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Abstract: This article identifies and discusses three main missiological challenges present in global Christianity. First, the political challenge is discussed, secondly the ecumenical challenge, and thirdly the challenge from other religions. The political challenge structures and limits everyday life of Christians as well as of other religious groups. The ecumenical challenge which the globalisation of Christianity accentuates is discussed. The challenge from other religious traditions is identified on a number of levels and discussed. Focusing on the last challenge, the paper argues that the main challenge from the existence of other religious traditions for missiology is an answer to the question ‘what is the goal for Christian mission in relation to believers from other religious traditions?’ In conclusion the article tries to give an answer to this fundamental missiological question.
I recently read a number of writings of the Danish theologian and educator L.P. Larsen (1862-1940), who served as a missionary in South India from 1889-1935. While originally sent by Danish Missionary Society (DMS) to the Arcot Lutheran Church, he soon started working as an independent missionary after a controversy with DMS over baptism of converts. From 1905 he engaged himself in establishment of a number of reading rooms for Christian literature in Tamil Nadu, and at some point in the 1930s he was active in the establishment of Kandiswamy’s ‘Fellowship of Followers of Jesus’ in Madras. Furthermore, in 1911 he became increasingly involved in the establishment of United Theological College (UTC) in Bangalore. From 1911 to 1924 he taught comparative religion and exegesis, and served as the first dean of UTC for a number of years.

The reason for mentioning Larsen here is his 1907 article from Nordisk Missionstidsskrift entitled “Kristendom og Folkekarakter i Indien” (“Christianity and Folk-Character in India”). In this article, Larsen discusses the ‘folk-character’ of Indian peoples, that is, the general character which an ethnic group has as a result of its biological, historical, social and cultural development. More specifically, Larsen wants to identify the obstacles which this special folk-character gives rise to in relation to the gospel of Jesus Christ. These very same obstacles are the ones which will be overcome by conversion to Christianity. Larsen identifies three areas in which the folk-character has ‘weaknesses and omissions’ namely subjectivity, metaphysics, and social solidarity. 
The article is interesting in several aspects: first, I believe that Larsen is right in his identification of subjectivity and metaphysics as areas with a marked difference between Christianity and Hinduism, and that religions do influence these concepts. Not only missionaries but also anthropologists have argued that one of the transformations which conversion to Christianity implies is the discovery (or construction) of a new form of subjectivity and a socialisation of a new person with new ultimate reference points. Secondly, the question is whether we can follow Larsen’s unproblematic hierarchical evaluation of the Hindu subjectivity and metaphysical speculations as the result of ‘weaknesses and omissions’ and thus as inferior in comparison with Christianity: Can we be sure that the Hindu is better off with a new form of subjectivity and a new conscience? And can we rest assured that this new form of subjectivity is really a Christian form and not a modern Western one? 
These introductory remarks lead me to my first point in this paper on the challenges from global Christianity to missiology: hasn’t the last hundred years of history with its imperialist, nationalist and totalitarian political regimes – and the reaction against this in post-colonialism and post-modernism – made it impossible to use concepts such as ‘folk-character’ and the large-scale descriptions of moral qualities in ethnic groups which this concept implies? Has history made us more cautious when recommending quick whole-sale solutions to deep-rooted local problems, especially if the solution to these problems involves dominion over passive indigenous subjects by external Western agents? Questions like these need to be considered carefully independently of whether or not we are sympathetic to Larsen’s underlying intention in his article, namely the proclamation of Jesus as Christ for all peoples. In the following, I attempt to start such a consideration, first by briefly describing the broader theological background of Larsen’s understanding and secondly by relating this to the present challenges which global Christianity poses to missiological reflection. 
The Broader Background of Larsen’s Writings: Liberal Theology, Religion and Mission
Even if neither Larsen nor others described him as ‘liberal’ in terms of theology or ethics, the broader background for Larsen’s writings as well as that of the Edinburgh 1910 conference was liberal theology. 

The term ‘liberal’ should not be understood in a pejorative sense but simply describing a historical phase in Christian theology, a phase with certain agendas, certain concepts and a certain inherent logic of its own. Especially the idealist philosophy underlying the understanding of concept ‘religion’ and the role of historical religions seems to be important as an implicitly shared presupposition in the Edinburgh 1910 statements. The reasoning was the following: Religions belong to the general sphere of human life and can not be reduced to other factors. Revelation is the start of religions and few chosen individuals has a special psychic or prophetic access to this revelation, typically the founders of religions. However, far from being lofty speculations for the sake of speculation religions serve to direct attention to the practical world through the psycho-social fellowship which it gives rise to. In this perspective all religions are abstract equivalents to their practical value, that is, the value of a religion depends upon the concrete transformations which the religion facilitates in individuals’ lives. This means that religions can and should be evaluated; however, this evaluation is not to take place on the basis of their theological content but according to their effect. The ‘truth’ of any given religion is thus its value, and the ‘absolute truth’ of a religious tradition is a question of hierarchical superiority in terms of transforming effect. 
From a value perspective the Christian religion is identified as the highest and most noble expression of the human spirit, an identification which allows the hierarchical comparison between religions described above. Then, if it is true that humanity finds its fullest expression and culmination in Christianity, and Christianity effectively succeeds in liberating and transforming human beings, Christianity might be said to be the ‘absolute religion’ on a purely immanent basis. That is, the superiority of Christianity need not be argued for from supernatural miracles such as the unique incarnational status of Jesus Christ but should be argued for from an immanent value basis. In a broad sense this argument gives direction to a missiological reflection on the role of Christian missions in relation to other religious traditions namely that Christianity is the ‘fulfilment’ of other religions. On the basis of reasoning Christian mission became a way of helping believers from other religious traditions to reach their true human potential in a holistic way – and reaching this potential would at the same time mean the dissolution of the other traditions. Thus it was one of the premises behind the modern global Christian mission expressed by the Edinburgh 1910 conference that Christianity should replace other religious traditions because of its hierarchically superior value. 

Challenges in Global Christianity

At this point I would like to leave behind the missiological reflections from Larsen and the Edinburgh 1910 conference for a moment in order to focus on the actual challenges which face us in globalized Christianity. Even if the Christian church has been missionary by its very nature from the beginning, the modern understanding of mission as geographically international is relatively new, dating from the establishment of the Roman Catholic Sacra congregation de propaganda fide in1622 and the first protestant mission in Tranquebar, Tamil Nadu, in 1706. Within the last 100 years – from the first Edinburgh conference in 1910 to the second Edinburgh conference in 2010 – Christianity has undergone a global spread, partly due to the conscious missionary efforts of the various Catholic and Protestant missions. This globalisation of Christianity has lead to three main challenges to Christian missiology: the political challenge, the ecumenical challenge, and the challenge from other religious traditions. Even if this paper focus on the last of these three challenges let me briefly introduce the two first challenges.
The first and in many places most important challenge is the political situation which structures and limits the everyday life of Christians in many parts of the world. By ‘political situation’ I do not primarily intend totalitarian political regimes and the reordering of relation between state and religion, which the spread of Christianity has led to in a number of countries, but the socio-political reality which manifests itself in terms of wars, systematic oppression, hunger and violence targeting religious groups. These problems are not specifically Christian problems but common problems for all peoples in a suffering, conflict-ridden, and violent world – and therefore they are also Christian problems. These problems become a challenge for Christian missions in the sense that Christians in many parts of the world live a life which is structured by these political realities and because it is within these structures that discipleship of Jesus is to be realised. The challenge stemming from the political situation to missiology is: how can Christian mission become good news to people whose lives are structured and limited by wars, systematic oppression, hunger and violence? 
The second challenge which globalisation of Christianity has brought forth with renewed strength is the ecumenical challenge. The ‘ecumenical situation’, that is, the fact that the spread of Christianity has caused great cultural and social variety which has caused the difference between traditional denominations in certain geographical areas to appear comparatively smaller than differences within a single denomination across geographical boarders. In other words, the variation across different types of Christianity might be smaller than internal variation within a single type of Christianity. This development raises two important questions: First, is it still relevant to navigate in the present situation after the historical denominational borders? Secondly, is it possible to talk about a single ‘Christianity’ or should we restrict ourselves to talk about ‘Christianities’ in the plural without claiming any essential identity between various historical and contemporary forms? The missiological question here becomes: should we start speaking about various goals for various forms of Christianity or can we still speak of missiology in the singular, presuming a single, overarching goal for Christian missions? 

The third challenge which the rest of the article will focus upon has its background in what could be termed the ‘relative success’ of global Christian missions: in Larsen’s article as well as in the broader liberal stream of theological thinking which formed the background for the Edinburgh 1910 conference, the presupposition was that Christianity through global mission would replace other religious traditions. The absolute value of Christianity was argued for in terms of a hierarchy between religions, and the absoluteness of Christianity was identified as its actual value over against all other religious traditions, as described above. In the light of this premise the global Christian mission seems to have had only relative success because even if it cause the global spread of Christianity and has been partly responsible for maintaining Christianity as the numerically largest religion in the world, it did not succeed in replacing other religious traditions. The postcolonial situation and suppressive totalitarian systems made fertile ground for a cocktail of national, political and religious resistance: Islam in Egypt, Iran, and Afghanistan, as well as Buddhism in Cambodia, Vietnam, and Tibet have resurged to the public sphere in a way which most commentators thought impossible. The challenge which this development amounts to for missiological reflection is tremendous and might be formulated as the following question: How can the Christian mission and Gospel become a truly joyful message for people from other religious traditions? Do the logics underlying Christian mission thinking require that believers from other religious traditions stop being what they are – believers in a non-Christian religious tradition – in order to participate in the good news which Christian mission truly is? Or are there other missiological options for Christians who want to remain truthful and obedient to their Lord and Saviour but feel a conflict in their respect for people from other religious traditions who do not want to become Christians? These seemingly simple challenge and simple questions contain a number of levels and dimensions which I will now try to unfold under three headings, namely the hermeneutical problem, the dogmatic problem and the missiological problem. 
Religions as a Hermeneutical Problem
The hermeneutical problem in relation to religions concerns whether other religions can be understood at all: If we acknowledge that truth is mediated through religious traditions – as we do as Christian missiologists – can we be sure that we recognise and understand truth outside of our own religious tradition or do the historical and cultural differences make such an understanding impossible, rendering all attempts to understand useless and doomed to fail? 

The problem was first described by the historian of religions W. C. Smith in his book The Meaning and End of Religion from 1962. Smith criticises the essentialist understanding of ‘religion’ as something static beyond its historical expressions and argues that the phenomenon ‘religion’ is more adequately described as historically conditioned expressions of the function which religion has. Exactly because religions are historically conditioned expressions it is wrong to speak about ‘religion’ as a static analytical concept, Smith argues, and we should instead speak of religions as a phenomenon made up of two qualitative dimensions namely cumulative tradition and individual faith.
In relation to the hermeneutical problem Smith’s critique means that what can be seen in religions is not ‘religion’ as such referring to a fixed theology, ethics or praxis but what ‘religion’ is, is groups of people behaving religiously. What does this mean for our understanding of religions? It means that the study of religion is not primarily a comparison between different theologies but a comparison of religious lives which both phenomenological and historical are the only comparative element across religious traditions. Going one step further I would argue that a religious experience is more complex that Smith tends to think in his book and that not only cumulative tradition and individual faith should be considered but also human cognition, the human body, and the relation to social and material conditions which make and produce religious experiences. Thus even on a purely phenomenological and historical basis religious experience is a very complex phenomenon, and if we are to engage in understanding of other religious traditions all these areas need to be addressed insofar they give meaning and direction to the religious experiences and explicit formulation of theologies. 

If we argue that it is possible indeed to understand religious phenomena across religious traditions we are immediately challenged with a second, more philosophical problem. This problem has to do with the criteria and concepts with which we understand and evaluate other religions. If religions are understood and evaluated by the criteria which are most available to us it would mean an understanding and evaluation structured by our own religious criteria. This would involve two things: First, are criteria conditioned by a certain religious tradition able to open up experiences from other religious traditions in a meaningful way? Secondly, can we be sure that these criteria conditioned by our own religious tradition are suitable in evaluation of other religious traditions? 
In his 1993 book Genealogies of Religion the anthropologist Talal Asad has answered these questions pointing out and criticizing the Christian dynamics inherent in the concept of religion. Thus what appears as self-evident today when ‘religion’ is discussed, Asad argues, namely that religion is essentially a matter of symbolic meanings linked to ideas of general order and worldview is to confuse a particular historical and cultural form of religious life – namely Christianity – with the generic concept itself. The concept ‘religion’ has a specific Christian history itself, he concludes, and if we really want to understand other religious traditions an extraordinary effort is needed. In order to really discover what a religion is and expresses one should not begin with the notion of ‘religion’ as this symbolic linking but unpack the comprehensive tradition studied in its historical elements thus allowing a deeper understanding of what this particular religion ‘is’ in its effects. 
On the basis of these reflections, I would argue that an understanding of other religious traditions is possible but only if an effort is done to discover what this particular religion means and functions. Even if we maintain that we can understand other religions and the possible truth these traditions transmit we have only dealt with one part of the challenge which other religions present to missiology, namely the hermeneutical and philosophical problems. Therefore we must now proceed to the dogmatic aspects of the challenge. 
Religions as a Dogmatic Problem

As a dogmatic problem the questions of the role of religions in relation to the Christian understanding of salvation stands forth as the main problem. What is needed in order to start answering this problem is first an attempt to spell out what ‘salvation’ means in a specific Christian vision for salvation and secondly on this basis of this to offer a concrete interpretation of particular religions in the light of God’s self-revelation. 
If we are able to understand other religious traditions and their analyses of humankind’s fundamental problems, the solution to these problems might not be identical with the Christian vision for salvation. Does this disqualify other religious traditions as ‘salvific’? It seems that two important distinctions need to be made: 

First, real religious pluralism seems to lead to real differences which neither should nor can be neglected. A number of metaphors and techniques which Christianity contains are shared with other religious traditions: notions of sin, salvation, mercy, truth, prayer, prophecy, asceticism, blessings, and teleology are found in all theistic religions. However, what makes these concepts and techniques Christian is not their ‘conceptuality’ but their relation to the word and work of Jesus Christ. Because it is through the connection with the particular and historical – Jesus’ life, teachings, death, and resurrection – that the religion which is ‘Christianity’ is formed. In dogmatic perspective this is expressed through the understanding of faith as formed by the experience of the Spirit of Christ in remembering of Jesus. In the New Testament salvation might be seen as a consequence of the relation between the particular human being – Jesus of Nazareth – and the eternal God. This relation is emphasised in Jesus’ conception, in his baptism, in his prophetic ministry, in his resurrection and in his eternal pre-existence as the Son. In and through his life, Jesus became and was the Messiah, the Christ, and it is because of his becoming and being Christ that salvation becomes a real option for human beings. In Jesus’ incarnational unity of God and man, the divine life becomes a possibility for human life where liberation from sin and redemption from death are manifest. What does this mean for ‘salvation’? It means that the Christian vision for salvation can not be separated from the historical and theological framework giving it its specific meaning namely the person Jesus. We are not able to talk abstractly about salvation but must talk about the salvation which Jesus brought and made possible. 
The specific Christian vision for salvation might be called naïve in its strong emphasis on the life and deeds of a single human being in the periphery of history for present transformation of individuals. But the problem is not that it is naïve and bases the possibility for individual transformation upon Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection; the problem is that the theological dimensions of the Christian vision for salvation becomes obscured when categories such as ‘exclusive’, ‘inclusive’ or ‘pluralist’ are used to grasp the deepest relation between Christianity and other religious traditions. The Christian vision for salvation is not only intimately historically and theologically connected with the person Jesus but it is also for this very reason clearly different from salvation as envisioned in other religious traditions. Thus, there is no historical or structural basis for arguing that salvation in Christianity and in other religious traditions are identical. In this perspective we must answer the question of salvation in other religions negatively. 
Secondly, from Christian perspective salvation is clearly linked to Jesus as Christ but it is very unfortunate to term this connection ‘exclusive’ if salvation is reflected upon with Christological framework. The reason for this somewhat counterintuitive conclusion is that faith in Jesus as Christ is possible only on the basis of a confession of one God, the one God who creates and redeems the whole of humanity. It is this one God who reveals himself for salvation in Jesus as Christ – that is, in his life as a totality – and it is only through the confession of the one God that it becomes possible to understand the total life of Jesus as God’s self-manifestation, as the content of his will, his ‘Word’. It is the one God who has been present from eternity and which is the cause of the world which speaks his Word through the particular life of Jesus of Nazareth and which is universally active as the presence of the Spirit in his church. In other words: the universal life-giving creativity of God can not be separated or contradicted with the particular revelation of this life-giving creativity in the death and resurrection of Jesus. The theological premise for the particular experience of salvation in Jesus Christ is God’s universal creativity; Christology can not be meaningfully conceptualised independently of Trinitarian theology.  
If both ‘logics’ are maintained – the intimate connection between salvation and the person Jesus and the Trinitarian Christology – a possible basis for concrete interpretations of particular religions in the light of God’s self-revelation becomes possible. As Christian theologians our understanding and evaluation of other religions must be based not only on the exclusive relation between salvation and the person Jesus but also on the inclusive understanding of God’s universal creative life-giving. It is God’s universal creative will which is the most fundamental theological basis for our interpretation of other religious traditions. 
From a Christian theological perspective the universal history is not simply there as something given but is conditioned and as salvation history willed by God. This history does not merely illustrate God’s acts but it is God’s acts towards humans for their creation, liberation and redemption. We must maintain that salvation must be configured in terms of Christology and that God works universally in history. Only this double qualification of the world as created by God and of salvation as Christian is it possible to interpret the meaning of non-Christian religions in terms of salvation: if salvation is the liberation, redemption and restore of humanity which Christianity envisions then every attempt to liberate, redeem and restore humanity in God’s world might be said to point toward the Christian notion of salvation even if it remains unrelated to the historical and theological particularities of salvation in Jesus Christ. 
What, then, is the quality of the relation between religions and Christian salvation if it is not historical or theological? The way which God acts in history – and in other religious traditions insofar as they are part of history – follows the way that he acts in Jesus as Christ: he is present but hidden. This does not mean that we can speak of God as the hidden but direct cause of the plurality of religions, such as certain so-called pluralists do. But it means that we must speak of God as the ultimate conditioner and maintainer of the history which also contains the historical religions. In history and in religions God is present in his negativity, as what is waited for, prayed for, hoped for as the ultimate. Because of this understanding of God as conditioner and present we have to not only tolerate but also to respect other religious traditions. This respect is not the product of an immanent, secular and relativistic modernity but based on the notion of the triune God, which we confess, and who is manifest universally and particularly. And this notion of tolerance and respect transcends the exclusivity of Christianity and opens up Christianity to other religious traditions. This respect gives us reason to hope for liberation, redemption, and restoration of humanity in other religious traditions and we should engage in the historical and particular interpretation of how this has (or has not) taken place in religious traditions. This search is not primarily a dogmatic task but a missiological and practical responsibility. 
Religions as a Missiological Problem

Finally, and on the basis of the discussion of religions as a hermeneutical and dogmatic problem we are now able to close the circle by returning to the main focus of this paper namely missiology and the problems which the continued existence of non-Christian religions pose to Christian mission. Summing up the findings from above it was seen if we are able to understand truth and salvation our understanding must be based on our own religious tradition. For Christianity this means that our tolerance and respect for other religious traditions must be based on the universal creative will of God as manifest in the particularities of Jesus Christ. A premise to a discussion of religions as a missiological problem is thus that religions can be understood and that the way religions should be thought about is within the framework of God’s universal creative will as well as in the particularities of divine action in Jesus Christ. On the basis of this we must now ask: how does Christian mission become a salvific message in a world willed by God but religiously pluralistic? The answer which this article offers is a reconstruction of Christian mission with a focus on salvation, especially bringing out the importance of Christian missions as a notae of the salvation brought by Jesus Christ in a world full of suffering and violence. 
On the background of the dogmatic discussion above we argue that Christian missions do not become a notae, a sign, of the Kingdom by affirming or denying the self-revelation of God in other religious traditions. Rather, a mission becomes a Christian mission by particular and holistic engagement in the humanization of our common reality across religious boundaries. In modern, affluent Western societies Christianity has degenerated to a civil religion (J.B. Metz), that is, a religious activity which neither claims anything nor gives any comfort. In this situation the radical demands contained in the Sermon on the Mount has lost its relevance. In turn this means that Christianity has lost its ability to be a sign of the Kingdom. But can Christianity exist in the world without following Jesus Christ without hesitation, carrying out its mission, and becoming a sign of the Kingdom? What, then, are these signs of the Kingdom? According to the Old Testament the messianic time is characterized by peace, righteousness, justice, and liberation (Is 2:1-5; Mika 4:1-5), signs which according to the New Testament became manifest, incarnated, in the life, message, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ (Acts 2,14-36), and which the Christian church carries on through the Spirit (Rom 8:3-4). Let me briefly expand how these signs might apply on contemporary Christian mission in relation to other religious traditions: 
First, as bringers of peace the first Christians spread in the Greco-Roman society, and their lives were driven by a logic which was different from the deadly logic of retaliation and oppression. Isaiah compares peace with a wine or a fig tree which grows organically and gives its fruit to the one who is willing to accept it. Peace spreads through ‘fascination’ (G. Lohfink) rather than through orders, manipulation, or oppression. But at the same time peace is tangible: wars are ended and conflicts resolved without violence (Is 2:2). A mission becomes Christian by being a sign of peace and by bringing peace. 
Secondly, as a sign of a new righteousness and justice we see Jesus’ fellowship with the poor, the sick, the sinners, men and women outside the established social hierarchy and its comfortable predictability. It was in relation to these that Jesus became the Messiah, the anointed one, who through healing, feeding, and preaching made the Kingdom tangible and brought the possibility for a new, transformed relationship to God as ‘Abba’, ‘Father’. As the Son of God Jesus lives in obedience to the Father; as a human being Jesus lives totally for others (K. Barth). Therefore, with the confession of Jesus as Christ we are not only concerned with the theological dimension of his person but also with the social meaning of his life (J. Moltmann). By not sacrificing his obedience to the Father to his living for others, Jesus becomes the new righteousness and invites us to participate in his new righteousness through faith. This second sign, righteousness and justice, is kept in continual tension with the first sign, peace, because in a disobedient and unrighteous world righteousness is not achieved by peace but by sword (Matt 10:35). But exactly at this point is the logic underlying the Kingdom different from the logic of the world, yes, we might say: it is blessed differently from the world. A mission becomes Christian by being a sign of righteousness and justice and by working for righteousness and justice in peace. 
Thirdly, as a manifest reality for the individual believer the Kingdom begins and ends with liberation. Entrance into the messianic fellowship of those who do the will of the Father is liberation: it liberates the individual from the demanding task of keeping up a life in opposition to peace, righteousness, and mercy. The most fundamental change which divine mercy brings is the theological and existential liberation which the child-parent relationship to God which the life of Jesus allows the individual to enter into. The relation to God as ‘Father’ becomes possible only through the Spirit (Rom 8:15), and thus possible only by participation in the reality which the messianic Kingdom manifests. Here are all psychological, cultural, social, and economic realities of the world transcended and loose their power to structure and determine the future of individuals. Here is God the Father of his children and other ‘fathers’ or authorities are not needed. It is this reality which from now on structures the life of our existence. A mission becomes Christian by being an open invitation to this relation to God as Father and to others as brothers and sisters. 
Conclusion: Christian Mission as a Salvific Sign

To sum up and conclude this reconstruction of Christian mission, to become a sign of the Kingdom means a practical, ethical and theological engagement in humanization of the world which we share with believers from other religious traditions. The goal for Christian missions depends upon the vision for the messianic salvation which is proclaimed through the life, death and resurrection of Jesus as Christ and which in Biblical terms fundamentally is described as liberation, righteousness, justice and peace. This vision forms the goal for Christian mission – also in relation to believers form other religious traditions. The humanization of reality started with Jesus’ own ministry which was manifest in a suffering and violent world, and is carried on by the Christian church insofar it is able to be a sign of the Kingdom. The goal for Christian missions in relation to other religions is not to explain away the universal relevance of the Gospel of the Kingdom or to reduce salvation to a merely secular and immanent restoration of humanity. The goal is humanization of total reality as a reality dependent upon the creative and salvific will of God for its restoration. Whether this means dissolution of other religious traditions can not be argued a priori and therefore the hierarchical ordering of the relationship between religions as seen in the liberal theological stand in need of critique and revision. But as a sign of a blessed difference the Christian church is commissioned to work for new rooms for the reality which our Christian hope is grounded on: the Kingdom of God. The goal for Christian mission in relation to other religious traditions is thus to become a sign of the Kingdom with the radical implications which this implies: the critique as well as common work for liberation, redemption, and restoration of humanity across religious traditions. Only in this way can Christian mission remain a sign of the Kingdom and become a truly joyful message for people from other religious traditions. 
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