality, being-in-relationships, is the proper mode of 
viewing not only the divine life but also the essence of 
personhood. Persons exists in communion, in 
relationships, rather than as mere "individuals" (LaCugna, 
1991, p. 162). 
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The call to be relational is a call to community that is home for all. 

The Trinity offers a depth of richness and diversity of ways of 

speaking about God. It exemplifies for us a model of being in 

communion or community; it intimates for us a possible unity through 

our diversity. The doctrine of the Trinity has the capacity to put 

emphasis on how our orientation in faith should always be toward the 

other. Kärkäinnen asserts  

The Trinity as communion allows room for both genuine 
diversity (otherwise we could not talk about the Trinity) 
and unity (otherwise we could not talk about one God). 
Communion serves as the paradigm for relating to the 
Other among human beings too. It is not about denying 
differences nor eliminating distinctives, but about 
encountering the Other in a mutually learning, yet 
challenging atmosphere (V. M. Kärkkäinnen, 2009, p. 16). 

 

The idea that the Trinity might be useful for contemporary 

discussions on interfaith encounters would appear to require a lot of 

work. The Christian constituency itself struggles to be ‘“at home’” in 

the doctrine. At the very local level it is difficult for many local 

congregations to both become Trinitarian thinkers and practitioners 

overnight. Christian exclusivist responses to the religious other do 

not arise out of a vacuum. They are part of continuing shifts and 

trends of the global household. The long legacy of Christian 

exclusivism has led to an exclusivist model of relating to the religious 

other that is embedded in the theology, understanding and practice 
of most local congregations (Inbody, 2005; Knitter, 2002).  

This exclusive way of relating has lead Ipgrave to ask whether 

Christians can share intelligibly and creatively in dialogue with others 

an understanding of God as Trinity. Can the Trinity be a resource for 

interfaith dialogue or must it always and only be a problem? (Ipgrave, 

2003, p. 11). There needs to be a critical stepping back in terms of 

exploring and evaluating the hymns, language and theology 

undergirding liturgies and everyday Christian practices within the 

local community. On one level an internal conversation must be 

nurtured to help congregations think through who they are and how 
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they might engage in mission.  But it is not enough to be engaged in 

a conversation internally. Christians must also be equipped to speak 

and act beyond their own internal audience. It is a sign of how 

Christian faith needs to be bilingual. The Christian faith needs also to 

converse in a language that is intelligible to the community beyond 

and external to it.  

 

Ipgrave’s reading of the capacity of everyday Christians to 

understand the Trinity presupposes a deep-seated lack of 

understanding. The most basic technical distinction made between 

an economic and immanental rendering of the triune God is hardly 

known. The possibility that an economic understanding of the Trinity 

may have something to contribute to the way in which relationships 

with other faiths might unfold is hardly self-evident. It makes little 

difference that the economic Trinity is shaped by the oikonomia of 

God.  

 

In interfaith relations the Trinity is often an embarrassing subject. 

That informal and experiential interest previously referred to sit side 

by side with the difficulty of providing a satisfactory explanation to our 

dialogue partners. Ipgrave reckons that the Trinity can then far too 

easily become an irrelevant problem that stands in the way of 

effective and meaningful dialogue’ (Ipgrave, 2003, p. 10). The 

doctrine of the Trinity can then be seen as a ‘block’ in inter-faith 

discussions. It has frequently bemused the radically monotheist 

Islamic tradition especially.  

 

The irony is that the Trinity is a rich resource for thinking through 

relationships with other faiths, their place in the economy of God, as 

well providing a guide for interfaith dialogue. It is Mark Heim’s 

conviction that ‘the doctrine of the Trinity offers Christians the 

deepest grounding for an understanding of religious diversity as a 

positive gift’ (Heim, 2001, p. 9).  
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Kärkäinnen strongly asserts that ‘to neglect or downplay the 

importance of the doctrine of the Trinity for the theology of religions is 

both shortsighted and detrimental’ (V. M. Kärkkäinnen, 2009, p. 8).  
 
For the Trinity to be of much help in relating to other faiths the 

Christian witness must be more at home in the doctrine. Michael 

Downey has gone so far as to claim that ‘when we are at home with 

the faith and practice of the church, Trinity is the language spoken, 

the language of the house’ (Downey, 2000, p. 46). The question then 

becomes which house and whose house? 

 

Here d is helpful. She argues that the Trinity is a practical doctrine 

with radical implications for Christian life. She asserts that ‘the theme 

of all Trinitarian theology is relationship: God’s relationship with us an 

our relationships with one another’ (LaCugna, 1992, p. 679). We are 

called to mirror the relational God made incarnate in Jesus whom we 

should model in our relationships with the other in the oikoinomia. 

This model of relationality extends beyond our Christian circle and 

faith.  

 

In this way the Trinity binds us to thin relationships because of the 

concern for the other beyond the familiar and safe comforts of home. 

The Trinity becomes both a model and a guide for relationships. The 

Trinity provides a bridge in its ability to integrate both theology and 

praxis. 

 

The tension that a Christian theology needs to negotiate is the 

scandal of particularity which it had attached to claims concerning 

Christ and the salvation he offers. Kärkkäinnen observes that 

theologies of religions have been too narrowly occupied with 

salvation, which is evident in the way the typologies are constructed 

(V.-M. Kärkkäinnen, 2004, p. 3). Majorie Suchoki Hewitt shares this 

view asserting  
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The debate on other faiths became obsessed with the 
question of whether non-Christian religions offered 
“salvation”, but rarely enough was it asked whether all the 
things we call religions even speak about salvation, a 
thoroughly Christian notion which presumes, after all, that 
there is some thing or state to be saved from. Not all 
religions have this conceptual frame, and it is as much a 
Western imposition to presume this set of concerns as it is 
to deny any wisdom to a different faith tradition at all’ 
(Soskice, 2003, p. 7). 

 

This particular focus can so often lapse quickly into exclusivism. 

What Ann Hunt believes needs to be done is to set Christology in 

relationship to the Trinity. She reckons that ‘a Trinitarian perspective 

allows much greater scope within which to construct a theology of 

world religions’. She asserts 

a Trinitarian approach enables Christian theology a much 
broader and gracious horizon within which to reconsider 
questions concerning other faiths, more so than the 
traditional fulfillment theologies, wherein world religions 
find their fulfillment in the mystery of Christ  (Hunt, 2005, p. 
163). 

 

In the context of cultural and religious diversity, the Trinity is a rich 

resource for Christians to draw from to make room for the other in the 

economy of God. The Trinity offers an alternative to Christianity’s 

long history of exclusivism and yet is also able to retain the 

relationship with Christology within a wider context.  

 

The language of oikonomia is core to this doctrine. It is readily 

converted into an understanding of the economic Trinity. What is 

meant by this term is how God sets out to restore the household of 

creation. It has in effect to do with the management of reconciliation. 

‘When we treat oikoinomia theologically we are concerned with how 

God is redeeming the world’ (Meeks, 1989, p. 4). Its distinctive role is 

made clear by its comparison with the immanent trinity. Here we are 

discussing the interpersonal relationships within the Triune God. 

According to Roderick Leupp ‘the Trinity names a God who builds a 

house fit for human dwelling, and it is the economic Trinity who 
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brings this to pass’ (Leupp, 2008, p. 52). Similarly Karkkainen claims 

‘what God does in the world and among us is what matters when we 

think of the Trinity’ (V.-M. Kärkkäinnen, 2004, p. 15). In his Trinitarian 

theology of religious ends, Mark Heim articulates this relationship 

through the notion of salvation. ‘Salvation is communion with God’ 

(Heim, 2001, p. 124). Expanding the concept of salvation further, 

Heim states  

Salvation is precisely communion with God across the 
breadth of these complex dimensions of God’s nature, a 
communion whose fullness requires participation in 
relation with other persons and creation. It is a unity 
sustained by love and mutual participation (Heim, 2001, p. 
209).  

 

This relationship between the economic and immanent trinity is a 

well-rehearsed one that has spanned many centuries. In more recent 

times the Trinity has been revisited in the light of a social 

understanding of the doctrine that explores the relationship within the 

Triune godhead as social and communal. In turn the social 

relationship within the Godhead is understood to inform how human 

relationships with each other and creation ought to be.  

 

 LaCugna emphasises that the doctrine of the Trinity is ultimately a 

teaching about ‘God’s life with us and our life with each other’  ‘and  

that it is only on the basis of oikonomia (salvation history) that we 

can come to speak of the Trinity…’ (LaCugna, 1991, p. 1) LaCugna 

further claims  

The heart of Christian faith is the encounter with the God 
of Jesus Christ who makes possible both our union with 
God and communion with each other. In this encounter 
God invites people to share in divine life and grace 
through Jesus Christ by the power of the Holy Spirit; at the 
same time, we are called to live in new relationship with 
one other, as we are gathered together by the Spirit into 
the body of Christ. The personal and communal 
dimensions of Christian faith are inseparable (LaCugna, 
1991, p. 1). 
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The Trinity is essentially about relationships – within the Triune 

relationship itself, God with creation, creation with God and our 

relationship with one another and the world we share with both 

human and non human beings. LaCugna contends ‘the central theme 

of all Trinitarian theology is relationship: God's relationship with us, 

and our relationships with one another’ (LaCugna, 1992, p. 679).  

 

In Leonardo Boff’s Trinitarian liberation theology (Boff, 1988) the 

Trinitarian community of Father, Son and Holy Spirit becomes the 

“prototype” of the human community. It follows that the human 

community should model the Trinitarian community of being and the 

divine perichoresis (Hunt, 1998, p. 13). The goal here would be to 

build a society which is in the image and likeness of the Trinity. Boff’s 

liberation Trinitarian theology finds its basis on the ‘liberating 

character of God’s trinitarian and social character demands a political 

theory which insists on social interaction, inclusion, and shared 

participation and responsibility without subordination or 

marginalization’ (Hunt, 1998, p. 16).  

 

The language of home and household flows rather naturally out of 

the doctrine of the Trinity. One might even say that the practice of 

salvation and reconciliation equate to the homemaking practices 

required of those who are made in this image of the relational and 

hospitable God. The implication of this reading brings us to another 

home. The okonomia of God may refer to the household of creation 

but we are created beings. We are confined to time and place. We 

must make our home and dwell in specific spaces and 

neighbourhoods. For the sake of this thesis, this home is Australia 

and its new normal of cultural and religious diversity. 

 

The Triune nature of God has been the subject of critical enquiry by a 

number of Australian theologians. The most notable are Anne Hunt 

(Hunt, 1998, 2005, 2010), Neil Ormerod (Ormerod, 2005), Denis 

Edwards (Edwards, 1999), Anthony Kelly (Kelly, 1989) and most 
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recently Alexander Jensen (Jensen, 2014). Each attests to the 

practicalities of the doctrine to creation and everyday life.  Of 

particular interest is Hunt’s chapter on Trinity and the World Religions. 

Hunt highlights the challenge stating that understanding the place of 

the religious other in God’s salvific plan is both an important and 

pressing issue for the church today (Hunt, 2005, p. 139). This 

question gives rise to the practise of mission and interfaith dialogue. 

Although as Hunt states, this is not a new phenomenon as cultures 

and religions have lived together with their competing truth claims for 

many centuries. What is new, according to Hunt is an ‘acute 

consciousness of that plurality and of the imperative for interfaith 

dialogue’ (Hunt, 2005, p. 139). 

 

 ‘The challenge is to hold to the Christian tenet regarding the 

uniqueness of Jesus Christ as universal savior while constructing a 

distinctly Christian theology of religions and for interfaith dialogue 

that is neither vacuous nor imperialistic’ (Hunt, 2005, p. 157). The 

question now is whether, and if so how, a Christian theology of 

religions can recognize other religious traditions as true mediators of 

the mystery of salvation in Jesus Christ for their members (Hunt, 

2005, p. 158). One of the intentions here is not to allow Christology 

or a vague, amorphic God language to float free in a theology of 

other faiths but rather tie these confessions inside this core doctrine 

for understanding the Christian faith as a whole.  

 

It is now evident that the Christian faith must put to practical use its 

doctrine of the Trinity in its relationship to other faiths.  It is conceded 

that such a claim will not be obvious to many within the Christian 

faith’s own constituency. It can be difficult to overcome the difficulties 

which are inherent in this most mysterious of doctrines. The interfaith 

activist is likewise going to find it difficult to overcome the instinctive 

response that the Trinity is more likely to be an obstacle than a point 

of entry in dealings with those whose faith is different. And yet, if the 

would-be Christian companion to another faith were to be at home in 
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the Trinity they have access to a theology which looks upon this 

world as the household of creation. Its impulse is to assert the 

identity of the self in relation to the other and to difference. The 

Trinity represents a Christian understanding of God the very anatomy 

of which is geared towards engaging with the other. It is time to be at 

home in this rich theological resource. It is a doctrine which releases 

layers of meaning and application. How do we bear the image of God, 

if God is triune?  

 

In terms of a theology of homemaking and practice the Trinity models 

a community of difference, relationality and otherness. The Trinity 

compels us to make room for the other of another faith through 

hospitality. Through partnership in mission the other is invited into the 

journey of what Ernst Conradie terms oikeiosis (Conradie, 2005, p. 6), 

which is the journey of homecoming that seeks to make the world, 

God’s oikos a welcoming home for all.  
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CHAPTER 6 

Reimagining Home 

This rediscovery of the Trinity encourages us to think about how 

different religions might relate to one another in the context of a 

theological understanding of home. That apparent barrier of 

language and internal dogma is overcome by the now recognized 

commitment to a social Trinity where interrelationship is prized. The 

immanent and economic Trinity was argued to be a model of 

relationship that binds us to thin relationships because it compels a 

movement toward the other who is beyond the familiar and safe 

comforts of home.  

 

Once more the comparison between thick and thin relationships is 

apposite. Those which are thick relationships are often based on the 

familiarity of home and what is expected of such. Thin relationships 

are premised on establishing and nurturing relationships outside the 

familiarity of home. It represents a widening and a welcoming. It is 

allocentric. This nurturing of thin trust is made possible through a 

bridging of the private/public divide. This activity of bridging is 

consistent with the process of homemaking.   

 

With reference to interfaith dialogue this practice of making room for 

the religious other, is the homemaking exercise. It turns a space into 

place where various patterns of dialogue can be nurtured. In this 

becoming a place of meaning, those engaged in dialogue are 

simultaneously at home and not at home and they are held together 

by thin trust. As Eva Cox maintains, trust and goodwill are the ‘ties 

that bind us’ (Cox, 1995, p. 11) and it is strengthened with practice. It 

is a binding which the Christian participant can find support for in 

permission-giving theology. 
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The purpose of the present chapter is to explore further the notion of 

home and homemaking. Its specific interest lies in how feminism 

contributes to public discourse on interfaith relationships, dialogue 

and theology. This chapter will map a range of options and look for 

critical support for the metaphor of homemaking for the sake of  

possible future expressions of interfaith dialogue and Christian 

theologies of other faiths. It will seek to highlight and privilege the 

often-invisible contributions women make to nation and peace 

building, and through the nurturing of interfaith relationships and 

dialogue. All of these efforts are considered to be part of the anatomy 

of homemaking. The intention is to demonstrate how the notion of 

home and homemaking can be reimagined to become a place where 

thin trust can be nurtured. Finally, this chapter will lay the foundation 

for a feminist diasporic Christian theology of other faiths in the 

Australian context through the theological framework of homemaking 

and its implications for interfaith dialogue.  

 

Any discussion on home almost inevitably gives rise to gender 

considerations. This tendency is to be expected given that the 

language of home is often associated with the domestic or private 

sphere and the place specifically designated for and to women.  

 

Carole Patemean has reached the conclusion that this assignation is 

consistent with the separate spheres ideology. The term has become 

a theoretical framework in which to describe gender roles. The 

separate spheres ideology assumed that the public sphere is most 

rightly the domain of man. The core claim of this separate sphere 

ideology is the apparent assumption that women’s rightful place is in 

the private sphere due to biological determinism (Maloney, 1991; 

Okin, 1979). The foundation of this understanding finds its origins in 

the philosophical systems of Platonism, Neoplatonism and 

Aristotelianism which was adopted unquestioningly by early 

Christians like Augustine and Thomas Aquinas into Christian 

theology and thinking (Gossmann, 1991, pp. 50-59). This 
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understanding is premised on the ‘special nature’ of woman. The 

‘special nature of woman’ is a social construct whereby women’s 

‘essence’ was premised to be less than a man and argued on the 

basis of creation story in Genesis 2 (Carr & Fiorenza, 1991; Daly, 

1968; Hampson, 1996). As the woman was considered to be less 

than a man because she was created from Adam’s rib, she was 

considered defective but was still capable of being an equal through 

ongoing evolution (Gossmann, 1991, p. 56). This premise highly 

influenced by Aristotelian philosophy (Maloney, 1991, p. 46) gave the 

male a higher hierarchical order and supremacy over the whole 

created order and assumed or accorded the male the right to 

dominate the public and the private sphere (Pateman, 1989, p. 120). 

However, although the ‘women differed from men by their deficiency, 

they were well suited to be reproductive vehicles and to maintain the 

family home, the heart of the polis, which is the best of all forms of 

human community’ (Maloney, 1991, p. 46). This reading of home and 

women as belonging to the domestic sphere is here subject to 

critique. The recent theoretical work of certain feminist writers dispute 

this too sharp a distinction between the public and the private. It is a 

matter which needs to be further teased out.  
 

The separate spheres ideology assumes that the public sphere is 

most properly the domain of the man. It is so on the grounds of his 

biological makeup and God’s will. The world of politics, economy and 

law was argued and assumed to be rightful the responsibility and 

preserve of the man. By way of comparison the private sphere of 

domestic life, child rearing and housekeeping are the preserve of 

women that  ‘men properly inhabit, and rule within, both spheres’ 

(Pateman, 1989, p. 120). Men were assumed to have the right to 

dominate the public sphere as well as rule the home.  

 

It was not until the 20th Century that the separate spheres ideology 

began to be challenged and critiqued by feminists. It also became the 
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lens through which feminists used to describe and analyse the 

marginalization and oppression of women into their own separate 

sphere and thereby their exclusion from the public sphere. It was 

also a metaphor that was used by feminists in the 19th Century to re-

inscribe the place and role of women.  

 

It is evident that home is an important metaphor for women, both as 

a subject for critique and for theological reframing and reconstruction. 

As such any discussion on home must take seriously concerns of 

feminist thinkers as well as further thought on what constitutes a 

genuine public domain in which multiple religions are practised. 

Pateman is, indeed, of the opinion claims that ‘feminist criticism is 

primarily directed at the separation and oppression between private 

and public spheres in liberal theory and practice’ (Pateman, 1989, p. 

118).   

 

The rethinking the dominant understandings of the public sphere will, 

of course, require the necessary blurring of the public/private divide 

of gender and religion. The point is well made by Susan Reveby and 

Dorothy Helly that ‘feminist scholarship has focused on examining 

the very creation of this dichotomy and the role gender plays in 

concealing the permeability of the boundaries’ (Helly & Reverby, 

1992, p. 9).  

 

What this rethinking means in its outworking is that the feminist 

discussion on the public sphere must be set inside the context of how 

faiths are viewed in a pluralist democracy. That context is political, 

relational, and public. It is important for the purposes of a 

constructive feminist critique that the ambiguity of how faiths function 

in democracy. Wim Hoftsee and Arie van der Kooij claim that 

the distinction between public and private spheres is 
inherent to many conceptions regarding social order, 
modernity, and freedom of conscience and the changing 
role and function of religion within it (Hofstee & Kooij, 
2013a, p. 10).  
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The ever present risk that seemingly attends a religion is that it 

becomes privatised and a matter of personal choice. The reality of 

that risk must be both discerned as well as contested. The ‘language 

and categories of the public and private sphere have long been 

fundamental to liberal democratic understandings of social life’ 

(Fairfield, 2005, p. 1). Religion has often been relegated to the 

margins of the public sphere and deemed to be a private affair and 

therefore dismissed as having nothing to do with politics or the State 

(Frame, 2009; Hofstee & Kooij, 2013b, p. 222; Reilly & Scrivener, 

2014; Taylor, 2007). This common understanding feeds off the 

conviction that religions are in decline and, the push of religion to the 

private sphere has been due to secularization. The feminist 

perspective is situated in relation to this hypothesis. Editors of 

Religion, gender and the public sphere, Niamh Reilly and Stacey 

Scrivener observe that ‘…questions of gender and religion are 

typically constructed as “private” within liberal secular logic…’ (Reilly 

& Scrivener, 2014, p. 7)  Reilly and Scrivener emphasise the need to  

‘reconsider the interrelation of state and religious identity through a 

gender lens’ as it ‘necessarily entails re-thinking dominant 

understandings of the public sphere’ (Reilly & Scrivener, 2014, p. 7).  

 

This claim should be seen in the light of the feminist complaint that 

the division private and public sphere is unrealistic. This dichotomy 

assumes that there is no overlap between the private home and the 

public sphere. Rebecca Hancock takes issue with this received 

understanding and practice (Hancock, 2013, p. 39). She examines 

the way the language of public and private has impacted scholarship 

on biblical women. Hancock explores this matter through a study of 

the role of Esther. Hancock’s thesis overturns the conventional 

understanding by scholars that Israelite and Jewish women were 

excluded from the public world and their roles concentrated in the 

domestic realm. Hancock problematizes the strict divide between the 

public as male-dominated and the private as female–dominated 
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spheres, challenging the sharp dichotomy between the private and 

public realms.  

 

Hancock argues that ‘employing categories of public and private to 

describe women’s lives is misleading and problematic because the 

language is misleading and anachronistic.’ (Hancock, 2013, p. 126) 

Hancock highlights how the categories of private and public are not 

distinctly separate. It is too simplistic to confine women primarily to 

the domestic/private sphere. As in the case of Esther, even if her 

story was viewed as being primarily located in the domestic sphere, 

‘her story and the festival associated with it have transformed her 

actions into a very public affair’ (Hancock, 2013, p. 135). Hancock’s 

thesis blurs the socially constructed distinction of the private/public 

divide.  

 

One of the most significant contributions of second wave feminism to 

the separate spheres debate is the pertinent insight that the personal 

is political. Fiona Allon has identified a particular aspect of this insight 

which is pertinent to this thesis. Allon insists that home is not 

constrained to the personal. It is also political. She observes that  

home, now, more than ever, is seen as firmly connected to 
the world of politics and economics, as actively shaped 
and defined by the public sphere rather than existing 
simply as a refuge from it (Allon, 1997, p. 1). 

This public rendering of home must overcome one or two obstacles 

in feminist discourse. There is, of course, the simple weight of 

history: the home has been relegated to the private sphere and with it 

the subservient place of women. This particular history lends itself 

rather easily to the complaint that home for many women has been 

(and to a large extent still is) a place of oppression and violence. 

Feminists like Chandra Mohanty, Teresa de Lauretis and Biddy 

Martin (Martin & Mohanty, 1986) argue that home is ‘a nostalgic 

longing for an impossible security and comfort bought at the expense 

of women and those constructed as others, strangers, not-home, in 
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order to secure a fantasy of a unified identity’ (Martin & Mohanty, 

1986, p. 200) 
 

For Iris Marion Young (Young, 1997), these obstacles do not exhaust 

the value of home for feminist thinkers. She well understands the 

history of subservience and violence. She also argues that there are 

essential values of home, ‘regulative ideals’ by which societies 

should be described. Young argues that the ideal of home should be 

cultivated as a basis for which society should not only aspire to 

achieve but also order itself by. Young proposes a number of 

normative values of home. Young states that the society as home 

should firstly be a place of safety. The home should not be based on 

exclusion and oppression and it should not be a place of violence 

and abuse. The home should be a place of individuation where we 

can freely be connected to a place we belong, and to people and 

belongings that connect us to ourselves. A person cannot exist 

without a place or a shelter however minimal, as the home is an 

extension of the person’s body. The home should be a place of 

connection and dialogical relationship. The home should be a place 

where privacy is respected ‘the autonomy and control a person has 

to allow or not allow access to her person, information about her, and 

the things that are meaningfully associated with her person’ (Young, 

1997, p. 132). Finally, the home should be a site of individual and 

collective history and meaning. Home should be a place where we 

remember and reinterpret events of the past in light of new events, 

relationships and political understandings. 
 

Young’s analysis of home and its intimate relationship and 

connection with the political is instructive for a theological framework 

of homemaking. The bottom line is  ‘not all homemaking is 

housework’ (Young, 1997, p. 132).  The reimagining of home 

releases the In the imperative of cultivating thin trust in terms of 

building community.  
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Writing out of a South African feminist perspective Christina 

Landmann insists on the pressing need for public theologians in 

South Africa highlighted the need for ‘public theologians who build 

bridges’ (Landman, 2007, p. 201). In this way the thin web of thin 

trust can be extended in order to embrace others who would 

otherwise remain at a distance. 

 

That reference to bridging is a reminder of Putnam’s (Putnam, 2000) 

similar interest and Marty’s understanding of trust (Marty, 2010). In 

his Building cultures of trust (Marty, 2010), Martin Marty takes the 

virtue of trust beyond the private sphere and binds it to the making of 

communities. He emphasises the integral role of every citizen in 

inventing, developing and encouraging ‘cultures of trust’ in all   areas 

of life. Marty believes building cultures of trust begins from the 

‘grassroots up’ – individuals, families, schools, neighbourhoods, 

workplaces, and churches. It is Marty’s conviction that these efforts 

at trust building will become slow-spreading habits of honesty. In this 

sense Marty’s proposal is similar to Putnam’s differentiation of 

bonding and bridging and Cox’s cultivation of thin trust (Cox, 1995).  

 

For Putnam bridging is parallel to Marty’s slow-spreading habits of 

honesty (Marty, 2010). Bridging is dependent on expanding the 

radius of trust beyond the familiar and the private. This bridging can 

be made possible through the practice of homemaking. Homemaking 

is designed to embrace thin trust. Its practice of hospitality and 

making room invites a reaching out to the neighbour who is other and 

allowing them to feel welcome and at home.  

 

It is now time to insert into this mix the practice of ‘homemaking’ as 

a core holding metaphor. It will help to bridge a number of gaps: 

personal and political, the church’s role in the public and private 

sphere, the dialogue between religions, the development of a 

Christian theology of other faiths within the Australian context, its 
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implications for interfaith encounter and dialogue from a feminist 

diasporic perspective.  

 

For much of its history feminist strategy has not necessarily included 

a concern for a theology of interfaith relationships. Writing in1998  

King made the bold assertion that ‘feminism is the missing dimension 

in the dialogue of religions’ (King, 1998). This is an argument that 

Fletcher confirms stating that ‘it is not at all unusual for overviews of 

theologies of religion to have no feminist or women’s voices 

represented’ (King, 1998, p. 44).  

 

King’s article was ground breaking at the time in a number of ways. It 

identified a number of critical areas that feminist theology needed to 

address. Firstly, King argued that, although secular feminism debates 

racial and cultural pluralism, it has not engaged at all with religious 

pluralism (King, 1998, p. 48). There was need then to name and 

specify that absence.  

 

Feminists have been concerned with other presenting issues. They 

have been patriarchy (Daly, 1968, 1973), kyriarchy, (Fiorenza, 1994) 

and malestream discourse (Fiorenza, 1983, 1992). They have often 

been associated with ecclesial matters to do with ordination and 

leadership (Porter, 1989). They have also been to do with matters 

internal to Christian theology – can a male saviour save women? 

(Ruether, 2007), how do we image God? (Johnson, 1992), models of 

God and their implications (McFague, 1983, 1987), language, textual 

neglect and interpretation (Trible, 1984). Now and then a feminist 

theological discourse has shown interest in justice especially with 

regards to the environment and the way women on earth have been 

treated. Furthermore, the emergence of the feminist consciousness 

has become a global flow and sparked off debate about the 

intersection of gender, class, ethnicity and social wellbeing. Is the 

experience of a mujerista theologian (Diaz, 1992)  or Asian or black 

feminist the same as a white middle class North American (Grant, 
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1989)? In the Australian context Anne Pattel Gray has proudly 

proclaimed ‘not yet tiddas’ meaning ‘not yet sisters’ (Pattel-Gray, 

1995). 

 

Further, feminist theologians have been concerned mainly with the 

critical resifting of Jewish-Christian traditions rather than encounters 

with women of other faiths.  In a manner of speaking feminist 

theology was not yet critically wrestling with the challenge of religious 

pluralism and its implications for theology and spirituality at a 

theoretical or practical level; and nor had feminist scholarship sought 

to examine the concepts and language of the theology of religions 

from a feminist perspective. Religious diversity was more 

acknowledged but not necessarily theoretically reflected upon.  

 

A case in point is the reflection of Rita Gross, a Buddhist feminist, 

who tells the story of her attendance at a feminist theologians 

conference of which the theme was diversity. Numerous complaints 

about diversity were made but it soon became clear that the lack of 

diversity being referred to was lack of diversity among the Christians 

(Gross, 2009, p. 211). Although Gross registered her concern that 

there was more a lack of diversity of other religions, and that the 

Christians had been more than adequately represented, she felt she 

was not heard.  

 

This lack of engagement can lend itself to a lack of empathetic 

understanding. The failure to wrestle with theoretical concepts and 

establish a feminist framework for interfaith encounters can lead to 

hasty judgments which do not bear too close a scrutiny. The 

temptation is to view the role and practice of women of other faiths 

through the lens of one’s own and regard that as normative. The 

critical work has not been done for that to be recognised. This is a 

problem which can attend a reading of the Muslim custom of women 

wearing a hijab. In addition, there are questions of how women of 

other faiths are viewed and represented. A point of tension is the 



	   150	  

wearing of the hijab. For some western feminists, the hijab is 

interpreted as a form of oppression. For many Muslim women, it is a 

choice, a physical symbol of religious identity. Maureen O’Neill 

cautions, we need to take into account the diversity that exists within 

women of faith within their different traditions and the fact that for 

many women of other faiths, they have managed to claim their own 

identity and space within their patriarchal faith traditions. There is a 

need to recognize that many women of other faiths have managed to 

claim their own identity and space within their patriarchal faith 

communities.   

 

The exception in this case has been the women from the non-

western world. This is exception is most especially the case for 

women from Asia who, out of necessity, are more open to  reflect on 

the challenge of religious pluralism. This practice is not surprising 

given their context. Countries in the West wrestling with cultural and 

religious plurality could now benefit greatly from their experience. 

 

Secondly, King’s  article is both a critique of feminism as well as the 

challenge feminism presents for interreligious dialogue. She believes 

that these two forms of dialogue challenge each other. Given that  

the process of dialogue is still very gender specific and 
restricted. Whereas men’s interreligious dialogue does not 
appropriate the insights of women’s dialogue, women’s 
interreligious dialogue, where it exists, does not yet 
critically analyse and call into question the androcentrism 
and exclusiveness of male dialogue (King, 1998, p. 49).  

 

King is making the case for a feminist contribution to the theory of 

interreligious dialogue. That argument begs the question as to what 

might be the most appropriate entry points and strategic and 

methodological devices.  

 

Thirdly, King’s article identified and named the most obvious (and 

visible) challenge feminism presents to interreligious dialogue is 

women’s official participation or lack of equal representation. Women 
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are usually noted for their absence rather than their presence at 

official gatherings. The important point and connection she makes 

here is that as  

interreligious dialogue has come about through the 
initiative and influence of different Christian groups and it 
has historical roots in earlier colonial and missionary 
activities and events. Like all these it is also linked to 
strongly established patriarchal structures and 
androcentric modes of thought (King, 1998, p. 42).  

 

Fourthly, King identifies the challenge of feminism to interreligious 

dialogue is also a challenge of otherness (King, 1998, p. 43). In 

interfaith dialogue women are doubly other. They are ‘other’ by faith 

and ‘other’ by gender. This ‘otherness’ however, as Helen Egnell has 

demonstrated in her study on Christian feminist approaches to 

religious plurality, offer a new paradigm for dialogue. Egnell states 

that ‘the concept that best summarizes feminist approaches to 

religious plurality is ‘the margins’ (Egnell, 2006, p. 321). She states  

On the one hand, it is a marginalised discourse, in that it is 
not heard in malestream discourse on religious plurality. 
On the other hand it is a discourse that has been proud to 
situate itself on the margins in order to get a different 
perspective, turning marginality into an advantage (Egnell, 
2006, p. 321).  

 

King was writing in the late 1990s. She was writing with reference to 

interreligious dialogue and feminism in general and had not 

addressed in particular Christian feminist contributions to religious 

pluralism (King, 1998). This is no surprise as Christian feminist 

perspectives on theologies of other faiths or religious diversity is a 

developing and growing area. It has been the case that women of 

faiths have been more actively involved in collaborative projects in 

their local communities and less likely to write or engage in abstract 

ideas on theologies of religions. This focus of research however, is 

changing.  

 

Writing ten years after King’s bold assertions, in the International 

Journal of Public Theology, Rosemary Radford Ruether provides an 
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overview of the development of feminist theology as a public 

theology and its future in her article titled ‘Feminist theology: Where 

is it going’ (Ruether, 2010). The essay is part of a collection of 

articles responding to the theme ‘Hearing the other.  

 

Ruether identifies feminist theology as one of the major forms of 

public theology that has developed over the last forty years. She 

notes that, although feminist theology is a term encompassing 

feminist perspectives of other faiths and cultures, it is often assumed 

to be synonymous with feminist Christian perspectives. Gross, 

makes the point that all too often ‘feminist theology’ and ‘Christian 

feminist theology’ have been conflated in many arenas of discussion’ 

(Gross, 2009, p. 114). In keeping with the theme of the edition, 

Ruether’s article examines the development of feminist theology as a 

public theology in terms of ‘continual expansion and diversification, 

across race, and ethnic groups, across nations and continents and 

across faiths’ (Ruether, 2010, p. 5). 

 

For the present purpose Ruether’s analysis on how interfaith 

encounters have shaped feminist theology as a public theology is 

core. The public/private divide is overcome in and through the 

practice of embodied living and leads into a feminist interest in the 

field of Christian theologies of other faiths and interfaith dialogue.  

 

Early or first wave feminism attracted the criticism that the term 

‘woman’ was essentialised and made representative of all women’s 

experience. This critique led to an explosion of feminist voices 

representing diverse categories of class, ethnic and sexual diversity. 

It would seem a natural progression then for feminist theology to 

move from a multi-ethnic theology to engaging with religious plurality. 

Feminist interfaith expansion developed toward the end of the 1970s. 

It included interfaith feminist reflection from Jewish, Islamic, Buddhist 

and Hindu feminism as well as Christian feminism engaging in 

interfaith dialogue with women from other religious traditions. 
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Feminist interfaith engagement then was focused on common issues 

affecting women in religious traditions such as leadership/ordination, 

inclusive religious practices and rereading/reinterpreting religious 

texts. This form of interfaith engagement has been more slanted 

towards academic and clergywomen.  

 

A more grass roots oriented interfaith engagement has come about 

through transnational feminism or global feminism from below. 

Ironically, and particularly given King’s observation (King, 1998), of 

secular feminism in the late 1980s, transnational feminism is secular 

rather than religious in nature. Transnational feminism developed in 

the context of the United Nations international conferences on 

women in Mexico 1975, Nairobi 1985 and Beijing 1995 (Ruether, 

2010, pp. 5-20). According to Ruether, transnational feminism 

emerged as a response to the challenges of the neo-liberal 

exploitation of third world women and the fundamentalist backlash 

against feminist progress.  Its aim has been to build networks of 

solidarity and mutual support between first and third world women. 

 

In terms of the future Ruether believes transnational feminism 

provides the necessary framework for the development of feminist 

theology as a public theology. It  

contributes a new level of women’s oppression in the 
global economy, and new networks of dialogue and 
solidarity between first and third world women that create 
the context for any feminist theological work in the twenty-
first century. Such a new stage of feminist theology needs 
to be both global, in a way that networks from below, with 
the plight of poor women of the third world at the centre, 
and interfaith, embracing women from all world’s religions 
(Ruether, 2010, p. 18). 

 

Ruether speaks of this new movement as a global intercultural, 

interfaith, feminist theology, (I would also add intercultural). It is a 

movement in which issues of justice, the environment, poverty, 

violence… become matters of interfaith, intercultural and 
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ecumenical cooperation for the sake of a peaceful, just and 

sustainable world. (Ruether, 2010, p. 19) It is through interfaith 

dialogue that women of all faiths can make a contribution to both 

public and personal life as they engage in the process of 

homemaking.  

 

 

Building upon the case Ruether makes for a new movement is the 

need, then, to consider the nature of a feminist method or 

hermeneutics. It is once again evident that feminism is a wide and 

varied discipline – and yet, feminist theologians bring a distinctive 

methodological approach to theology. Feminist methodologies 

privilege the integration of theology and lived experience. Jeanine 

Hill-Fletcher argues that feminist methodology arises out of border 

crossings and the emphasis is usually weighted on experience and 

lived everyday reality (Hill Fletcher, 2008a, p. 137). Fletcher’s use of 

border crossings is a play on women’s marginality, solidarity and 

methodology - all of which locate women at a border. This border 

could be cultural, social, religious, political or economic. Women’s 

solidarity in the history of feminism has required a crossing of any 

one of these borders and, thus, out of necessity and by implication 

feminist methodology is interdisciplinary.  

 

In terms of received structures and models the feminist technique 

has been of at least three options. The first is to engage with the 

received practice and endeavour to include women’s experience and 

perceptions. So in a discussion on Christology, Elisabeth Moltmann-

Wendel, for instance highlights the role of women around Jesus. The 

narrative is still there but Moltmann-Wendel is emphasizing areas not 

yet highlighted (Moltmann-Wendel, 1982). This is a low level 

approach. For the purpose of this thesis it begs the question, what 

might that mean in terms of interreligious dialogue? The second 

approach is more resistant. It is likely to call into question the 
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overarching paradigms or series of models and suggest alternatives 

arising out of an alternative discourse.  

 

In the case of a theology of interreligious dialogue this more resistant 

model could take two forms. The first is the most extreme and found 

in the line of thinking of Daphne Hampson. Here religion is 

understood in which it does not to contribute anything or religion is 

the root cause of all the world’s conflict and problems (Hampson, 

1996). The second is to become syncretistic or to opt for multiple 

identities as in the case of the Korean feminist theologian, Chung 

Hyun Kyung. Kyung affirms and recognises her dual cultural and 

religious identity (Kyung, 1997). She describes the different facets of 

her identity in the following way ‘When people ask what I am 

religiously, I say, ‘My bowel is Shamanist. My heart is Buddhist. My 

right brain, which defines my mood, is Confucuian and Taoist. My left 

brain, which defines my public language is Protestant Christian, and 

overall, my aura is eco-feminist’ (Kyung, 1997, p. 400).  

 

The third option has been to select a particular ethical virtue or action 

– like a concern for peace and justice. Ruether’s early Christological 

follow this pattern. It is evident then there are multiple strategies of a 

feminist methodology. Jeanine Hill Fletcher’s work identifies a 

relative vacuum. The anecdotal evidence has significantly shown the 

absence of the role of women and the practice of interreligious 

dialogue. But in the technical area of academic study the feminist 

voice has been largely absent.  

 

The nature of feminist theology in general has been to emphasise 

the importance of experience in life and everyday living. The 

feminist approach affirms an embodied approach to theology and 

practice. It also provides a challenging, yet, realistic approach to 

integrating theology and practice by affirming experience and 

engaging in methodological border crossings. This would lead 

Fletcher to respond to criticisms that feminist theology has not 
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sufficiently engaged with religious pluralism by saying ‘feminist 

theologians concerned for the well being of women may not be 

participating in the abstract discussions of theologians of religions, 

but instead may be actively engaged in the dialogue and struggles 

of interreligious gatherings’ (Hill Fletcher, 2008b, p. 400). What is 

characteristic of religious feminism is that it is not only an academic 

method which envisages how religions are studied, but it also 

embraces a new social and religious vision that affects what 

religion is, i.e. how religions are lived and practised (King, 1998, p. 
42). 

The construction of a feminist perspective of a Christian theology of 

other faiths is very recent. These theologies tend to fall within the 

pluralist paradigm and others beyond it. There have only been a 

handful of feminists who have constructed a systematic Christian 

theology of other faiths.  Christian feminist theology is characterised 

by key themes that provide for a distinctive reading of religious 

pluralism.  

 

Women, Hill-Fletcher maintains have always worked across cultural 

and religious boundaries. For Egnell, feminist approaches to religious 

plurality offer a new paradigm for dialogue. They do so through a new 

understanding of the concepts ‘difference’, ‘other’ and ‘change’ 

(Egnell, 2006). Egnell, for instance, chooses to employ the 

hermeneutics of difference (Egnell, 2006, p. 327). Engell argues for 

an intercultural feminist theologies of religious difference or 

hermeneutics of difference which takes into account both intercultural 

and religious difference. Hill-Fletcher prefers to talk in terms of hybrid 

identities which she employs in her theology of religious difference 

founded on the incomprehensibility of God (Hill Fletcher, 2005, p. 14). 

 

The comparison can be made with Marjorie Suchoki Hewitt in her 

Divinity and diversity: a Christian affirmation of religious pluralism 

(Hewitt, 2003). Suchoki-Hewitt employs the theology of creation, 
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incarnation, image of God and the reign of God rooted in process 

thought to affirm religious pluralism from a uniquely Christian 

perspective. Hewitt’s goal is to ‘affirm our own Christian traditions 

and other traditions, living toward a vision of the world as a 

community of diverse communities’ (Hewitt, 2003, p. 21). Although 

her methodology is not distinctively feminist, Hewitt’s concern for 

inclusivity and well-being includes women and being aware of the 

oppression of women across the different religious traditions.  

 

Fletcher (Hill Fletcher, 2005, p. 102), argues that ‘it is time for 

Christian theologies to take seriously the impact of the religious other 

on theology’. Fletcher’s emphasis is on the construction and 

formation of religious identity in an era of globalization. Fletcher’s 

concern is with hybrid identities formed by inter-religious encounters 

and feminist thought, which provides the ‘framework for a theology of 

religious difference where encounter is encouraged and 

communicative exchange is possible’ (Hill Fletcher, 2005, p. 14).  

 

 

Homemaking helps to create a space to encourage community 

identity and belonging.	   Homemaking provides a holding core in 

both a metaphorical and literal sense. It acts as an anchor that 

holds and facilitates investigations in both the private and public 

sphere as well as enhances the integration between an emerging 

Christian theology of other faiths and the practice of dialogue.  

 

The mission of God is located in the praxis of the church which is 

embedded in a particular neighbourhood or context. Following 

Tweed’s (Tweed, 2006) understanding of religion as crossing and 

dwelling, the church is called to a journey of relationship with the 

other of another faith. This journey of relationship is one of 

partnership exercised in the form of reconciliation and healing of 

the wider okonomia. It is mission. It is homemaking. It is a 

collective call to all to create an inhabitable, safe place for all. 
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Interfaith dialogue is part of the journey of homemaking strengthened 

by homemaking practices. The metaphor of homemaking is one 

expression that may open up new spaces for feminist interfaith 

expressions of difference, commonality and provide the impetus in 

the public space for change.  

 

Homemaking is essentially relational. Relationships are what lie at 

the heart of interfaith dialogue for women. In terms of interfaith 

encounters between women, the emphasis has been heavily 

weighted on relationships and collaborative interfaith action rather 

than abstract discussions on theology and religion (Hill Fletcher, 

2008a, p. 138). 

 

Interfaith dialogue has an integral role to play in a diverse and 

pluralistic society. The challenge is providing a framework and an 

open environment that can help facilitate the dialogue and 

strengthen relationships. The metaphor of homemaking provides 

the possibility of overcoming the weaknesses raised by critics of 

interfaith dialogue as merely being a talkfest or a new form of 

proselytising by Christians.  

 

Making the ideal of home possible can no longer be a task that is 

assigned solely to women or to the domestic duties of the private 

home. Homemaking is a shared task. It is also a public and political 

one. It is domestic and social.  
	  
The very nature of home is expansive and is concerned with the 

oikonomia of the Triune God. The domestic space is public space. In 

terms of this thesis on interreligious dialogue, the metaphor of home 

(and its place in the oikonomia of God) requires then engagement 

with feminist discourse. Hill Fletcher has seen the need for feminist 

metaphors and for engendering dialogue. In her most recent work 

she employs the metaphor of motherhood (Hill Fletcher, 2013) as 
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way of engendering interfaith dialogue. Hill Fletcher reflects that 

although her intention in her previous work (Hill Fletcher, 2005) was 

to bring feminist theoretical and theological insights to bear on the 

discussion of religious difference, she became increasingly aware 

that the method she had employed fell short of feminist 

methodological frameworks. Hill Fletcher realised that she was 

‘nevertheless working with male-centered traditions, men’s voices, 

and experiences’ (Hill Fletcher, 2013, p. 5). In Motherhood as 

metaphor, Hill Fletcher is intentional about using women’s voices and 

experiences as primary sources for theological reflection on 

interreligious dialogue. In her use of metaphors and its role in 

interreligious dialogue, Hill Fletcher is opening up a fresh horizon.  

 

This fresh perspective in the Australian context can be informed by 

the release of its diasporic voices. The coming of many religions to 

Australia has broken down the previous Anglo-Celtic imaginary. 

Bouma had noted that the presence of many faiths in this country 

was largely a consequence of immigration - hence diasporic insights. 

As Bouma observes ‘every religion will have a story to tell’ about its 

settlement in Australia (Bouma, 1996, p. 1).  Those stories include 

women’s stories. The Women’s Interfaith Network is a network of 

women who meet on a regular basis to share and converse about 

their faith. They were intentional about meeting in a separate space 

aware that women required their own place in order to have their 

voices heard.  

 

The emergence of formal research and reflective work on interfaith 

relationships by women is relatively new. Into this space can be 

placed the metaphor of hospitaleity alongside that holding core 

metaphor of home. The other is thus welcomed and embraced within 

the narrative of another culture and faith.  

 

 

 



	   160	  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	   161	  

CHAPTER 7 

The practice of homemaking 

The intention of this thesis has been to explore a framework for a 

theology of homemaking in the Australian context. Such an aim 

serves a number of purposes. The most obvious is to provide a 

theological framework for the practice of interfaith dialogue and 

encounters. At the same time it has also been designed to develop a 

Christian theology of the religious other in the particularity of the 

Australian setting. These two purposes necessarily raise the question 

of how do they then relate to one another. Can the metaphor of home 

both respect the core of Christian faith and also furnish a welcome 

and make room for the other?  

 

The public forum in which the Christian faith is now expressed is 

characterized by religious pluralism. According to Bouma this state of 

affairs is the ‘new normal’. The very existence of this pluralism – not 

to mention its extent – offers a profound challenge to Christian faith 

and practice. It raises the need to rethink Christian identity, 

particularly with how evangelism is understood and mission practised.   

It is asking us to think about – to be self-reflexive – on how our 

understandings of theology, both explicit and implicit, are heard 

beyond the walls of the church.  

 

It is a ‘new normal’ that has the capacity to take disciples of the 

Christian faith outside their comfort zone. There are analogies 

elsewhere which can help reinforce that point. Writing on the history 

of the churches in Europe and North America, Luke Bretherton 

observes that they have always had cultural priority (Bretherton, 

2010, p. 3). Here in Australia, the Anglo-Celtic denominations 

especially have played a formative role in the construction of the 

Australian imaginary and a civil religion for social occasions like state 
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funerals and ANZAC Day observances. Such is the momentum of 

that past religious institution in this country that Sophie Sunderland is 

wary of granting legitimacy to the claim that Australia may now be a 

post-secular society. She argues that  Australian spirituality privileges 

a ‘secular, white, Judeo-Christian culture’ (Sunderland, 2007) which, 

in turn, supports a kind of default nominal Christianity.  

 

Bretherton further argues that ‘churches are not struggling to make 

sense of their new situation, because they have established 

institutions, educational and representational processes and wide-

ranging relational networks’ (Bretherton, 2010, p. 3). From the 

perspective of this thesis and its interest in hospitality/hospitaleity the 

implication is not hard to discern. Churches have long become 

accustomed to being the host.  They are less used to being the guest 

or participating in the transformative blurring of those two seeming 

opposites.  

 

This well-established stance comes with certain privileges and 

unquestioned assumptions. One of these is identified by Kujawa-

Holbrook: ‘for Christians living in a predominant Christian culture it is 

relatively easy to go through life without learning about other religious 

traditions or seriously examining one’s own’ (Kujawa-Holbrook, 2014, 

p. xxviii). How plausible this practice will be in the future is a moot 

point. At various levels of society the established imaginary rubs up 

against discordant elements to that worldview. It only takes a small 

child in a class at school to ask ‘which religion is the right one?’ – or, 

to come home from school, and say that the family of his or her friend 

are observing Ramadan and then ask, ‘what is that?’ If Kujawa-

Holbrook is right – and it seems as if she is - then the great majority 

of churchgoers in Australia are ill-equipped to deal with Bouma’s new 

normal. Even those who participate regularly in interfaith encounters 

might find themselves stretched once the rhetoric of respect, 

friendship, and harmony has run its course.  
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It follows that an ontological and theological shift is required. This 

transition will need to take the form of thinking, being and practice. It 

will require us to engage critically with our Christian theology of other 

faiths and its corresponding practices. This shift will ‘necessarily 

involve loss as the familiar and what counts as ‘home’ is re-

negotiated’ (Bretherton, 2010, p. 4). It will mean, as bell hooks has 

argued, that often finding home, means that one has to leave the 

comforts of home first. This is where those who live in the diaspora 

are privileged. They are very familiar with this kind of transition. 

There can be a need to become more expert in a language other 

than your own first tongue as well as negotiate a different set of 

values.  

 

Bretherton recognises that there is a stage before a new collective 

sense of belonging and home can emerge. There is, in all likelihood 

‘a process of grieving [which] is necessary as both guest and host 

emigrate from the familiar’ (Bretherton, 2010, p. 4). This process 

involves the entering into a liminal space, a particular threshold 

between one’s past and one’s future. Those in diaspora once again 

know well what it is like to live such a liminal existence and of how, in 

due course, it can lead to a double vision. Bretherton observes  

Such grieving is the prelude to the formation of shared 
memories, an interdependent identity narrative, and a new 
place emerging that both guest and host can call home. 
Without any account of loss and grief, racist politics and 
an exclusionary nostalgia gain legitimacy and so the 
promise of hospitality is never fulfilled (Bretherton, 2010, p. 
4). 

 
The nurture of home requires the cultivation of new habits or new 

homemaking practices. It will mean letting go of assumed privileges 

so that room can be created for the other to be fully welcomed. 

Sheryl Kujawa-Holbrook discerns that this letting go of ‘Christian 

privilege’ might come as a shock as it will mean facing up to the 

truths about who we really are.  It may in some cases simply mean 

acknowledgement that ‘Christian churches are not welcoming as we 
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would like to believe’ (Kujawa-Holbrook, 2014, p. xxxviii). The often 

more critical challenge is recognising that how ‘we interact with 

people of other religious groups in our communities needs to be 

examined and reshaped’ (Kujawa-Holbrook, 2014, p. xxviii). This 

critical engagement and self critique will be necessary ‘if authentic 

interreligious learning is to be a reality’ (Kujawa-Holbrook, 2014, p. 

xxxviii) 

 

The task of ‘making room’ or ‘making home’ is a collective shared 

effort. It cannot fall primarily on either the government or religious or 

cultural communities. It is a shared task. Diana Eck states that 

community and belonging is not something religions can do on their 

own, ‘the question is how do we go it together’ (Eck, 1993, p. 190). In 

her reading of what is required, she insists  

The aim is not mutual understanding, but mutual self-
understanding and mutual transformation. What we must 
be able to do, however, is to recognize and clearly 
articulate our deep guiding values, our criteria and place 
them in clear, critical conversation with others. At its 
deepest level, the dialogue that will undergird a pluralist 
society is the encounter of commitments as well as the 
encounter of criteria (Eck, 1993, p. 189).  

 

It is evident here that the stage is no longer one controlled by a 

particular faith. The context in which this coming together happens is 

more broadly based and can easily become the ‘nation’ or ‘society’. 

The way in which the metaphor of home can function at this level is 

shown by Rabbi Jonathan Sacks. It is his conviction the nation or 

society is ‘the home we build together’ (Sacks, 2007). 

Christians, Jews, Hindus, Sikhs, Muslims, atheists, 
agnostics and secular humanists. To do this we need a 
shared language. The democratic conversation must 
include all of us. We must be prepared to explain 
ourselves to one another, and to listen to one another. 
Because we are different, each of us has something 
unique to contribute. What matters is that we contribute- to 
society as a whole, not just a particular subsection of it 
(Sacks, 2007, p. 22). 
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Sacks uses the metaphor of home to explore Britain’s multicultural 

policy and cultural and religious diversity. His objective is to provide a 

vision for community identity and belonging. The title of Sack’s book, 

The home we build together: recreating society (Sacks, 2007) 

embodies his intent and vision.  The words ‘home’, ‘build’ and 

‘together’ carry a ‘specific charge’. Sack explains that home means 

we care about belonging – ‘it is not just where we live but who we 

are; to build means that we focus on responsibilities not just rights; 

together means integration not segregation’ (Sacks, 2007, p. 23).  

Sack contends that ‘interreligious harmony is promoted less by 

dialogue than by working together on community based projects’ 

(Sacks, 2007, p. 23). Sack’s metaphor of home is used to explain 

how Britain as a society has been home in two distinct ways. Sack’s 

third metaphor is a vision of society as home.  

 

In his reading of Britain’s multicultural policy, Sacks likens the nation 

or society to a country home and hotel. In a country home, the 

stranger is welcome by the host on the host’s terms. In this model 

there is no intended movement between the host and guest. This 

model is representative of the policy of assimilation. The second 

model of home is the metaphor of society as a hotel. In this model 

the relationship is contractual. Like a hotel, services rendered must 

be paid for. In this model all remain strangers and sojourners, there 

is no belonging or loyalty. This model leads to segregation. Sack’s 

third model and vision for society is that of home. In this model  

‘newcomers build their own long-term accommodation. 
They do not merely pay for services. They invest their 
energies in what they build. Their relationship with place is 
not merely contractual. They helped to build society, it is of 
their making, and it is their achievement. What they build 
embodies something of “them”. The homes they build are 
recognizably of the place where they are, not the place 
they have come from. Not only have they made a home, 
they have made themselves at home, in this landscape, 
this setting, this place’ (Sacks, 2007, pp. 229-239).  

 

This model encourages integration without assimilation.  
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Taking Sacks’ lead, I believe the metaphor of home is promising. The 

metaphor of home and the practice of homemaking provide a way of 

deepening relationships with those with whom we are thinly bound. 

The making of a good civil society relies upon the expansion of lines 

of thin relationships. In this instance the thin relationships are the 

lines of relationship and friendship with those of other faiths. Here we 

have an example of Putnam’s bridging (Putnam, 2000) as a means 

of building trust and Marty’s nurturing trust (Marty, 2010).  

 
Bridging is sustained through homemaking practises. Homemaking 

practises require an ontological shift. It compels one to move from 

just being to being in relation with the inhabitants (human and non-

human) in a particular place (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2008). In this 

sense homemaking is a relational journey and is highly dependent on 

a connection to a sense of place that one feels they can belong. 

David Leong argues that  

cultivating a genuine sense of place requires more than 
spatial cohesion, and a group of people in the same place 
does not automatically create a community. Individuals 
who share space but not place cannot resolve conflict or 
invest in community, and the result of this arrangement is 
a collective of broken and lonely individuals who merely 
occupy the same physical area. Rather creating place 
necessitates an intentional effort to consciously inhabit 
space in which we find ourselves (Leong, 2012, p. 134).  

 

The metaphor of home intentionally creates spaces that are designed 

to furnish the benefits of home. The underlying assumption is that the 

metaphor of home and consequently the models of homemaking 

practices turn spaces into meaningful storied places that become 

home. The intention is to provide engaging and meaningful 

conversations with the hope that these may in turn lead to new and 

creative ways of thinking, speaking, listening and acting. For the 

Christian these homemaking encounters are given theological 

permission through a triune understanding of God. The economic 

Trinity invites us to consider how the household of creation is 
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managed for the purposes of redemption and reconciliation. For the 

follower of Christ that redemptive and reconciling work is evident n 

parables like that of the Good Samaritan and the commandment to 

love one’s neighbour as oneself. Oikonomia invites the Christian faith 

to make a practical response to the neighbour who is different.  

 

Home and homecoming is in the journeying that is home. Home is 

the journey! Ernst Conradie describes this journeying as oikeiosis 

(Conradie, 2005, p. 6), which can be translated as the making of a 

home. Conradie is writing with an ecological purpose in mind. It is his 

conviction that we humans are not yet at home on the earth.  He has 

coined the word oikeiosis to describe the journey towards 

reconciliation with ourselves and our place in the larger scheme of 

things. That larger scheme of things is God’s oikonomia. Within this 

setting home is not so much about a goal or arrival at a destination; 

home is to be found in the actual journeying or movement itself in 

and through which we ourselves are changed. Once again the 

diasporic experience bears witness to this more flexible and fluid 

understanding of what constitutes ‘our place’, ‘our home(s)’. In a very 

broad sense home is about how we choose to faithfully live out our 

Christian discipleship and also how we respectfully manage our 

relationships with others and place in the here and now. What we do 

here and now matters! 

 

Conradie assumes that the ‘Father’s oikos is a symbol of hospitality 

in the inner life of the triune God’ (Conradie, 2005, p. 62). Our home 

is in the being of the Triune God who is our homemaker. Conradie’s 

helpful distinction should now be seen in the light of Leong’s 

understanding of biblical homecoming, It is his belief that ‘biblical 

homecoming is not about us finding our place; it is about God coming 

to us’ (Leong, 2012, p. 136). The initiative lies beyond us and outside 

us. The call to come home, to be reconciled and redeemed is not of 

our making – nor indeed is it a product of a national imaginary or 

governmental policy. It is transcendent and belongs within the 
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immanental life of God reaching out, summoning, inviting to us who 

are others to, not only to one another but also to God. We are made 

in the image of God, which in itself carries an implicit expectation. 

How are we to bear, to handle, to negotiate the way in which the God 

whose image is upon us, manages the household of creation? Leong 

reminds us that the people of God are called to be creators and 

sustainers of place in the city. He asserts that ‘a theology of place 

calls a pilgrim people to be incarnational place-makers in a culture of 

displacement and placelessness (Leong, 2012, p. 132). Homemaking 

through compassionate, incarnational hospitality is a way of making a 

place for the poor, the marginalized and the religious other. Bouma-

Prediger and Walsh likewise emphasise that  

the very existence of the people of God – their return 
home – is to be of service to others.  Such an open, 
hospitable home is the only kind worth having (Bouma-
Prediger & Walsh, 2008, p. 22). 

 

In the midst of a pervasive sense of ‘homelessness’, in whatever 

form that may take, the church should seek to be a community of 

hospitable ‘homemakers’; those homemakers are created in the 

image of ‘a homemaking God’ who creates a world for inhabitation 

(Leong, 2012, p. 134).  

 

The ideal home is, then, in a very deep sense eschatological. We 

know what home can be and yet we live in a reality of what home is 

not. We live in a further liminal space- this time between our present 

life of faith and its eschatological fulfillment. This failure does not 

entitle us to a life of escapism or spiritualising home as the great 

reward in the afterlife for the suffering of this life. Walter 

Brueggemann claims ‘home is not in heaven, as though we may 

escape. Home, rather, is God’s Kingdom of love and justice, and 

peace and freedom that waits for us’ (Brueggemann, 1986, p. 130). 

There is a sense of the “not yet” being truly at home which can be 

situated alongside the hopeful anticipation of already being at home 



	   169	  

in the journey of homecoming itself. Such is the nature of oikeiosis. It 

is homemaking and not home-made.  

 

The eschatological necessity directs our gaze beyond history and 

current cultural religious practice. It transcends the present. 

Nevertheless we live in a particular here and now. It is within space 

and time that we are to put into practice oikeiosis. The critical step is 

to put into place appropriate homemaking practices that nurture that 

journey.  

 

 

It is a foundational claim of this thesis now that homemaking is a 

redemptive task. Iris Marion Young describes homemaking ‘as a 

redemptive act of story telling which in turn requires us to restructure 

the household (be it the nation, home, household of God) by the 

symbols we choose to identify ourselves by’ (Young, 1997, p. 155). 

The redemptive task of homemaking is one of reconciling, renewing 

and transforming spaces.	   It is the ability to create new spaces by 

transforming them into places (homes) endowed with meaning and 

value. The home becomes a storied place. It can do so through 

practices of neighbourliness shown to the neighbour who is different 

– as indeed was the purpose lying behind Rowe’s experience in 

Auburn. 

 

Homemaking creates space for the other through hospitality, 

enabling the other to tell their story and allowing them room in our 

home (the nation, church or community) to display the symbols of 

their story.  

 

The relating of such stories through the practice of compassionate 

listening create and make room for the other. It is a way of listening 

and paying attention. Kujawa-Holbrook has discerned five underlying 

assumptions of such listening. The first is the need to listen to the 

other for we cannot ever assume we know how it is be another. The 
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second is the imperative need to refrain from changing the other, but 

rather the other should be loved and welcomed for who they are. The 

third recognizes that long-term peace comes from acknowledging the 

humanity and suffering of the other and that conflict and violence are 

a result of unhealed wounds. The fourth assumption is trusting that 

when people feel they are truly heard they will be more open to listen 

to the stories of those they disagree with. Finally, compassionate 

listening is a practice of reconciliation. This practice of reconciliation 

is grounded in the belief that ‘mutually understanding and respect are 

the foundations for building communities across the borders of 

difference’ (Kujawa-Holbrook, 2014, pp. 34-37). 

 

The ideal home is a place where one feels that she/he can be 

ultimately her own without judgement or fear. It is a place free from 

violence, a place of openness to the world, where one is free to be 

one’s own as well as at home with oneself, the earth and one’s 

neighbour.  

 

It is now time to consider what forms of interreligious learning might 

arise. Kujawa-Holbrook has discerned the need for such learning in 

the American context. She believes that ‘interreligious learning is 

critical for human survival’ (Kujawa-Holbrook, 2014, p. xvii). Here 

interreligious learning may be defined as  

acquiring the knowledge, attitudes, and skills needed to 
interact, understand, and communicate with persons from 
diverse religious traditions; to function effectively in the 
midst of religious pluralism; and to create pluralistic 
democratic communities that work for the common good 
(Kujawa-Holbrook, 2014, p. 2).  

 

Interreligious learning is a form of homemaking practice. Critical to 

religious learning is religious literacy and the learning and unlearning 

of religious traditions. This can be practised in a number of ways. 

The first is through interfaith dialogue and education. Dialogue helps 

to strengthen understanding, debunk myths and deepen friendship. 

Dialogue facilitates the unlearning and learning of how the religious 
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other has been represented throughout history. This leads to how we 

talk about and teach the religious and cultural traditions of the other 

in our education systems. Dialogue should inform our knowledge and 

experience of the other and in turn influence the way we teach, talk 

and represent the other. In this way interfaith dialogue is transforming.  

 

The metaphor of home also raises the question of the place of the 

other in God’s household or God’s economy.  The question this 

thesis has sought to answer is how then do we relate to the religious 

other in God’s economy? This thesis takes as an accepted given that 

the other (be it the religious human other or creation) has a place in 

God’s household (oikoumene). The question this thesis has sought to 

answer is how then do we relate?  

 

The quality and durability of a home is marked by strength of its 

foundations, the quality of the building materials used, the 

workmanship and management of the whole building process. The 

same principle can be applied to the foundation and values that 

guide the quality of our relationships with others. Home is more than 

bricks or mortar, or a geographical location, or a street address.  

Home is found in the relationships between the inhabitants and their 

connectedness to place. In this sense home is not a permanent 

structure nor is it fixed or static. Home is the journey. The journeying 

itself is a homecoming of many arrivals and departures.  

 

The Trinity models a relationship that affirms the distinctiveness 

and/or otherness of the other; it also seeks a relationship that is 

mutual and reciprocal in the way we encounter the other in the public 

space. It allows for real differences to be highlighted and affirmed for 

what they are. Interfaith and cultural diversity are held together in 

oikonomia. The doctrine of the Trinity undergirds a theology of 

homemaking and interfaith dialogue. Oikonomia makes its way 

through homemaking. The divine economy enables us to wrestle with 

the ambiguity of being at home by empowering us to resist the 
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temptation of domestic-at-homeness. The Trinity also allows us to be 

theological. 

 

In a rich and diverse cultural and religiously diverse society such as 

Australia, there is a need to affirm the nation as home. It is a place of 

meaning and connection for all and not just for a privileged dominant 

core. In the context of interfaith encounters the metaphor of home 

relies upon the virtue of hospitality. It is evident that this talk of 

hospitality allows the guest or stranger to raise fresh insights for 

those who feel they are not at home. This reading of what is required 

supposes that diasporic insights are critical for this process of living 

faithfully in this country in the 21st century. Those who migrate know 

from first hand experience what it is like to set up a home. They need 

to negotiate their way around immigration, tax systems, social 

security systems as well as finding neighbourhoods in which to live. 

They carry in their person experiences of an “other” culture and 

religion and ways of conducting oneself.  They can be in a very real 

sense ‘Australien’. At the same time they also bring their own insights 

into the nature of welcome, hospitality and belonging. In a variety of 

ways they can play out their version of hospitaleity.  

 

There are several examples of how this practice of the other creates 

fresh insight in the Australian context. In Sydney the Intercultural 

Foundation was established to specifically focus on relationship 

building between cultures and faiths. It was formed by a group of 

young Australian Muslims in 2000. Its establishment had a dual 

purpose. The first was to meet the needs of the growing Muslim 

community, and secondly to provide and invite opportunities from the 

wider Australian community to learn more about Muslim community, 

its religion and culture (Affinity Intercultural Foundation, n.d).  

 

In early 2000 Affinity and the St Charles Catholic Parish in Ryde 

developed the idea of having home discussion groups in participants 
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homes. They then invited the Strathfield and Homebush Uniting 

Church to participate. These dialogues were called ‘Encounters 

Project’. Its objective was according to Mehmet Ozalp, to facilitate 

the communication of one’s faith as well as ‘listening to the 

representation of the other’s religious ideas in the personal space of 

all participants through a number of meetings over time’ (Claxton & 

Cochrane, 2004, p. 20). Ozalp makes the point that these types of 

engaged face to face encounters are needed to ‘sustain dialogue’ 

over a long period of time. This is an example of bridging and 

nurturing thin trust.  

 

Traditionally the home was relegated to the private sphere. The 

feminist contribution is the blurring of the private and public spheres 

and the resounding reminder that home is relational and can be a 

place where difference and otherness is affirmed and nurtured. The 

feminist perspective was critical as feminism is the missing 

dimension, women often left out of the conversation. Using the notion 

of home as a core holding metaphor the intention of this thesis was 

to explore how a Christian theologies of other faiths and the practice 

of interfaith dialogue can be integrated drawing from feminist, 

diasporic, theological, cultural, philosophical, political and religious 

sources and perspectives. 

 

The metaphor of home might seem like an unusual theological choice. 

There is no reference to home in the standard systematic agenda. Its 

presence is hidden away in the doctrine of God. It presupposes a 

triune understanding of God. The metaphor of home is thus bound to 

the oikonomia of God. This creation is God’s household. This 

creation is the oikos of God. This metaphor of home lends itself to 

the practice of homemaking and oikeiosis. It invites us to reframe our 

understanding of mission away from proselytism towards one of 

hospitality and a living alongside the other. This metaphor of home is 

well suited to a time in which there has been a global movement of 

peoples. It directs our attention to how a country like Australia can 
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provide a sense of belonging, identity and home for many relocated 

peoples. The metaphor of home is especially useful because it is 

easily intelligible. In the nature of a public theology it performs a 

bilingual task. It reaches back into the rich resources of the Christian 

theological tradition; at the same time the word home is near at hand 

for all. It is a middle axiom. Talk of home is immediately accessible to 

the religious other.  For the Christian the metaphor of home also 

possesses an eschatological dimension. On the one hand we are 

called to indulge in homemaking practices in our here and now – that 

is contemporary Australia. On the other hand, there remains the 

tradition of not being at home in this world and aspiring after a 

heavenly citizenship. In the light of this double deal Rowan Williams 

calls us to be trustworthy bearers of the gospel which seeks to love 

the neighbour as oneself (Williams, 2012).  

 

In conclusion religious diversity in Australia has precipitated the need 

to engage with the religious other and the need for a Christian 

theology of other faiths that informs interfaith dialogue. As religious 

diversity in Australia is intimately tied to shifts in migration policy, the 

question of home, identity and belonging is critical to how we share 

both public and private space.  
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