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This paper is written for fellow Christians, for co-workers and co-laborers, and for friends and comrades in and for the ecclesia dei, who are committed to the regnum dei, and missio dei. It is neither written to praise Islam, nor to abuse it, but rather to talk of a neighbor who, in recent years, we have loved to hate and hated to love. Instead of following the great command “to love our neighbor as ourselves,”
 we have been brazen, in breaking not only this command but also that of not bearing false witness.
 We have pointed out the speck in the eyes of our neighbor, and ignored the beam in our own eyes.
 We cannot afford to condemn others as sinners, and forget our own sinfulness, especially in the context of Reformation Christianity, for one of its central doctrines is simul iustus et peccator (simultaneously righteous/justified/just and sinner). Therefore to understand the current character of mission to, and in the context of, Islam, and the reality of the Christian-Muslim encounters, we need to do a quick survey of some important theological, historical and contemporary issues.

Of all religions of the world, historically it is Islam that has most thrust itself onto the consciousness of Christianity as "the other." Unfortunately, we have usually responded to this “other” in negative terms. It is very clear that we need a new theological and missiological discourse for new relationships, which are between our particular idea of what it means to be Christian and the acknowledgement that we live in a world of fundamentally plural values that are generated by multiple religious systems. In this context we must make sure that we do not sacrifice those elements which are critically central for Christianity. At the same time we must safeguard that we do not become so provincial that the universal implication of the creation, salvation, and eschatological narrative is lost in polemical and "evangelical" zeal.

In this context we must acknowledge that the quest for a mission among Muslims is well known for its ultimate failure in spite of the romantic statements which define it as a brilliant initial effort.
 Attempts at reviving and operating in the shadow of these earlier efforts have more recently been questioned in light of the ecumenical agenda of dialogue and relations with people of other faiths. This task has become even more difficult in recent years because of the strong and growing hostility toward Islam in the West.

It is clearly tautological to state that Islam, of all the major religions of the world, is the only post-Christian faith; it is, however, equally true to state that epistemologically, this fact is often forgotten, over-looked, or consciously ignored. This is particularly true in missiological discussions and mission studies, where we more or less acknowledge this historical fact, but then move very quickly to a theological, rather than historical, chronology. We assert that Islam is, theologically speaking, a pre-Christian religion, as it is still based almost exclusively on the “law,” with its related piety, orthopraxis, etc., and has little, if any, “grace” in it. Even if this were true, which it certainly is not, the way we assert this observation is based solely on a certain Christian read of the core of its own faith. At this point, all Christians end up in a highly Lutheran orthodox theological grammar. There is a convenient ignoring of the huge debate on the "third use of the law," sanctification, piety, orthopraxis, etc., within Christianity, repeatedly articulated in various ways by Calvinists, Methodists, Baptists and even Catholics. So there is, at the least, a sleight of hand in our presentation of the Christian position vis-à-vis Islam, if not a conscious distortion of our held beliefs and convictions. 
As Christianity sees Judaism as the praeparatio evangelica (preparation for the gospel), Islam sees Judaism and particularly Christianity as praeparatio Islamica (preparation for Islam). Islam treats both Christianity and Judaism intimately as the “religions of the book” and their adherents as the “people of the book” – i.e., ahl-e-kitab. It sees itself as the abrogation and completion of these two religions’ witness and praise to the one God. The Qur’an begins with al-Fatihah (the Opening), which confesses and praises God as “the totally other” all powerful Lord of all the universe – rab al al’ameen, and the final judge and sovereign of the day of judgment – malik-e-yom-al-din. But the first verse of this chapter states the intimate way He relates to His creation as al rehman (the Compassionate) al rahim (the Merciful).
 This dialectic of total intimacy, and total sovereignty and otherness, is constantly maintained throughout the Qur’an. Yet we tend to overlook this and thus see Islam as a religion of a non-intimate God and of law. 
Islam has had a longer-term history of success than Christianity. Christianity did not become a ruling force till the so-called “conversion” of Constantine around 312, and fully emerges as a world power only after the 16th century. Islam on the other hand begins to display such power immediately after the hijra (migration), in its first calendar year of 622, and continue this trend until the 18th century. Since the 1970s, if not slightly earlier, it has been undergoing a revival of its power.
Islam, Judaism and Christianity all emerged from the same part of the world and share a geography and heritage. While the earlier religions, for one reason or another, have lost their original or founding locations, (at least until very recently, when the state of Israel came into being), Islam has continued to strongly maintain its location there, over these last 1400 years, even as it has expanded/grown all over the world. Of the Pentarchy of Sees (Antioch, Jerusalem, Alexandria, Rome and Constantinople), all were under Muslims, except for Rome. Almost all the holy places of the Bible are still under Muslim control. Today the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC), the second largest intergovernmental organization after the UN, has 57 member-states across four continents. 
There are also many countries in which Islam is a large minority, e.g., India, and it is the second largest religion in almost every Western state. The current minority Islamic presence in Europe is usually dated to the post-WWII period, and is tied to the necessity of the reconstruction of a Europe devastated by war. The massive death-toll of those who would normally have been deployed for such reconstruction work engendered this demand for immigrant manpower. Though this understanding of history is accurate in part, it also reflects a convenient amnesia of the history of Islam in Europe. We are all aware that Islam ruled Spain for almost 800 years, till 1492, which is seen as the beginning of modern colonialism and Catholic missiology). Islam also occupied Eastern Europe during the 15th century Turkish expansion (which itself is part of Europe), and is still fully present in Albania, Bosnia, and as far north as Chechnya. We are now at least aware of these locations because of the recent crises in post-Soviet Eastern Europe. 
Not only is Islam a post-Christian religion, but it has grown proportionately faster than any religion in history, including Buddhism and Christianity, which are the world's other two missiological religions.  This political and missiological success is seen by Muslims as a sure sign of God’s favor. 
Muslims today occupy three distinct contexts. The first is where Muslims hold an absolute majority, with minimum, if any, non-Muslim minorities, e.g., Saudi Arabia, Iran, Afghanistan, etc. However, even in these highly religiously homogenized places, Islam expresses itself in heterogeneous ways, in terms of piety, practice, theology, doctrine and ethics. This is evident not just in the obvious difference between Shi’a and Sunni, but equally so within these respective communities. In these areas, however, the operational geist and sitz im leben is and will remain Muslim. Whatever transformation and reconfiguration takes place here will be within the context of that Muslim grammar. 
The second context is where Muslims, though in the majority, have become “syncretistic,” for lack of a better term. In some cases, this is through the influence of Western politics and ideology, originating under colonialism and/or continuing in the post-colonial period. In some cases other religions inform and contextualize Islam and Muslim life. The two are not highly differentiated moments and effect countries like Indonesia (which is the largest Muslim nation), Pakistan, Bangladesh, Malaysia, Nigeria, Sudan, and Turkey (which turned secular earlier than most other European countries). Not that these contexts are rigid and permanent; there is enough tensions and malleability for the fundamentalists to exploit by demanding a return to “pristine Salafi Islam.”
  That call, with an appropriate admixture of ummah, Qur’an, and shariah, provides them with a moral status way beyond their numbers and thus produces volatility at regular intervals. 
The third context is where Muslims are clearly a minority. Despite this minority status, the overall numbers involved are very high. They constitute a substantially larger proportion of the world's Islamic population, than the total of Arab-speaking Muslims, and growingly so. It is also the most vulnerable and therefore dynamic and creative part of the Islamic world. It seriously struggles to find meaning in that context, i.e., how to remain Muslim in an overwhelmingly non-Muslim society, with no hope of ever converting the system to fit the Islamic normatives. There are subtle differences within this context. For example, in India Muslims make up only 13 percent of the population, 
 but they ruled the region for almost a millennium, and had varying approaches to applying Muslim laws – from its harshest application under the Mughal king Aurangzeb, to a complete syncretization under Akbar and his famous “Din-e-Ilahi” (the Religion of God). In the case of Ethiopia, where the earliest Muslim migration took place in 615, Muslims never gained a majority and had to live under Coptic rule. Muslims now have a significant minority presence all over Europe, North America and South Africa, with an ever growing articulation of their faith needs. In each of these contexts Islam/Muslims are treated differently, from the banning of the hijab in France, to its protection by the state in the US, to the unquestioning acceptance of ritual Muslim practice in South Africa. What is interesting is that in these contexts also, the “fundamentalists” demand salafi practice, etc., when such a possibility can only be part of some messianic apocalyptic imagination, with either no hope of this happening here and now, or some false consciousness which is in serious need of therapy. 
This is the 15th century of Islam, and, as in the 15th century of Christianity, Muslims are rethinking their doctrinal, confessional, ethical, and theological content and parameters. Like the Christian Reformation, they are seriously struggling with some of their centrally held conventional and theological positions. From my perspective, this process began as early as Kamal Ataturk Pasha in 1923. He banned a centralized, politico-ecclesial power nexus under the Caliphate which was in continuity, in one form or the other, since the Prophet initiated it in 622 in Medina, and was fully established in 632 after the conquest of Mecca. Suffice it to say here, this politico-ecclesial power nexus was never as simple as we claim it to be within Western Christianity and orientalism, nor as claimed by some of the more conservative Muslims – i.e., that there is no separation of religion and politics in Islam because the office of the Prophet and Caliphate was tied in the same person and continued after him. With the end of the Caliphate in Turkey, that synergy came to an end, and with it ended the whole notion of Islamic ummah (catholicity under one rule). This led to the emergence of nationalisms, which already had initial impetus in the Arab tribes’ struggle against the Ottomans during WWI. This was no small reforming shift. The post-colonial Muslim nation-states emerged as part of nationalistic struggles against colonial rule, resulting in totally new nations as diverse as Pakistan and Bangladesh, Indonesia, Malaysia, Morocco, Jordan, and the Gulf states, etc. So currently Islam finds itself caught between the ideal doctrine of being a universal ummah of shared significance and shared commitments, and hard nationalistic identities which have lead to serious long-term conflicts and continue to produce them even today. 
So, despite the dominant “Clash of Civilizations” paradigm, we should take seriously, both epistemologically and ideologically, the fact that Islam has produced more devastating conflict within itself over the last 60 or so years than it has against the West. A clear example of this internal conflict within Islam is the fact that within only 24 years of its independence from British colonialism, and establishment as a country, the first nation ostensibly created for and with a Muslim identity, i.e., Pakistan,
 was split apart along ethnic and linguistic lines, resulting in the horrific genocide of Bengalis by Pakistan in 1971. Further, between 1980 and 1988 there was a devastating war between Iran and Iraq, and the obsession with Iraq is partially a hangover from that period. All these should be part of the concern for the missio dei, witnessing, and proclaiming the gospel of Jesus Christ.
Another critical point is that Islam does not make an epistemological separation of religion and politics. This poses a challenge to Western missiology, theology and ethics, because they assume this separation to be universally valid, wrongly I might add. To me, however, it is also clear that Islam, in its earliest formation, made a hard separation of “church” and “state” (not that these institutions had the same expression as they did in Christianity). In the serious study of the content and message of the Qur’an, there has been in recent years an emphasis on the differences between the surahs revealed in Mecca and those revealed in Medina, in terms of theology and nuance;
 however, what is not emphasized or studied, is the fact that the Prophet, after his victory over Mecca in 632, decided not to make it his capital, but returned to Medina as the locale of statecraft. 
During the last years of his life, the Prophet sought victory over Mecca. It was the place of his origin, early life, work, marriage, relationships, and the place of his first revelations, call to prophecy, and proclamations. After the stunning victory over a much more powerful enemy – the Quraish – it is surprising that he does not make Mecca his capital, rather he returns to Medina as his capital. This is an extremely telling development, as is the fact that he does not ever move the qibla to Medina. While the Prophet moved the qibla from Jerusalem to Mecca as late as 624 (i.e. 12 years after the revelation and 2 years after the migration), to date Mecca remains the qibla. The capital shifted to Syria just 29 years after the Prophet’s death, then to Bagdad, and from there it kept moving. None of these capitals, despite high intellectual developments, academic and research activities, architectural wonders, etc., ever acquired, nor were claimed to be, the qibla. 
So while Islam did not make the separation of religion and politics, it did have an early separation of “church” and “state.” This gives us critical missiological clues as to how to do our missiology as a part of our political activity, and our political activity as part of our missiological commitment to God, who is creator, savior and sustainer of this universe, while maintaining a hard juridical separation of church and state. Thus we can never give theological justification to a state claiming divine right, or special providence or covenantal relationship. Nor should the church or religious institution be allowed to pass fatwas on the state, on how it controls the life of citizens, who represent much larger faith expressions than one restricted to the faith of the institutions which pass such fatwas, bulls, edicts, etc. 
As we examined the missiological practices of the church in the late 20th century, it became clear to us that we have carried out our missiology in line with our understanding of empire, power, culture, etc., especially over the last 500 years. That such an approach was always false must be acknowledged as part of the contemporary articulation and practice of mission and missiology. Mission must stem from an understanding of God who is not an unmoved mover, or apathetic towards human history, nor a God who sets Godself apart as the Other. Rather we should see this God, especially in the missio dei, as the one who has heard the cries of the suffering, who is moved by pathos and has spoken for all the victims of the Golgothas of history (Vox victimarum vox dei). This God gets involved in human history and human materiality, and not only comes to us through a kenotic act of incarnation, as the epitome of this involvement, but dies on the cross, which is a foolishness and a stumbling block to the empires and the powers that be. In resurrection, that death is not the end, but the resurrected state still fully bears the marks of that cross, thus we are invited to see and put our fingers in those marks. So to make the incarnation non-contingent, and un-contaminated, is a continuation of the early Docetic heresy, and devalues human history and human materiality as having no worth and no substance. This understanding of God as the moved mover is the context in which the missio dei, the regnum dei, and the ecclesia dei fully come together. So we pray “thy kingdom come, thy will be done.” 
The trouble we have in dealing with the missiological task is our fundamental inability to keep the dialectic of righteousness and sin as part of that effort, and our inability to love the others in general, but Islam and Muslims in particular. It is also our inability to move from old patterns of mission, especially in the context of Islam, where they have failed miserably, and to rethink the understanding of vulnerability as central to mission. Islam as a post-Christian religion asks us to question why the need for Islam emerged and why it was so successful in areas which had been dominated by Christians for some 600 years. What becomes very clear with mission in the context of Islam is that a stencilized missiology which claims that one size fits all, cannot and will not work. Islam has a high level of divergence and requires us to take each of these seriously, while continuing to love as well as to give reasons for our hope. We must not articulate this mission only in terms of Matt. 28, but must ask questions of the significance of mission in light of the kenosis in Phil 2, and the call for reconciliation in 2 Cor 5:19ff. We must reexamine missio dei, ecclesia dei, and regnum dei in light of Hebrews 13:12-13 which states “Therefore Jesus also suffered outside the city gate in order to sanctify the people by his own blood. Let us then go to him outside the camp and bear the abuse he endured.” 
I have struggled in this paper to look at what we need to focus on, and to look into what would be the unique trajectory of missiology in the context of Islam. In our every endeavor, all glory must be to God, to his Son and to the Holy Spirit, now and forever, Amen. 
� C.f. Matthew 22:39.


� Matt. 19:18; Mark 10:19; Luke 18:20; Exodus 20:16.


� For full reference to this text see Matt. 7: 1-5, esp. v. 3.


� We are reminded of people like Samuel Zwemer, Henry Martyn, William Muir, James Sweetman, Duncan Black MacDonald, Karl Gottlieb Pfander, etc.,  who are remembered fondly in this context.


� It has been argued that the the Arabic tri-literal root r-h-m in these two words at the very beginning of the Qur’an, and used at every moment of praise by Muslims, means “the womb.”


� According to Ibn Taymiyyah (seen as the godfather of Muslim radicalism), the purity of Islam is represented by the period of the first three generations of Muslims (the Salafi period), after which distortion and innovation (bid`ah) set in.


� Of the 1.2 billion population of India, the CIA's World Fact Book estimates (as of July 2009) that 13.4% are Muslim (i.e. 156 million). India is thus the third largest Muslim country after Indonesia and Pakistan, and roughly half of the total population of the Arab-speaking world, which includes a huge number of non-Arabs in the Persian Gulf, 30% non-Muslims in Sudan, and a large number of Christians in places like Iraq, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, Egypt, etc. 


� Israel being the second nation to be created with such an explicitly religious identity.


� See, for example, Kenneth Cragg, The Qur’an and the West (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2005).
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