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Abstract

In response to the history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there is a strong commitment 
from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and creatively 
address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take a strong 
stance against radicalization. One of the most effective tools used to work toward this end is 
interfaith dialogue. This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool in 
Indonesia, which has been effectively used to build counternarratives of ethno-religious identity. 
Storytelling, in the context of dialogue, operates as a peacebuilding process that forges common 
ground, and ultimately co-creates emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As 
such, storytelling creates an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost 
during conflict, and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. The conclusions 
situate interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, 
and as a possible means to prevent future atrocities. 

Keywords: interfaith dialogue, storytelling as peacebuilding, religious pluralism, 
de-radicalization, Indonesia

 

Introduction

Indonesia is home to the largest population of Muslims in the world, but rather than 
mimicking the trend toward extremist beliefs, Indonesian Islam remains overwhelmingly steeped 
in a longstanding tradition of religious pluralism and religious tolerance. The Indonesian 
constitution was written in 1945 to guarantee all Indonesians the right to worship according to the 
beliefs of Islam, Buddhism, Protestantism, Catholicism, Hinduism, and Confucianism. While this 
legacy has not been successful in deterring ethno-religious conflict, it nonetheless provides an 
excellent building block for interfaith peacebuilding. 

As a result of a long history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there are strong 
commitments from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and 
creatively address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take an 
effective stand against radicalization. One of the tools widely recognized as being effective in 
working toward these goals is interfaith dialogue.

This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool, and draws largely 
from the experiences in Indonesia, where it has been effectively used in religious schools and 
institutions, and as part of post conflict reconciliation processes. One of the goals of interfaith 
dialogue is to build appealing counternarratives that encourage acceptance of diverse stakeholder 
groups. Storytelling –– specifically the part of dialogue where stories are shared, heard, and 
re-crafted –– is examined as a peacebuilding process that forges common ground, and ultimately 
co-creates new/emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As such, storytelling is 
considered an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost during conflict, 
and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. 

Interfaith Dialogue

The United Nations General Assembly President recognized that, ‘‘promoting a true 
dialogue among civilizations and religions is perhaps the most important political instrument that we 
can use to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace and hope’’ (as quoted in Neufeldt, 2011, 
p. 344). With a mixture of support and suspicion, interfaith dialogue has gained currency as a viable 
strategy to address religious tensions, and as a means to rebuild communities that have become rifted 
along religious lines. In order to maximize the potential of interfaith dialogue, it is important to 
understand what is intended and entailed in an effective process. 

Neufeldt (2011) offers three broad approaches to Interfaith Dialogue, each of which serves a 
distinct purpose and works toward a deliberate end, with unique contributions to “personal, relational, 
and structural change” (p. 344). She distinguishes between Theological, Political and Peacebuilding 
approaches, with particular attention to their varying theories of change. In brief, theological interfaith 
dialogue intends to build understanding and mutual respect between individual actors of different 
faiths, whereas political interfaith dialogue is designed to educate each other, and through that 
education, legitimize and/or de-legitimize political actors and actions. The peacebuilding approach to 
interfaith dialogue, in contrast, is focused on transforming attitudes and perception of one another in 
service to the fulfillment of common goals, joint actions, and conflict resolution. 

Neufeldt (2011) recognizes that there is an absence of conclusive research on the influence 
and consequence of interfaith dialogue, and finds that this lack of depth in our understanding 
encourages unfounded judgments towards its religious actors, and can also minimize perceptions 
of overall success.

When interfaith dialogue fails, it reinforces arguments that religious-based actors have no 
bearing on peace processes and religion is more effective at mobilizing people for violence 
than for peace. When it succeeds, it is seen as a minor footnote to a major political peace 
process. (Neufeldt, 2011, p. 345)

The theory of change attributed to the peacebuilding method of interfaith dialogue, which 
is focused on the potential of transforming participants’ perspectives of the “other,” is reminiscent 
of intergroup contact theory, also known as the contact hypothesis, which stems from the discipline 
of psychology (Allport, 1962). The contact hypothesis has been widely regarded as “one of 
psychology’s most effective strategies for improving intergroup relations” (Dovidio, Gaertner & 
Kawakami, 2003, p. 5). Contact theory suggests that intergroup prejudice can be reduced when 
different group members have the opportunity to interact with one other.  In the absence of 
definitive findings about interfaith dialogue, the extensive study of contact theory provides a fair 
amount of both encouragement and caution. 

Intergroup contact theory is predicated on the idea that our dislike of the other, or hatred of 
the enemy, is based on inaccurate attribution of their character. The chance to meet someone who 
identifies with the “other,” or as an outgroup member, provides an opportunity to remedy or rectify 
those inaccuracies, and to find the humanity of that person/group despite their differences. While 
this makes great intuitive sense, deeper study has revealed that if the circumstances and support 
network shaping the contact are inadequate, the contact experience has the capacity to confirm a 
sense of dislike or hatred. 

Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2005) analyzed the research on contact theory to ascertain 
what the optimal circumstances and contexts for contact are. They were looking for concrete 
examples of what can increase the likelihood of transformed attitudes and perceptions, and as a 
result, increase social harmony. The majority of research on contact theory has been conducted in 
the United States, and with the specific focus on racial integration and acceptance. This scenario is 
only one of many scenarios that might benefit from contact, and may not have the intentions of 
social harmony that are typical in transformative interfaith dialogue. 

Like most social psychological work on prejudice…contact research has focused primarily 
on the problem of transforming White racism and, as a result, has often neglected the 
possibility that the lived experience of contact and desegregation may differ according to 
one’s race group membership and historical location within a social system. (Dixon, 
Durrheim & Tredoux, 2005, p. 708)

Using contact theory, which is understood through the lens of white prejudice, to 
understand other experiences of segregated or divided societies is problematic, although some of 
the learning from contact theory is helpful in orienting toward a constructive experience of 

engagement. Through their research on the limitations of contact theory, Dixon, Durrheim and 
Tredoux (2005) are able to pinpoint what is needed for contact to be constructive. Among many 
important directives, their list includes the need to meet with regularity and frequency, to maintain 
a balanced ratio of group members who have comparable status with one another, to offer a variety 
of social settings and situations, to monitor and manage any competition or destructive emotions 
between groups, and to emphasize the importance of the work participants are doing by engaging 
in contact.

These factors are easily applied to the peacebuilding process of interfaith dialogue, where 
there are similar standards of constructive contact, and pitfalls of destructive contact. Powers 
(2010) describes religious peacebuilding as including the beliefs, norms, and rituals that pertain to 
peacemaking, as well as a “range of actors, from religious institutions, faith-based voluntary 
organizations that are not formally part of a religious institution, and individuals and groups for 
whom religion is a significant motivation for their peacebuilding” (p. 361). Building on that 
understanding, Al Qurtuby (2013) describes interfaith dialogue as “a way of rebuilding social 
capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and community focus” (p. 
350).

De-Radicalization

The study of radicalization and de-radicalization has been undertaken by multiple 
disciplines, which means a diverse range of tools have been used for analysis and an equally varied 
range of insights have been garnered. Despite these variations, and the resulting difficulty of 
synthesizing a coherent understanding, the primary focus of radicalization research over the past 
15 years has been on terrorism, and specifically Islamic political violence. There has been little 
emphasis on other geographic and ideological areas, and even less consideration of the 
corresponding counterpoint of de-radicalization (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). How the topic is 
defined, however, remains consistent.

Radicalization may be understood as a process leading towards the increased use of 
political violence, while deradicalization, by contrast, implies reduction in the use of 
political violence. Taken together, the study of radicalization and de-radicalization is 
central to answering the question of how political violence emerges, how it can be 
prevented, and how it can be contained. (p. 5)

Della Porta and LaFree (2012) recognize that de-radicalization, like radicalization, depends 
largely on the “legitimacy the audience may bestow on, or withhold from transforming radical 
groups” (p. 8). This acknowledgement places the de-radicalization process firmly in the hands of 
community, and affirms the vital role of dialogue and other citizen-based efforts in the 
peacebuilding process. If a community is committed to harmonious co-existence, despite their 
differences, efforts toward radicalization will be more easily recognized as divisive, and a natural 
movement toward de-radicalization can evolve. Because of the historic pluralism in Indonesia, and 
the tolerant version of Islam that the majority of Muslims practice within Indonesia, a hopeful 
scenario for de-radicalization exists. 

Indonesian Example

Despite the fact that Indonesia has the largest Muslim population of any single country in 
the world, Indonesia has never had voter support to shift from a secular state to a religious one 
under Islamic law (Heiduk, 2012). Furthermore, while political scientists typically find a 
correlation between the regime type and Islamist political strategy, that relationship doesn’t hold 
up in the Indonesian example. When the country embraced Democracy in 1998, it opened up new 
opportunities for all kinds of freedoms.

The Indonesian example is unique in many ways. First and foremost, the religious 
pluralism that is an intrinsic part of Indonesian identity validates the possibility of harmonized 
co-existence, even if it requires a reach into the past for solid footing, and a stretch into the future 
for a shared vision of moving forward. Much of the literature on interfaith dialogue in Indonesia 
focuses on exemplary efforts that have transpired in the Malukus of Eastern Indonesia, more 
commonly known as the Spice Islands, where since 1999 there have been several eruptions of 
religious-based violence and several remarkable community responses that work toward 
reconciliation.   

The move toward interfaith dialogue in Maluku was described as “an attempt to raise 
awareness about the commonalities between the religions and to teach the positive values inherent 
in each faith that guarantee peaceful co-existence” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164). There was work to 
be done to remedy the harm done by the religious narratives of violence that were commonly 
woven into sermons within Mosques and Churches during the times of active conflict (De Juan, 
Pierskalla, & Vüllers, 2015). In the aftermath of the conflict, it became clear that both groups, 
Christians and Muslims, lacked sufficient understanding about the other’s religion, which impeded 
the development of mutual respect. A council was formed as a way to provide “a forum for 
religious leaders to meet and discuss pressing socio-economic and political issues and to respond 
to any arising communal tensions” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164), and as a proactive way to build 
interfaith relationships and promote interfaith education. 

There are two main organizations recognized for their work toward interfaith peace 
building in the Maluku example. Tim 20 Wayame, or The Peace Team of Wayame, was comprised 
of people from the Village of Wayame, near Ambon City, and was extremely successful in 
engaging interreligious peacemaking during the violence that transpired in both 1999 and 2004 (Al 
Qurtuby, 2013). Manaputty, one of the founders of Tim 20 Wayame, described his relationship 
building work as employing a strategy of weaving a mat. His faith in the power of relationship 
building proved to be an effective way of generating a wide and resilient “web of peacemakers” 
(Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 358).

Provokator Perdamaian, or Peace Provocateurs, includes a coordinated group of 
Christians and Muslims representing a diverse range of ethnic, professional and socio-economic 
backgrounds. Provokator Perdamaian galvanized post conflict efforts toward reconciliation 
through “rebuilding social capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and 
community focus” (Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 350). The peace agreements didn’t stop the fighting, 
which is why a more intrinsic and grassroots change was pursued. The interfaith dialogue process 
was one, in particular, where all voices could be honored in the process of forging a common 

ground, from which a new and coordinated narrative could be crafted about the past, and new 
possibilities of a harmonized future could be forged (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006). 

Storytelling as Peacebuilding

 While storytelling is used to draw out a diversity of voices and perspectives on a given 
topic (Bell, 2010; Caromina & Luschen, 2014; Hooks, 1994; Kuyvenhoven, 2009; McEwan & 
Egan, 1995; Palmer, 1998; Solinger, Fox, & Irani, 2008), it is also used to find connections that 
underlie superficial diversities and to link “between past and future, between people and place, 
among people whose opinions diverge” (Cruikshank, 1998, p. 2). There are numerous ways to 
define storytelling, and many more treatises on how to operationalize it. Senehi (2009) offers a 
general definition of storytelling as “a universal way human beings deal with knowledge” (p. 203). 
She describes the process of telling and receiving stories as continually forming, reproducing, 
negotiating, resisting, and changing our view of the world (Senehi, 2009, p. 202). Similarly, 
Michel de Certeau (1984) portrays storytelling as authorizing, founding, and settling in place the 
way people experience and understand the world. These definitions indicate the important role 
stories play in shaping our understanding of the world, and contributing to our sense of what is 
possible within that world.

In Dialogic Civility in a Cynical Age: Community, Hope, and Interpersonal Relationships, 
Arnett and Arneson (1999) describe the goal of dialogue as providing a means to establish new 
relationships where a common story can be co-created by the whole community, which is of 
particular importance in communities that have been steeped in conflicting and competing 
narratives. Della Porta and LaFree (2012) acknowledge that trends of polarization and 
radicalization continue when violence-legitimizing narratives remain unchallenged. The 
storytelling that unfolds within the context of dialogue invites new story making, which has the 
potential to bridge the gap between groups and challenge the stories that underlie radicalized and 
polarized identities. The dialogue, in this case, serves as the vehicle for keeping transformative 
conversation in play. Based on their experience with interfaith dialogue in Indonesia, Lowry and 
Littlejohn (2006) reassure that, “as long as we keep dialogue active, we continue to learn, 
understand, and create a relationship of sustainable security” (p. 410).

Synthesis

 The public health prevention model offers an effective tool to make sense of the 
relationship between interfaith dialogue, de-radicalization, and the objective of preventing 
violence. This model was created as a disease and injury prevention framework, but its 
epidemiological framework has been found to be extremely applicable to violence prevention 
(Centers for Disease Control, 1992). Within this system, primary prevention focuses on education 
for change, and aligns with the Peacebuilding Approach to Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). 
Pressman (2009) has discovered concrete protective factors that assist the de-radicalization 
process at this stage. Secondary prevention is focused on decreasing risk, and relates to the 
Political Approach of Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). Pressman (2009) lists proven 
dis-engagement factors that can support the reduction of risk for radicalization. Tertiary prevention 
includes attempts to fix what is broken, and aligns with the Theological Approach to Interfaith 

future atrocities. The success of interfaith dialogue in Indonesia has spurred an international 
conversation about the promise this remedy offers as a peacemaking tool, as a means to exercise 
the constructive potential of contact theory, and as an active and humanitarian strategy to counter 
trends in radicalization. 

Buber (1958) shared a vision of learning to be with one another with empathy and 
compassion, despite whatever struggle we may be facing. This was exemplified in his distinction 
between an I-It model of engagement, compared with an I-Thou relationship, which serve as 
excellent predictors of success of interfaith dialogue. The I-It relationship describes what happens 
when we fail to acknowledge the complexity of others, when we treat others as objects of our 
discontent rather than the subjects of their own rich lives and experiences. Dialogue invites 
participants into the I-Thou relationship, where the other becomes a valued human, worthy of our 
curiosity about why they are who they are, and what beliefs and attitudes have shaped their 
experiences in our shared world (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006).

The research that has been done on radicalization and de-radicalization draws heavily from 
the literature of social movements (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). Perhaps more deliberate attention 
to the social movement of peacebuilding can provide us with new focus on interfaith dialogue, and 
the opportunity it presents for revised hindsight, enlivened insight, and accurate foresight in 
re-crafting the narratives of past, present and future. 
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Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). The following figure provides a prevention matrix that contextualizes 
how De-Radicalization and Interfaith Dialogue line up to meet common objectives.

 

Conclusion

In conclusion, this exploration situates interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in 
the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, and through the de-radicalization that occurs in 
dialogue’s deepened humanization of the “other,” dialogue can be an effective means to prevent 
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Introduction

Indonesia is home to the largest population of Muslims in the world, but rather than 
mimicking the trend toward extremist beliefs, Indonesian Islam remains overwhelmingly steeped 
in a longstanding tradition of religious pluralism and religious tolerance. The Indonesian 
constitution was written in 1945 to guarantee all Indonesians the right to worship according to the 
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legacy has not been successful in deterring ethno-religious conflict, it nonetheless provides an 
excellent building block for interfaith peacebuilding. 

As a result of a long history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there are strong 
commitments from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and 
creatively address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take an 
effective stand against radicalization. One of the tools widely recognized as being effective in 
working toward these goals is interfaith dialogue.

This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool, and draws largely 
from the experiences in Indonesia, where it has been effectively used in religious schools and 
institutions, and as part of post conflict reconciliation processes. One of the goals of interfaith 
dialogue is to build appealing counternarratives that encourage acceptance of diverse stakeholder 
groups. Storytelling –– specifically the part of dialogue where stories are shared, heard, and 
re-crafted –– is examined as a peacebuilding process that forges common ground, and ultimately 
co-creates new/emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As such, storytelling is 
considered an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost during conflict, 
and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. 

Interfaith Dialogue

The United Nations General Assembly President recognized that, ‘‘promoting a true 
dialogue among civilizations and religions is perhaps the most important political instrument that we 
can use to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace and hope’’ (as quoted in Neufeldt, 2011, 
p. 344). With a mixture of support and suspicion, interfaith dialogue has gained currency as a viable 
strategy to address religious tensions, and as a means to rebuild communities that have become rifted 
along religious lines. In order to maximize the potential of interfaith dialogue, it is important to 
understand what is intended and entailed in an effective process. 

Neufeldt (2011) offers three broad approaches to Interfaith Dialogue, each of which serves a 
distinct purpose and works toward a deliberate end, with unique contributions to “personal, relational, 
and structural change” (p. 344). She distinguishes between Theological, Political and Peacebuilding 
approaches, with particular attention to their varying theories of change. In brief, theological interfaith 
dialogue intends to build understanding and mutual respect between individual actors of different 
faiths, whereas political interfaith dialogue is designed to educate each other, and through that 
education, legitimize and/or de-legitimize political actors and actions. The peacebuilding approach to 
interfaith dialogue, in contrast, is focused on transforming attitudes and perception of one another in 
service to the fulfillment of common goals, joint actions, and conflict resolution. 

Neufeldt (2011) recognizes that there is an absence of conclusive research on the influence 
and consequence of interfaith dialogue, and finds that this lack of depth in our understanding 
encourages unfounded judgments towards its religious actors, and can also minimize perceptions 
of overall success.

When interfaith dialogue fails, it reinforces arguments that religious-based actors have no 
bearing on peace processes and religion is more effective at mobilizing people for violence 
than for peace. When it succeeds, it is seen as a minor footnote to a major political peace 
process. (Neufeldt, 2011, p. 345)

The theory of change attributed to the peacebuilding method of interfaith dialogue, which 
is focused on the potential of transforming participants’ perspectives of the “other,” is reminiscent 
of intergroup contact theory, also known as the contact hypothesis, which stems from the discipline 
of psychology (Allport, 1962). The contact hypothesis has been widely regarded as “one of 
psychology’s most effective strategies for improving intergroup relations” (Dovidio, Gaertner & 
Kawakami, 2003, p. 5). Contact theory suggests that intergroup prejudice can be reduced when 
different group members have the opportunity to interact with one other.  In the absence of 
definitive findings about interfaith dialogue, the extensive study of contact theory provides a fair 
amount of both encouragement and caution. 

Intergroup contact theory is predicated on the idea that our dislike of the other, or hatred of 
the enemy, is based on inaccurate attribution of their character. The chance to meet someone who 
identifies with the “other,” or as an outgroup member, provides an opportunity to remedy or rectify 
those inaccuracies, and to find the humanity of that person/group despite their differences. While 
this makes great intuitive sense, deeper study has revealed that if the circumstances and support 
network shaping the contact are inadequate, the contact experience has the capacity to confirm a 
sense of dislike or hatred. 

Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2005) analyzed the research on contact theory to ascertain 
what the optimal circumstances and contexts for contact are. They were looking for concrete 
examples of what can increase the likelihood of transformed attitudes and perceptions, and as a 
result, increase social harmony. The majority of research on contact theory has been conducted in 
the United States, and with the specific focus on racial integration and acceptance. This scenario is 
only one of many scenarios that might benefit from contact, and may not have the intentions of 
social harmony that are typical in transformative interfaith dialogue. 

Like most social psychological work on prejudice…contact research has focused primarily 
on the problem of transforming White racism and, as a result, has often neglected the 
possibility that the lived experience of contact and desegregation may differ according to 
one’s race group membership and historical location within a social system. (Dixon, 
Durrheim & Tredoux, 2005, p. 708)

Using contact theory, which is understood through the lens of white prejudice, to 
understand other experiences of segregated or divided societies is problematic, although some of 
the learning from contact theory is helpful in orienting toward a constructive experience of 

engagement. Through their research on the limitations of contact theory, Dixon, Durrheim and 
Tredoux (2005) are able to pinpoint what is needed for contact to be constructive. Among many 
important directives, their list includes the need to meet with regularity and frequency, to maintain 
a balanced ratio of group members who have comparable status with one another, to offer a variety 
of social settings and situations, to monitor and manage any competition or destructive emotions 
between groups, and to emphasize the importance of the work participants are doing by engaging 
in contact.

These factors are easily applied to the peacebuilding process of interfaith dialogue, where 
there are similar standards of constructive contact, and pitfalls of destructive contact. Powers 
(2010) describes religious peacebuilding as including the beliefs, norms, and rituals that pertain to 
peacemaking, as well as a “range of actors, from religious institutions, faith-based voluntary 
organizations that are not formally part of a religious institution, and individuals and groups for 
whom religion is a significant motivation for their peacebuilding” (p. 361). Building on that 
understanding, Al Qurtuby (2013) describes interfaith dialogue as “a way of rebuilding social 
capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and community focus” (p. 
350).
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The study of radicalization and de-radicalization has been undertaken by multiple 
disciplines, which means a diverse range of tools have been used for analysis and an equally varied 
range of insights have been garnered. Despite these variations, and the resulting difficulty of 
synthesizing a coherent understanding, the primary focus of radicalization research over the past 
15 years has been on terrorism, and specifically Islamic political violence. There has been little 
emphasis on other geographic and ideological areas, and even less consideration of the 
corresponding counterpoint of de-radicalization (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). How the topic is 
defined, however, remains consistent.

Radicalization may be understood as a process leading towards the increased use of 
political violence, while deradicalization, by contrast, implies reduction in the use of 
political violence. Taken together, the study of radicalization and de-radicalization is 
central to answering the question of how political violence emerges, how it can be 
prevented, and how it can be contained. (p. 5)

Della Porta and LaFree (2012) recognize that de-radicalization, like radicalization, depends 
largely on the “legitimacy the audience may bestow on, or withhold from transforming radical 
groups” (p. 8). This acknowledgement places the de-radicalization process firmly in the hands of 
community, and affirms the vital role of dialogue and other citizen-based efforts in the 
peacebuilding process. If a community is committed to harmonious co-existence, despite their 
differences, efforts toward radicalization will be more easily recognized as divisive, and a natural 
movement toward de-radicalization can evolve. Because of the historic pluralism in Indonesia, and 
the tolerant version of Islam that the majority of Muslims practice within Indonesia, a hopeful 
scenario for de-radicalization exists. 

Indonesian Example

Despite the fact that Indonesia has the largest Muslim population of any single country in 
the world, Indonesia has never had voter support to shift from a secular state to a religious one 
under Islamic law (Heiduk, 2012). Furthermore, while political scientists typically find a 
correlation between the regime type and Islamist political strategy, that relationship doesn’t hold 
up in the Indonesian example. When the country embraced Democracy in 1998, it opened up new 
opportunities for all kinds of freedoms.

The Indonesian example is unique in many ways. First and foremost, the religious 
pluralism that is an intrinsic part of Indonesian identity validates the possibility of harmonized 
co-existence, even if it requires a reach into the past for solid footing, and a stretch into the future 
for a shared vision of moving forward. Much of the literature on interfaith dialogue in Indonesia 
focuses on exemplary efforts that have transpired in the Malukus of Eastern Indonesia, more 
commonly known as the Spice Islands, where since 1999 there have been several eruptions of 
religious-based violence and several remarkable community responses that work toward 
reconciliation.   

The move toward interfaith dialogue in Maluku was described as “an attempt to raise 
awareness about the commonalities between the religions and to teach the positive values inherent 
in each faith that guarantee peaceful co-existence” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164). There was work to 
be done to remedy the harm done by the religious narratives of violence that were commonly 
woven into sermons within Mosques and Churches during the times of active conflict (De Juan, 
Pierskalla, & Vüllers, 2015). In the aftermath of the conflict, it became clear that both groups, 
Christians and Muslims, lacked sufficient understanding about the other’s religion, which impeded 
the development of mutual respect. A council was formed as a way to provide “a forum for 
religious leaders to meet and discuss pressing socio-economic and political issues and to respond 
to any arising communal tensions” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164), and as a proactive way to build 
interfaith relationships and promote interfaith education. 

There are two main organizations recognized for their work toward interfaith peace 
building in the Maluku example. Tim 20 Wayame, or The Peace Team of Wayame, was comprised 
of people from the Village of Wayame, near Ambon City, and was extremely successful in 
engaging interreligious peacemaking during the violence that transpired in both 1999 and 2004 (Al 
Qurtuby, 2013). Manaputty, one of the founders of Tim 20 Wayame, described his relationship 
building work as employing a strategy of weaving a mat. His faith in the power of relationship 
building proved to be an effective way of generating a wide and resilient “web of peacemakers” 
(Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 358).

Provokator Perdamaian, or Peace Provocateurs, includes a coordinated group of 
Christians and Muslims representing a diverse range of ethnic, professional and socio-economic 
backgrounds. Provokator Perdamaian galvanized post conflict efforts toward reconciliation 
through “rebuilding social capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and 
community focus” (Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 350). The peace agreements didn’t stop the fighting, 
which is why a more intrinsic and grassroots change was pursued. The interfaith dialogue process 
was one, in particular, where all voices could be honored in the process of forging a common 

ground, from which a new and coordinated narrative could be crafted about the past, and new 
possibilities of a harmonized future could be forged (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006). 

Storytelling as Peacebuilding

 While storytelling is used to draw out a diversity of voices and perspectives on a given 
topic (Bell, 2010; Caromina & Luschen, 2014; Hooks, 1994; Kuyvenhoven, 2009; McEwan & 
Egan, 1995; Palmer, 1998; Solinger, Fox, & Irani, 2008), it is also used to find connections that 
underlie superficial diversities and to link “between past and future, between people and place, 
among people whose opinions diverge” (Cruikshank, 1998, p. 2). There are numerous ways to 
define storytelling, and many more treatises on how to operationalize it. Senehi (2009) offers a 
general definition of storytelling as “a universal way human beings deal with knowledge” (p. 203). 
She describes the process of telling and receiving stories as continually forming, reproducing, 
negotiating, resisting, and changing our view of the world (Senehi, 2009, p. 202). Similarly, 
Michel de Certeau (1984) portrays storytelling as authorizing, founding, and settling in place the 
way people experience and understand the world. These definitions indicate the important role 
stories play in shaping our understanding of the world, and contributing to our sense of what is 
possible within that world.

In Dialogic Civility in a Cynical Age: Community, Hope, and Interpersonal Relationships, 
Arnett and Arneson (1999) describe the goal of dialogue as providing a means to establish new 
relationships where a common story can be co-created by the whole community, which is of 
particular importance in communities that have been steeped in conflicting and competing 
narratives. Della Porta and LaFree (2012) acknowledge that trends of polarization and 
radicalization continue when violence-legitimizing narratives remain unchallenged. The 
storytelling that unfolds within the context of dialogue invites new story making, which has the 
potential to bridge the gap between groups and challenge the stories that underlie radicalized and 
polarized identities. The dialogue, in this case, serves as the vehicle for keeping transformative 
conversation in play. Based on their experience with interfaith dialogue in Indonesia, Lowry and 
Littlejohn (2006) reassure that, “as long as we keep dialogue active, we continue to learn, 
understand, and create a relationship of sustainable security” (p. 410).

Synthesis

 The public health prevention model offers an effective tool to make sense of the 
relationship between interfaith dialogue, de-radicalization, and the objective of preventing 
violence. This model was created as a disease and injury prevention framework, but its 
epidemiological framework has been found to be extremely applicable to violence prevention 
(Centers for Disease Control, 1992). Within this system, primary prevention focuses on education 
for change, and aligns with the Peacebuilding Approach to Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). 
Pressman (2009) has discovered concrete protective factors that assist the de-radicalization 
process at this stage. Secondary prevention is focused on decreasing risk, and relates to the 
Political Approach of Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). Pressman (2009) lists proven 
dis-engagement factors that can support the reduction of risk for radicalization. Tertiary prevention 
includes attempts to fix what is broken, and aligns with the Theological Approach to Interfaith 

future atrocities. The success of interfaith dialogue in Indonesia has spurred an international 
conversation about the promise this remedy offers as a peacemaking tool, as a means to exercise 
the constructive potential of contact theory, and as an active and humanitarian strategy to counter 
trends in radicalization. 

Buber (1958) shared a vision of learning to be with one another with empathy and 
compassion, despite whatever struggle we may be facing. This was exemplified in his distinction 
between an I-It model of engagement, compared with an I-Thou relationship, which serve as 
excellent predictors of success of interfaith dialogue. The I-It relationship describes what happens 
when we fail to acknowledge the complexity of others, when we treat others as objects of our 
discontent rather than the subjects of their own rich lives and experiences. Dialogue invites 
participants into the I-Thou relationship, where the other becomes a valued human, worthy of our 
curiosity about why they are who they are, and what beliefs and attitudes have shaped their 
experiences in our shared world (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006).

The research that has been done on radicalization and de-radicalization draws heavily from 
the literature of social movements (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). Perhaps more deliberate attention 
to the social movement of peacebuilding can provide us with new focus on interfaith dialogue, and 
the opportunity it presents for revised hindsight, enlivened insight, and accurate foresight in 
re-crafting the narratives of past, present and future. 
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Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). The following figure provides a prevention matrix that contextualizes 
how De-Radicalization and Interfaith Dialogue line up to meet common objectives.

 

Conclusion

In conclusion, this exploration situates interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in 
the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, and through the de-radicalization that occurs in 
dialogue’s deepened humanization of the “other,” dialogue can be an effective means to prevent 
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Abstract

In response to the history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there is a strong commitment 
from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and creatively 
address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take a strong 
stance against radicalization. One of the most effective tools used to work toward this end is 
interfaith dialogue. This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool in 
Indonesia, which has been effectively used to build counternarratives of ethno-religious identity. 
Storytelling, in the context of dialogue, operates as a peacebuilding process that forges common 
ground, and ultimately co-creates emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As 
such, storytelling creates an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost 
during conflict, and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. The conclusions 
situate interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, 
and as a possible means to prevent future atrocities. 

Keywords: interfaith dialogue, storytelling as peacebuilding, religious pluralism, 
de-radicalization, Indonesia

 

Introduction

Indonesia is home to the largest population of Muslims in the world, but rather than 
mimicking the trend toward extremist beliefs, Indonesian Islam remains overwhelmingly steeped 
in a longstanding tradition of religious pluralism and religious tolerance. The Indonesian 
constitution was written in 1945 to guarantee all Indonesians the right to worship according to the 
beliefs of Islam, Buddhism, Protestantism, Catholicism, Hinduism, and Confucianism. While this 
legacy has not been successful in deterring ethno-religious conflict, it nonetheless provides an 
excellent building block for interfaith peacebuilding. 

As a result of a long history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there are strong 
commitments from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and 
creatively address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take an 
effective stand against radicalization. One of the tools widely recognized as being effective in 
working toward these goals is interfaith dialogue.

This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool, and draws largely 
from the experiences in Indonesia, where it has been effectively used in religious schools and 
institutions, and as part of post conflict reconciliation processes. One of the goals of interfaith 
dialogue is to build appealing counternarratives that encourage acceptance of diverse stakeholder 
groups. Storytelling –– specifically the part of dialogue where stories are shared, heard, and 
re-crafted –– is examined as a peacebuilding process that forges common ground, and ultimately 
co-creates new/emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As such, storytelling is 
considered an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost during conflict, 
and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. 

Interfaith Dialogue

The United Nations General Assembly President recognized that, ‘‘promoting a true 
dialogue among civilizations and religions is perhaps the most important political instrument that we 
can use to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace and hope’’ (as quoted in Neufeldt, 2011, 
p. 344). With a mixture of support and suspicion, interfaith dialogue has gained currency as a viable 
strategy to address religious tensions, and as a means to rebuild communities that have become rifted 
along religious lines. In order to maximize the potential of interfaith dialogue, it is important to 
understand what is intended and entailed in an effective process. 

Neufeldt (2011) offers three broad approaches to Interfaith Dialogue, each of which serves a 
distinct purpose and works toward a deliberate end, with unique contributions to “personal, relational, 
and structural change” (p. 344). She distinguishes between Theological, Political and Peacebuilding 
approaches, with particular attention to their varying theories of change. In brief, theological interfaith 
dialogue intends to build understanding and mutual respect between individual actors of different 
faiths, whereas political interfaith dialogue is designed to educate each other, and through that 
education, legitimize and/or de-legitimize political actors and actions. The peacebuilding approach to 
interfaith dialogue, in contrast, is focused on transforming attitudes and perception of one another in 
service to the fulfillment of common goals, joint actions, and conflict resolution. 

Neufeldt (2011) recognizes that there is an absence of conclusive research on the influence 
and consequence of interfaith dialogue, and finds that this lack of depth in our understanding 
encourages unfounded judgments towards its religious actors, and can also minimize perceptions 
of overall success.

When interfaith dialogue fails, it reinforces arguments that religious-based actors have no 
bearing on peace processes and religion is more effective at mobilizing people for violence 
than for peace. When it succeeds, it is seen as a minor footnote to a major political peace 
process. (Neufeldt, 2011, p. 345)

The theory of change attributed to the peacebuilding method of interfaith dialogue, which 
is focused on the potential of transforming participants’ perspectives of the “other,” is reminiscent 
of intergroup contact theory, also known as the contact hypothesis, which stems from the discipline 
of psychology (Allport, 1962). The contact hypothesis has been widely regarded as “one of 
psychology’s most effective strategies for improving intergroup relations” (Dovidio, Gaertner & 
Kawakami, 2003, p. 5). Contact theory suggests that intergroup prejudice can be reduced when 
different group members have the opportunity to interact with one other.  In the absence of 
definitive findings about interfaith dialogue, the extensive study of contact theory provides a fair 
amount of both encouragement and caution. 

Intergroup contact theory is predicated on the idea that our dislike of the other, or hatred of 
the enemy, is based on inaccurate attribution of their character. The chance to meet someone who 
identifies with the “other,” or as an outgroup member, provides an opportunity to remedy or rectify 
those inaccuracies, and to find the humanity of that person/group despite their differences. While 
this makes great intuitive sense, deeper study has revealed that if the circumstances and support 
network shaping the contact are inadequate, the contact experience has the capacity to confirm a 
sense of dislike or hatred. 

Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2005) analyzed the research on contact theory to ascertain 
what the optimal circumstances and contexts for contact are. They were looking for concrete 
examples of what can increase the likelihood of transformed attitudes and perceptions, and as a 
result, increase social harmony. The majority of research on contact theory has been conducted in 
the United States, and with the specific focus on racial integration and acceptance. This scenario is 
only one of many scenarios that might benefit from contact, and may not have the intentions of 
social harmony that are typical in transformative interfaith dialogue. 

Like most social psychological work on prejudice…contact research has focused primarily 
on the problem of transforming White racism and, as a result, has often neglected the 
possibility that the lived experience of contact and desegregation may differ according to 
one’s race group membership and historical location within a social system. (Dixon, 
Durrheim & Tredoux, 2005, p. 708)

Using contact theory, which is understood through the lens of white prejudice, to 
understand other experiences of segregated or divided societies is problematic, although some of 
the learning from contact theory is helpful in orienting toward a constructive experience of 

engagement. Through their research on the limitations of contact theory, Dixon, Durrheim and 
Tredoux (2005) are able to pinpoint what is needed for contact to be constructive. Among many 
important directives, their list includes the need to meet with regularity and frequency, to maintain 
a balanced ratio of group members who have comparable status with one another, to offer a variety 
of social settings and situations, to monitor and manage any competition or destructive emotions 
between groups, and to emphasize the importance of the work participants are doing by engaging 
in contact.

These factors are easily applied to the peacebuilding process of interfaith dialogue, where 
there are similar standards of constructive contact, and pitfalls of destructive contact. Powers 
(2010) describes religious peacebuilding as including the beliefs, norms, and rituals that pertain to 
peacemaking, as well as a “range of actors, from religious institutions, faith-based voluntary 
organizations that are not formally part of a religious institution, and individuals and groups for 
whom religion is a significant motivation for their peacebuilding” (p. 361). Building on that 
understanding, Al Qurtuby (2013) describes interfaith dialogue as “a way of rebuilding social 
capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and community focus” (p. 
350).

De-Radicalization

The study of radicalization and de-radicalization has been undertaken by multiple 
disciplines, which means a diverse range of tools have been used for analysis and an equally varied 
range of insights have been garnered. Despite these variations, and the resulting difficulty of 
synthesizing a coherent understanding, the primary focus of radicalization research over the past 
15 years has been on terrorism, and specifically Islamic political violence. There has been little 
emphasis on other geographic and ideological areas, and even less consideration of the 
corresponding counterpoint of de-radicalization (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). How the topic is 
defined, however, remains consistent.

Radicalization may be understood as a process leading towards the increased use of 
political violence, while deradicalization, by contrast, implies reduction in the use of 
political violence. Taken together, the study of radicalization and de-radicalization is 
central to answering the question of how political violence emerges, how it can be 
prevented, and how it can be contained. (p. 5)

Della Porta and LaFree (2012) recognize that de-radicalization, like radicalization, depends 
largely on the “legitimacy the audience may bestow on, or withhold from transforming radical 
groups” (p. 8). This acknowledgement places the de-radicalization process firmly in the hands of 
community, and affirms the vital role of dialogue and other citizen-based efforts in the 
peacebuilding process. If a community is committed to harmonious co-existence, despite their 
differences, efforts toward radicalization will be more easily recognized as divisive, and a natural 
movement toward de-radicalization can evolve. Because of the historic pluralism in Indonesia, and 
the tolerant version of Islam that the majority of Muslims practice within Indonesia, a hopeful 
scenario for de-radicalization exists. 

Indonesian Example

Despite the fact that Indonesia has the largest Muslim population of any single country in 
the world, Indonesia has never had voter support to shift from a secular state to a religious one 
under Islamic law (Heiduk, 2012). Furthermore, while political scientists typically find a 
correlation between the regime type and Islamist political strategy, that relationship doesn’t hold 
up in the Indonesian example. When the country embraced Democracy in 1998, it opened up new 
opportunities for all kinds of freedoms.

The Indonesian example is unique in many ways. First and foremost, the religious 
pluralism that is an intrinsic part of Indonesian identity validates the possibility of harmonized 
co-existence, even if it requires a reach into the past for solid footing, and a stretch into the future 
for a shared vision of moving forward. Much of the literature on interfaith dialogue in Indonesia 
focuses on exemplary efforts that have transpired in the Malukus of Eastern Indonesia, more 
commonly known as the Spice Islands, where since 1999 there have been several eruptions of 
religious-based violence and several remarkable community responses that work toward 
reconciliation.   

The move toward interfaith dialogue in Maluku was described as “an attempt to raise 
awareness about the commonalities between the religions and to teach the positive values inherent 
in each faith that guarantee peaceful co-existence” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164). There was work to 
be done to remedy the harm done by the religious narratives of violence that were commonly 
woven into sermons within Mosques and Churches during the times of active conflict (De Juan, 
Pierskalla, & Vüllers, 2015). In the aftermath of the conflict, it became clear that both groups, 
Christians and Muslims, lacked sufficient understanding about the other’s religion, which impeded 
the development of mutual respect. A council was formed as a way to provide “a forum for 
religious leaders to meet and discuss pressing socio-economic and political issues and to respond 
to any arising communal tensions” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164), and as a proactive way to build 
interfaith relationships and promote interfaith education. 

There are two main organizations recognized for their work toward interfaith peace 
building in the Maluku example. Tim 20 Wayame, or The Peace Team of Wayame, was comprised 
of people from the Village of Wayame, near Ambon City, and was extremely successful in 
engaging interreligious peacemaking during the violence that transpired in both 1999 and 2004 (Al 
Qurtuby, 2013). Manaputty, one of the founders of Tim 20 Wayame, described his relationship 
building work as employing a strategy of weaving a mat. His faith in the power of relationship 
building proved to be an effective way of generating a wide and resilient “web of peacemakers” 
(Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 358).

Provokator Perdamaian, or Peace Provocateurs, includes a coordinated group of 
Christians and Muslims representing a diverse range of ethnic, professional and socio-economic 
backgrounds. Provokator Perdamaian galvanized post conflict efforts toward reconciliation 
through “rebuilding social capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and 
community focus” (Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 350). The peace agreements didn’t stop the fighting, 
which is why a more intrinsic and grassroots change was pursued. The interfaith dialogue process 
was one, in particular, where all voices could be honored in the process of forging a common 

ground, from which a new and coordinated narrative could be crafted about the past, and new 
possibilities of a harmonized future could be forged (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006). 

Storytelling as Peacebuilding

 While storytelling is used to draw out a diversity of voices and perspectives on a given 
topic (Bell, 2010; Caromina & Luschen, 2014; Hooks, 1994; Kuyvenhoven, 2009; McEwan & 
Egan, 1995; Palmer, 1998; Solinger, Fox, & Irani, 2008), it is also used to find connections that 
underlie superficial diversities and to link “between past and future, between people and place, 
among people whose opinions diverge” (Cruikshank, 1998, p. 2). There are numerous ways to 
define storytelling, and many more treatises on how to operationalize it. Senehi (2009) offers a 
general definition of storytelling as “a universal way human beings deal with knowledge” (p. 203). 
She describes the process of telling and receiving stories as continually forming, reproducing, 
negotiating, resisting, and changing our view of the world (Senehi, 2009, p. 202). Similarly, 
Michel de Certeau (1984) portrays storytelling as authorizing, founding, and settling in place the 
way people experience and understand the world. These definitions indicate the important role 
stories play in shaping our understanding of the world, and contributing to our sense of what is 
possible within that world.

In Dialogic Civility in a Cynical Age: Community, Hope, and Interpersonal Relationships, 
Arnett and Arneson (1999) describe the goal of dialogue as providing a means to establish new 
relationships where a common story can be co-created by the whole community, which is of 
particular importance in communities that have been steeped in conflicting and competing 
narratives. Della Porta and LaFree (2012) acknowledge that trends of polarization and 
radicalization continue when violence-legitimizing narratives remain unchallenged. The 
storytelling that unfolds within the context of dialogue invites new story making, which has the 
potential to bridge the gap between groups and challenge the stories that underlie radicalized and 
polarized identities. The dialogue, in this case, serves as the vehicle for keeping transformative 
conversation in play. Based on their experience with interfaith dialogue in Indonesia, Lowry and 
Littlejohn (2006) reassure that, “as long as we keep dialogue active, we continue to learn, 
understand, and create a relationship of sustainable security” (p. 410).

Synthesis

 The public health prevention model offers an effective tool to make sense of the 
relationship between interfaith dialogue, de-radicalization, and the objective of preventing 
violence. This model was created as a disease and injury prevention framework, but its 
epidemiological framework has been found to be extremely applicable to violence prevention 
(Centers for Disease Control, 1992). Within this system, primary prevention focuses on education 
for change, and aligns with the Peacebuilding Approach to Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). 
Pressman (2009) has discovered concrete protective factors that assist the de-radicalization 
process at this stage. Secondary prevention is focused on decreasing risk, and relates to the 
Political Approach of Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). Pressman (2009) lists proven 
dis-engagement factors that can support the reduction of risk for radicalization. Tertiary prevention 
includes attempts to fix what is broken, and aligns with the Theological Approach to Interfaith 

future atrocities. The success of interfaith dialogue in Indonesia has spurred an international 
conversation about the promise this remedy offers as a peacemaking tool, as a means to exercise 
the constructive potential of contact theory, and as an active and humanitarian strategy to counter 
trends in radicalization. 

Buber (1958) shared a vision of learning to be with one another with empathy and 
compassion, despite whatever struggle we may be facing. This was exemplified in his distinction 
between an I-It model of engagement, compared with an I-Thou relationship, which serve as 
excellent predictors of success of interfaith dialogue. The I-It relationship describes what happens 
when we fail to acknowledge the complexity of others, when we treat others as objects of our 
discontent rather than the subjects of their own rich lives and experiences. Dialogue invites 
participants into the I-Thou relationship, where the other becomes a valued human, worthy of our 
curiosity about why they are who they are, and what beliefs and attitudes have shaped their 
experiences in our shared world (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006).

The research that has been done on radicalization and de-radicalization draws heavily from 
the literature of social movements (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). Perhaps more deliberate attention 
to the social movement of peacebuilding can provide us with new focus on interfaith dialogue, and 
the opportunity it presents for revised hindsight, enlivened insight, and accurate foresight in 
re-crafting the narratives of past, present and future. 
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Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). The following figure provides a prevention matrix that contextualizes 
how De-Radicalization and Interfaith Dialogue line up to meet common objectives.

 

Conclusion

In conclusion, this exploration situates interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in 
the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, and through the de-radicalization that occurs in 
dialogue’s deepened humanization of the “other,” dialogue can be an effective means to prevent 
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Abstract

Violent activities of extremist groups like ISIS, Al Shabab and Boko Haram are at the center of 
contemporary threat to global peace and religious harmony. They put Christian populations under 
tension. These activities help to sustain the impression that Islam is a violent religion especially 
against Christianity. Erroneous as this image is, it is difficult to erase it from the minds of many 
Christians and even moderate Muslims especially those that have been victims of religiously 
instigated violence. This paper seeks to identify enduring and shared values of both religions such 
as charity and love of neighbor at the heart of a shared humanity accepted and propagated by both 
religions. It is argued therefore that projected as core values of both religions, inter-religious 
dialogue and harmony are achievable in the interest of global peace and stability.

Keywords: Christianity, Islam, religious harmony, shared values

Introduction

At the heart of Islam and Christianity is the reality of one Great God, all powerful ‘father’, 
Omniscience, Omnipresent; one God that is absolute, infinite and merciful; greater than all 
mankind can imagine. To acknowledge and give credence to this greatness is expected of God's 
creation of which humankind is the highest expression of that creativity involving God himself as 
proclaimed by the Holy Bible: ‘’man is made in the image and likeness of the creator’’ (Genesis 
1:14).  This is the source of human divinity with all the powers, knowledge and wisdom above 
other creatures to be used to oversee the rest of creation.
 This shared unity in the acknowledgement of the One True God permeates all religions, the 
plurality of which does not diminish the supremacy of God the ‘Father’.  In this lies the essence of 
religion as a transcendent relationship between man and God; the unseen power with control over 
man's destiny deserving obedience, reverence and worship (Ikenga-Metuh, 1992). Man, thus owes 
total submission and absolute obedience to God. In an attempt to observe these elements of 
responsibility to God, man had inadvertently often reached beyond limit to again erroneously 
assume control of others by deciding on the basis of ‘monopoly of truth’ in relation to any issue. It 
is here that religious bigotry and spiritual arrogance erupt and find expression as key causes of 
conflicts and disharmony (Ikenga - Metuh, 1992). The grand illusion is that some religionists 
claim to have the prerogative to uphold the divine truth while others have limited knowledge of 
God's revelation.  Put differently, enforcement of the supreme will of God is their responsibility 
even when they have scant understanding of that will.
 The pernicious presumption of knowing the position of the One God on all issues by 
extremists is at the root of inter-faith disruptions and the concomitant upheavals being witnessed 
around the world. The central premise of Islam and Christianity is embedded in the Golden Rule. 
It is privileged as a salient religious value from which all other morally sound values that uphold 
the divinity of mankind derives. While it is accepted universally that religious values are relative 
and never absolute, the end of those values are absolute; the preservation and protection of the 
human divinity. Islam and Christianity teach appreciation of values in a progressive manner and 
are seen as basic principles of daily existence and are in complete harmony. This harmonious unity 
is derived from the Golden Rule that radiates values of justice, mercy, compassion, love, and 
includes virtues of beneficence, charity, truthfulness, trustworthiness, courtesy, self- sacrifice, the 
defense of others and piety (Effendi, 1980).
 Overlooking these shared values or an extreme interpretation of these has led to extremism 
or fanaticism creating inter- and intra- religious upheavals seen around the world. The Middle East 
demonstrates an exemplar of this extremism with several intolerant or very hostile groups even 
within Islam. Other parts of the world have witnessed similar violent uprisings such as the case of 
Boko Haram in Nigeria that evolved from the Maitatsine riots of the 1980s to the Kafanchan 
religious violence in Kaduna in 1987 (Bako, 1992; Genyi, 2016). Again, in the 2000s had arisen 
series of clashes between adherents of the two religions on the implementation of Sharia law in 
northern states in Nigeria. The Arab World has and remains the hot bed of religious extremism that 
seems to endanger other religions in Syria, Iraq and Iran. The presence of Al Qaeda, ISIL in 
Afghanistan and Syria, and Al Qaeda in Yemen tell the extremist story more loudly. Somalia and 

Kenya have had a fair share of this extremism through the activities of Al Shabab (Genyi, 2016). 
September 11, 2001 appears to have heralded their reach of religious hatred to all parts of the 
world when the USA played host to Al Qaeda led attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade 
Center.
 These exemplars of religious intolerance have overshadowed the possibility of religious 
harmony in an overarching religiously plural world. The extent of this global religious diversity 
suggests that it cannot be eliminated. What is reasonable is to live with it in the best possible way. 
One way to do so is to identify shared values that have endured centuries of religious practices by 
Islam and Christianity, two of the world’s dominant religions. It is argued here that the shared 
values of charity and love, the cornerstone of the Golden Rule offers the pragmatic platform for 
interfaith dialogue for religious harmony for enhanced peace and stability on a global scale.

Value as a Concept in Religion

It is pertinent to explore the meaning of value in order to come to a clear perspective on the 
relevance and impact of the concept in a religious context. Value is indisputably a complex 
concept in terms of its relativity and a shy away from absoluteness (Mazrui, 2005). Values are 
simply rules by which we make decisions about right or wrong, should and shouldn't, good or bad. 
These decisions on the basis of values inform us about which is ‘’more or less important, which is 
useful, when we have to’’ (Mazrui, 2005) trade off meeting one value over another. Put broadly, 
values can be taken as beliefs of a person or social group in which they have an emotional 
investment in favor of or against something. To the extent of perceiving values as the basis of 
decisions and belief, Inlow (1956) conceives values as 'the determiners in man that influence his 
choices in life and that thus decide his behavior'.  Human behavior is therefore entirely shaped by 
a value system well often informed by life experiences, which in turn constitutes general guides to 
behavior (Raths, Harmin and Simon (1966). Informed human experiences therefore influence 
preferences in life which suggest that value in itself is a tendency to prefer (Rogers, 1969). These 
conceptions are utilitarian in nature (Manus, 1992). In making choices, human beings tend to be 
rational in considering the utility of a given activity or thing. In a functional sense, Kluckhohn 
(1961) has noted that ‘’a value is a selective orientation toward experience, implying deep 
commitment or repudiation, which influence the ordering of choices between possible alternatives 
in action.’’ From a religious perspective, values are hierarchically stratified and dichotomized 
between material and spiritual existence. The latter is considered superior and the former to be 
absolutely subordinated to the latter at all given times. Spiritual values are designed to assist 
human beings in attaining the ultimate aim in creation. Religious authorities therefore believe that 
given the primacy of this ultimate goal of unity with the spiritual order of reality, religious values 
must be considered superior to natural values (Manus, 1992, p.41).
 Values are central in religion and constitute the cornerstone of any. They shape and guide 
behavior of adherents. They constitute things that are considered important and order preferences 
shared among members of a given social group at any given time or the other in favor of other 
things. In all religions, values deal with what is good and bad, normal and abnormal or appropriate 
and unacceptable. Muslims and Christians hold tenaciously to values considered absolute and 
superior and hence must be adhered to and protected at all times in all circumstances. Their 

observance reflects the true attitude of a believer in any of the faith. The absoluteness of these 
values constitutes inviolable beliefs in both religions. Justice, love and the divinity of humanity are 
some of these absolute values. These values are viewed as the means for the attainment of higher 
goals such as eternal bliss (Riukas, n.d). Strict observance of religious values is a necessary 
condition for the realization of eternal happiness promised by Christianity and Islam.

Shared Values in Islam and Christianity

A shared value is a notion that attempts to establish commonality of beliefs and preferences 
among the adherents of the world's most dominant religions. The idea of a commonality in values 
goes to the logical connectivity in the power of similarities which support likely behavior. This 
may be contagious and tend to reduce tension and anxiety that would likely result in adverse and 
harmful conduct against members of another group.
 The belief in one supreme God the ‘Father’ creates a source of flow of shared values. For 
Christians, the Decalogue (ten commandments) points to two forms of behavior primed to appeal 
to God through love of Him and love of one another; all made in his image and likeness. The first 
three commandments of God address the servant - God relationship that upholds the supremacy of 
God the ‘Father’.  This supremacy detests any form of behavior or activity that undermines God in 
any way possible.  Christians are told in no ambiguous terms about the place of God in their entire 
life.  Exodus 20:1-6 states that "I am the Lord your God … you shall have no other gods before 
me…. You shall not bow down to them nor serve them… you shall not take the name of the Lord 
your God in vain." These commandments have established the supremacy of God and will not 
accept attempts to have rivals likely; even inappropriate use of His name is strongly forbidden. To 
worship him alone is the only prescribed activity to the extent of setting aside a full day for that 
purpose in honor of Him.
 Similarly, Islam upholds Allah in Surah: 1a, as ‘’Beneficent’’, ‘’Merciful’’, ‘’Lord of the 
Worlds’’, ‘’Owner of the Day of Judgment’’ and one who points to ‘’the straight path’’, and shows 
favor or anger. To further demonstrates the supremacy of Allah, Surah 5:18 states that "Allah is the 
sovereignty of the heavens and the earth and all that is between them."   Saleeb and Geslen (2011) 
have recollected the supremacy of Allah as an absolute, independent, unique and sovereign, and 
hold that:

He is the first and the last.  He is unique, and nothing resembles Him in any respect. He is 
One and the One. He is self-sustained and does not need anything, but everything needs 
Him… He is the Willer of existing things and the things that will exist, and nothing 
happens apart from his will. He is the knower of all that can be known. His knowledge 
encompasses the whole universe that he has created, and he alone sustains. God is 
completely sovereign over all creation. (p. 41)

 This powerful, all-encompassing picture of Allah without any equivocation depicts 
humans as finite inconsequential beings totally incapable of doing anything worthy for God 
especially to the extent of adding anything for or seeking to protect God's interest in any form. This 
means that the use of violence by extremists to protect Allah's name or so-called interest is 
unnecessary. If the entire humanity depends on God for survival, then it is rather absurd that a 
helpless humanity would turn against itself in defense of God! For both Christians and Muslims, 

the supremacy of God’s belief as a value should humble adherents of the two religions to learn to 
be submissive to the will of the creator and appreciate their common divinity in a harmonious and 
peaceful co-existence.
 Another basis of an interfaith accord between Muslims and Christians is the Golden Rule. 
The Golden Rule is sharply at point as a shared value. It further radiates other values as justice, 
mercy, compassion and love (Buck, 2013). By upholding virtues such as truthfulness or, 
trustworthiness as elements of integrity, it underscores the essential quality of interpersonal 
relations in a mutually reinforcing manner. The Golden Rule is ultimately taken as a fundamental 
shared value. In Christendom, the Golden Rule is a summation of the latter six pieces of the 
Decalogue. "You shall not murder, commit adultery, steal, bear false witness against your 
neighbor, covet your neighbor’s house, wife, male servant, female servant, ox, donkey… anything 
that is your neighbor (Exodus 20:13-17) invoke the feeling of doing unto others what you would 
love them to do unto you. This is the Golden Rule widely accepted and preached to all adherents 
as the basis of the entire summation of one’s religious life. This underscores the peaceful, cordial 
and harmless relations with one another in deference to God. The common tenet in faith traditions, 
least Islam and Christianity, is that "we should treat others as we would have them treat us" (Buck, 
2013, p.3). As a shared value, religious adherents would take from it a capacity of service for the 
common good. Religious leaders would therefore find in its invocation fulfilling a standard of 
mutual and reciprocal care. The Rule is neutral without distinction among humanity. The 
reciprocal care is devoid of relativity of faith.  Muslims would not fail to treat Christians with 
respect and love because they are not Muslims and vice versa. The common denominator in the 
Golden Rule philosophy is humanity accepted by both religions as divine.
 The holy books of the Bible and Quran are abounding with exhortations in respect of the 
Golden Rule. For instance, in Matthew 7:12, Jesus Christ affirms: "therefore, whatever you want 
men to do to you, do also to them, for this is the Law and the prophets." Also, Matthew 22:39 
clearly underscores the importance of love: "thou shall love your neighbor as yourself; on these 
two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”
 In a similar way, renowned Islamic leaders have invoked this rule copiously. Sahih Muslim 
Mohammad states that "whoever wishes to be delivered from the fire and enter the garden should 
die with faith in Allah… and should treat the people as he wishes to be treated by them." Also, 
An-Nawawi states that "None of you (truly) believes until he wishes for his brother what he wishes 
for himself." The law of reciprocity is the bedrock of interpersonal relation lubricated by faith 
through respect for God. It is in humans that we find opportunities for attesting to our belief in God 
through acts of love for one another.
 Discussions about shared values point to the ultimate goal of achieving harmony between 
the Christian and Muslim communities around the world. Put differently, the absence of peace 
between adherents of these faiths hurts the world as it affects every progress towards a prosperous 
society. But peace is founded instrumentally on love and justice; surprisingly both Islam and 
Christianity invoke peace as an essential ingredient in their dogma (Manus, 1992).
 The epitomic place of love in Christianity reveals the contradiction among early Christians 
between authentic worship of God and mistreatment of others. In this practice was a violation of 
the principle of justice and fairness. Justice is seen as "a moral virtue that consists in the constant 

and firm will to give one’s due to God and neighbor" (Catechism of the Catholic Church). To God, 
the Catechism of the Catholic Church calls justice "virtue of Religion." Justice toward men 
disposes one to respect the right of everyone and "to establish in human relationships the harmony 
that promotes equity with regards to persons and to the common good." To be just means one has 
to be habitually right in thinking and acts that are upright towards one’s neighbor. Love and justice 
thus flow together and especially acts that clearly favor others in an impartial manner seal the 
synergy. Christian love is true reflection of sacrifice of oneself in love of God for humanity that 
Jesus exemplified. Adherents of Christianity are enjoined to express their faith in volitional, 
respectful and unconditional love for God with one another as Paul records in 1Corinthians 10:24 
(Kunkle, n.d). Paul notes: "Be imitators of God as beloved children and live in love as Christ loved 
us and gave himself up for us."  In practicalizing this, it is expected to permeate all social platforms 
of interaction including friendship, marriage and family. Love of God is expressed in human 
response to God's love through the love of neighbor.
 Christian teaching portrays love of neighbor irrespective of religion or tribe or race or any 
other form of identity. Indeed, one is taught to care for one’s enemies through charitable acts of 
prayer and to refrain from revenge. This principle is elaborated thus:

If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you?  Even 'sinners' love those who 
love them. And if you do good to those who are good to you, what credit is that to you? 
Even 'sinners' do that. And if you lend to those from whom you expect repayment, what 
credit is that to you? Even 'sinners' lend to 'sinners', expecting to be repaid in full. But love 
your enemies, do good to them, and lend to them without expecting to get anything back. 
Then your reward will be great, and you will be sons of the Most High, because He is kind 
to the ungrateful and wicked. Be merciful and just as your father is merciful. (Luke 6: 32 – 
36)

These tendencies are to enhance peace and had been clearly reinforced by the strong admonition 
to refrain from revenge. Christ condemned the principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth 
(Matthew 5:38-41). Paul exhorts the Romans to bless those who persecute them and never pay evil 
for evil. To live peaceably he advices: 

Beloved, never revenge yourselves, but leave room for the wrath of God; for it is written, 
vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord.  No, If your enemies are hungry, feed them; 
if they are thirsty, give them something to drink; for by doing this you will heap burning 
coals on their heads. Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good. (Romans 
12:18-21)

 These teachings sought to eliminate violence as an alternative form of behavior in the 
interest of peace through love and justice. To furnish the acts of love, charity, through generous 
sharing with the needy, is taught by Christianity as a very high virtue.  Christians are enjoined to 
share their wealth with the poor to check the vices of greed, covetousness, pride and gluttony.  
Luke 6:38 urges Christians: "give and it will be given to you." Rich people like Zachaeus heeded 
the teaching on wealth sharing and redistributed his riches with the poor (Luke 19:8-10). Jesus 
urged the Christian community to be generous and charitable with their resources, time, talent and 
treasure to the benefit of the poor, sick, prisoners and indeed the needy (Matthew 25:7). Christ 

invited the generous and charitable and said unto them:

Come, you that are blessed by my father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you… I was 
hungry, and you gave me food, I was thirsty, and you gave something to drink, I was a 
stranger and you welcomed me, I was naked, and you gave me clothing, I was sick, and you 
took care of me…. (Matthew 25:34)

 These acts of generosity and charity are at the very heart of Christianity and by extension 
Islamic practice. These acts demonstrate in no uncertain terms worship and love of God expressed 
through love of the needy and poor fellow human beings. In these acts, love and justice are 
activated for the sake of peace. These acts know no religion or tribe or race.
 In Islam, a true Muslim is required to believe in the one God, Angels, the Prophets, the 
Scripture and the Day of Judgment (Nazeer, 2000). These beliefs have to be translated into actions 
of faith, indicative of religious practice. The most important Islamic social values are articulated 
in the Quran and reinforced by the life-style of the Prophet. In Medina where the first Muslim 
community was founded, it was characterized by an affirmation of human dignity and social 
justice (Kunkle, n.d). All Islamic values have therefore been derived from the Quran, the personal 
examples of the Prophet and the writings that followed his teaching. The Hadiths are a 
compendium of the Prophets personal examples and the Sunnah, the Muslim way of life. In these 
documents including the Quran are found fundamental issues of social justice. The whole essence 
is to bring the individual closer to God by creating a just society.
 Justice is the cornerstone of Islamic faith. It informs Islamic theology and social values. 
The Quran affirms that justice is a command from God (16:90, 5:8). It enjoins believers to adhere 
to what is just and kind and forbidding that which is unjust (72:15, 60:8). Justice is expected to 
permeate all actions, speech and thoughts of Muslims. For example, "when you speak, speak with 
justice, even if it is against someone close, to you… (6:152). The practice of justice is not restricted 
to familiar persons and must be extended to strangers as well. This form of justice is laced with the 
principle of equality as a basis for peace. The Quran asserts that the only basis for differentiation 
is piety (Taqwa) or righteousness (Birr). It states:

O mankind! We created you from a single (pair) of male and a female, and made you into 
nations and tribes, that ye may know each other (not that ye may despise (each other). 
Verily the most honored in the sight of Allah is (who is) the most righteous of you… 
(49:13)

 Verses like these from the Holy Quran demonstrate shared historical similarities between 
Christianity and Islam with a common root in the faith of Abraham and Isaac. In this sense both 
religions "tend to be universalistic in their outlook’’ (Blankenhorn, 2009, p.1).
 This universalism takes bearing from the five pillars of Islam: The Creed (Shahada); 
Prayer (Salat), Almsgiving (Zakat), Ramadan: Fast (Sawm) and Pilgrimage (Hajj) (Ritcher, 2001). 
At the apex of these pillars is God while the individual is at the base linked inextricably through 
these pillars that are manifested in the activities of the individual within the social setting of the 
community. Without activating these pillars in concrete actions to be felt by the community, the 
individual would have no vital link with God.  Hence of the five pillars only the Shahada can be 

accomplished alone, the profession of faith (Kunkle, n.d). The other pillars are accomplished only 
by the participation in community life. The community is instituted by God to serve as a true 
example of fraternity and social justice (2:143). This does not confer superiority but rather a 
commonality of shared humanity. All believers are "brothers in religion and must not oppress one 
another, nor abandon assisting each other, nor hold one another in contempt." This Hadith 
teaching intones that the seat of righteousness is the heart which the righteous does not 
discriminate nor demean a fellow Muslim.
 The Golden Rule is found elaborately expressed in Islam underscoring fraternity and care 
for one another. The Prophet had said "No man is a believer until he wishes for his brother that 
which he wishes for himself" (Hadith No. 12). The Prophet affirmed this by asserting that the most 
important aspect of faith (Imam) in addition to worshipping God is "To do unto all men as you 
would wish to have done unto you, and to reject for others what you would reject for yourself 
(Hadith No. 12).
 The Prophet's teaching reflected great compassion as an ideal way of pursuing social 
justice. The needs of the weak and the poor were to be taken care of. The Prophet taught that "He 
who helps his fellow creature in the hour of need, and he who helps the oppressed, him will God 
help in the Day of Travail." The Prophet identified compassionate acts as the most excellent form 
of behavior before the creator. He stated that: 

To gladden the heart of a human being; to feed the hungry, to help the afflicted, to 
lighten the sorrow of the sorrowful, and to remove the wrongs of the injured. Feed 
the hungry and visit the sick, and free the captive if he is unjustly confined, assist 
any person oppressed … whether Muslim or non-Muslim.

 These compassionate acts are further simplified in the third pillar of Islam - compulsory 
charity - almsgiving (Zakat). It is not just recommended, it is required of every financially stable 
Muslim. Zakat is viewed as "compulsory charity."  It is an obligation for those who have received 
their wealth from God to respond to those members of the community in need (Mufti, 2006, p.1). 
Zakat is designed to meet the needs of the poor and is also a means to cleanse the Muslim of greed 
and selfishness while exacting the equitable distribution of goods to the entire community. It is 
intended to bring unity and betterment to the society as a whole (Caner & Caner, 2001, p.123-124).
 Shared community life is the hallmark of both Christianity and Islam. The value is 
gainfully and widely disaggregated into socially justified acts of love that emphasize compassion 
for the less privileged. Both the Quran and the Bible have ample theological and scriptural 
recommendations amplified by the personal examples of the Prophet and Christ.

Tolerance: Means for Interreligious Dialogue, Harmony and Peace

 Sufficient evidence has been established so far about the shared values of Islam and 
Christianity. Muslims and Christians exhorted by Holy Scripture are obliged to activate religious 
faith through community engagement in demonstrating worship and love for God through acts of 
human kindness. On charity, fraternity, social justice and love of neighbor, Christians and 
Muslims all agree. In broader terms, the two religions are in agreement on the oneness of God, 
Prophecy, Sacred Scripture and much of sacred history. On ethical norms too are shared agreement 

on the sanctity of life, humane treatment of others, honesty in all human dealings, kindness 
towards a neighbor and application of justice (Pell, 2006; Nasr, 2004,).
 Despite the permeation of these common values, adherents of the two religions have had 
cause to rise against each other. In the cause of history, violent outburst has characterized 
Muslim-Christian relationship. With higher and widespread level of education, easy access to 
information, courtesy of technology, rather than enhance inter-religious harmony, the 21st Century 
has witnessed more intra- and inter- religious schisms resulting in open expression of violence. 
From Iraq to Syria, Yemen and Afghanistan, intra-religious schisms have dominated world 
headlines. ISIL and Al Qaeda in the Middle East, Al Shabaab in the horn of Africa and Boko 
Haram in Nigeria have taken to violence to establish or enforce their own presumed version of 
Islamic values considered 'pure'. In Nigeria since 2001, when Sharia law was introduced in 
selected states in the North, both Muslims and Christians have violently clashed on different 
occasions. The cities of Kaduna, Kano, Bauchi and Jos have played host to several occasions of 
carnage. The lynching of Christians for blasphemy occurred in Kano, Gusau and Abuja in 2016. 
These and many more instances are sufficient evidence of inter-religious disharmony being 
experienced in other parts of the world.
 The failure of the impact of shared values on adherents of both religions, particularly, the 
failure to work together through dialogue for harmony and peace is partly due to how often 
believers of the faiths are blind, arrogant and narrow in their thinking and worldview 
(Blankenhorn, n.d). Practitioners of these religions have often demonstrated ignorance of the very 
tenets of their faith. This has the tendency to lead to contemporary extremism or fanaticism of the 
kind being witnessed around the world.  This may seem that we may be notoriously religious but 
less pious. For instance, Nigerians have been ranked as highly religious, but inter-religious fracas 
have continued to occur in the country.
 Closely related to lack of understanding is the effect of misinterpretation of Holy Scripture. 
Kenny (1992) notes that there is a significant number of passages in Holy Scriptures that are both 
hostile and unfriendly to other religions. The misinterpretation of these by teachers and adherents 
creates tension and may result in violence hurting any form of harmony between Christianity and 
Islam. Dialogue is at issue here when creating a consensus on grey areas in both religions. But 
dialogue is not possible without religious liberty to stimulate engagement. It is only in an 
atmosphere of freedom that meaningful discussions can flow towards a desirable consensus. This 
further requires utmost caution in proselytizing and the need to emphasize more on the areas of 
similarities between the two religions. Far more important is for religious leaders to demonstrate 
vigilance in identifying excesses and refrain from abuse of religious power and its misuse.
 Accomplishment of these tasks depends on the level of tolerance to be exercised or 
observed by adherents of both religions. Islam for instance evokes its teaching as part of a peace 
package. Quran 2:30 requires that man should maintain peace with Allah, his creator and sustainer, 
fellow men as well as other creatures he comes in contact with.  This is presented as the core 
responsibility of man. This duty is essential within the context of religious pluralism that must be 
embraced within the belief in the fundamentality of humanity. Differentiation in humanity and 
religion is God's creation and was designed to promote the virtue of tolerance. The Quran (2:213) 
draws out this pluralism when it states that God sent off different Prophets to different people at 

different times to teach the same truth of the Oneness of God. Diversity must be tolerated because 
it is at the heart of achieving harmonious community life. The Quran states:

Had God willed, He would have made you into one community; but (it was His 
will) to test you in what He gave you. So, compete with each other in doing good 
works. To God you are all returning, and He will inform you about how you 
differed. (5:48)

 As noted succinctly by Sachedina (2001), religious pluralism is a prerequisite for a 
peaceful accommodation of differences in the individual and the communal sense of the highest 
good. Rejection of pluralism is challenging the wisdom of the Almighty God in promoting 
tolerance. The notion of tolerance is therefore ineluctable in managing diversity and promoting 
and preserving pluralism. Muslims are encouraged to interact respectfully and gently with 
non-Muslims through dialogue on religion. This is possible only in the activation of tolerance.

Conclusion

Islam and Christianity, two of the world's dominant religions have enduring and shared 
values rooted in their fundamental dogmatics and principles. These values are relative and 
progressive in nature. They are divine in origin and are in complete harmony. Christianity and 
Islam subscribe to a one God, Prophecy, sacred history and basic ethical standards of sanctity of 
life, compassionate treatment of others and the application of justice for the sake of love of God. 

These teachings are summed up in the Golden Rule as the basis for sharing the same 
values. The Golden Rule acknowledges our human divinity and diversity which is impossible to 
eliminate. To live with it and achieve peace and harmony, religious leaders must develop 
concerted efforts to reorient adherents on the essence of tolerance to achieve religious liberty that 
would enhance meaningful dialogue. Both adherents need to increase the tempo and avenues of 
interaction to promote understanding and check misinterpretation of religious passages. 

It is this abuse of interpretation and wrongful exercise of religious power that is expanding 
the arena for fanaticism and bigotry. Growing economic inequality is raising a pool of religious 
entrepreneurs hence the commercialization of religious movements is fanning schism and 
intolerance globally. 

Political and religious leaders must step back and reflect creatively on our common 
humanity in the midst of its pluralism and divinity in relation to the universality of the Golden Rule 
as a fundamental shared value for the realization of religious harmony through dialogue. Human 
understanding of the truth may never be perfect and disagreement on values should be treated with 
restraint by being open to other views.
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Abstract

In response to the history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there is a strong commitment 
from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and creatively 
address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take a strong 
stance against radicalization. One of the most effective tools used to work toward this end is 
interfaith dialogue. This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool in 
Indonesia, which has been effectively used to build counternarratives of ethno-religious identity. 
Storytelling, in the context of dialogue, operates as a peacebuilding process that forges common 
ground, and ultimately co-creates emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As 
such, storytelling creates an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost 
during conflict, and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. The conclusions 
situate interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, 
and as a possible means to prevent future atrocities. 

Keywords: interfaith dialogue, storytelling as peacebuilding, religious pluralism, 
de-radicalization, Indonesia

 

Introduction

Indonesia is home to the largest population of Muslims in the world, but rather than 
mimicking the trend toward extremist beliefs, Indonesian Islam remains overwhelmingly steeped 
in a longstanding tradition of religious pluralism and religious tolerance. The Indonesian 
constitution was written in 1945 to guarantee all Indonesians the right to worship according to the 
beliefs of Islam, Buddhism, Protestantism, Catholicism, Hinduism, and Confucianism. While this 
legacy has not been successful in deterring ethno-religious conflict, it nonetheless provides an 
excellent building block for interfaith peacebuilding. 

As a result of a long history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there are strong 
commitments from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and 
creatively address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take an 
effective stand against radicalization. One of the tools widely recognized as being effective in 
working toward these goals is interfaith dialogue.

This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool, and draws largely 
from the experiences in Indonesia, where it has been effectively used in religious schools and 
institutions, and as part of post conflict reconciliation processes. One of the goals of interfaith 
dialogue is to build appealing counternarratives that encourage acceptance of diverse stakeholder 
groups. Storytelling –– specifically the part of dialogue where stories are shared, heard, and 
re-crafted –– is examined as a peacebuilding process that forges common ground, and ultimately 
co-creates new/emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As such, storytelling is 
considered an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost during conflict, 
and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. 

Interfaith Dialogue

The United Nations General Assembly President recognized that, ‘‘promoting a true 
dialogue among civilizations and religions is perhaps the most important political instrument that we 
can use to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace and hope’’ (as quoted in Neufeldt, 2011, 
p. 344). With a mixture of support and suspicion, interfaith dialogue has gained currency as a viable 
strategy to address religious tensions, and as a means to rebuild communities that have become rifted 
along religious lines. In order to maximize the potential of interfaith dialogue, it is important to 
understand what is intended and entailed in an effective process. 

Neufeldt (2011) offers three broad approaches to Interfaith Dialogue, each of which serves a 
distinct purpose and works toward a deliberate end, with unique contributions to “personal, relational, 
and structural change” (p. 344). She distinguishes between Theological, Political and Peacebuilding 
approaches, with particular attention to their varying theories of change. In brief, theological interfaith 
dialogue intends to build understanding and mutual respect between individual actors of different 
faiths, whereas political interfaith dialogue is designed to educate each other, and through that 
education, legitimize and/or de-legitimize political actors and actions. The peacebuilding approach to 
interfaith dialogue, in contrast, is focused on transforming attitudes and perception of one another in 
service to the fulfillment of common goals, joint actions, and conflict resolution. 

Neufeldt (2011) recognizes that there is an absence of conclusive research on the influence 
and consequence of interfaith dialogue, and finds that this lack of depth in our understanding 
encourages unfounded judgments towards its religious actors, and can also minimize perceptions 
of overall success.

When interfaith dialogue fails, it reinforces arguments that religious-based actors have no 
bearing on peace processes and religion is more effective at mobilizing people for violence 
than for peace. When it succeeds, it is seen as a minor footnote to a major political peace 
process. (Neufeldt, 2011, p. 345)

The theory of change attributed to the peacebuilding method of interfaith dialogue, which 
is focused on the potential of transforming participants’ perspectives of the “other,” is reminiscent 
of intergroup contact theory, also known as the contact hypothesis, which stems from the discipline 
of psychology (Allport, 1962). The contact hypothesis has been widely regarded as “one of 
psychology’s most effective strategies for improving intergroup relations” (Dovidio, Gaertner & 
Kawakami, 2003, p. 5). Contact theory suggests that intergroup prejudice can be reduced when 
different group members have the opportunity to interact with one other.  In the absence of 
definitive findings about interfaith dialogue, the extensive study of contact theory provides a fair 
amount of both encouragement and caution. 

Intergroup contact theory is predicated on the idea that our dislike of the other, or hatred of 
the enemy, is based on inaccurate attribution of their character. The chance to meet someone who 
identifies with the “other,” or as an outgroup member, provides an opportunity to remedy or rectify 
those inaccuracies, and to find the humanity of that person/group despite their differences. While 
this makes great intuitive sense, deeper study has revealed that if the circumstances and support 
network shaping the contact are inadequate, the contact experience has the capacity to confirm a 
sense of dislike or hatred. 

Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2005) analyzed the research on contact theory to ascertain 
what the optimal circumstances and contexts for contact are. They were looking for concrete 
examples of what can increase the likelihood of transformed attitudes and perceptions, and as a 
result, increase social harmony. The majority of research on contact theory has been conducted in 
the United States, and with the specific focus on racial integration and acceptance. This scenario is 
only one of many scenarios that might benefit from contact, and may not have the intentions of 
social harmony that are typical in transformative interfaith dialogue. 

Like most social psychological work on prejudice…contact research has focused primarily 
on the problem of transforming White racism and, as a result, has often neglected the 
possibility that the lived experience of contact and desegregation may differ according to 
one’s race group membership and historical location within a social system. (Dixon, 
Durrheim & Tredoux, 2005, p. 708)

Using contact theory, which is understood through the lens of white prejudice, to 
understand other experiences of segregated or divided societies is problematic, although some of 
the learning from contact theory is helpful in orienting toward a constructive experience of 

engagement. Through their research on the limitations of contact theory, Dixon, Durrheim and 
Tredoux (2005) are able to pinpoint what is needed for contact to be constructive. Among many 
important directives, their list includes the need to meet with regularity and frequency, to maintain 
a balanced ratio of group members who have comparable status with one another, to offer a variety 
of social settings and situations, to monitor and manage any competition or destructive emotions 
between groups, and to emphasize the importance of the work participants are doing by engaging 
in contact.

These factors are easily applied to the peacebuilding process of interfaith dialogue, where 
there are similar standards of constructive contact, and pitfalls of destructive contact. Powers 
(2010) describes religious peacebuilding as including the beliefs, norms, and rituals that pertain to 
peacemaking, as well as a “range of actors, from religious institutions, faith-based voluntary 
organizations that are not formally part of a religious institution, and individuals and groups for 
whom religion is a significant motivation for their peacebuilding” (p. 361). Building on that 
understanding, Al Qurtuby (2013) describes interfaith dialogue as “a way of rebuilding social 
capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and community focus” (p. 
350).

De-Radicalization

The study of radicalization and de-radicalization has been undertaken by multiple 
disciplines, which means a diverse range of tools have been used for analysis and an equally varied 
range of insights have been garnered. Despite these variations, and the resulting difficulty of 
synthesizing a coherent understanding, the primary focus of radicalization research over the past 
15 years has been on terrorism, and specifically Islamic political violence. There has been little 
emphasis on other geographic and ideological areas, and even less consideration of the 
corresponding counterpoint of de-radicalization (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). How the topic is 
defined, however, remains consistent.

Radicalization may be understood as a process leading towards the increased use of 
political violence, while deradicalization, by contrast, implies reduction in the use of 
political violence. Taken together, the study of radicalization and de-radicalization is 
central to answering the question of how political violence emerges, how it can be 
prevented, and how it can be contained. (p. 5)

Della Porta and LaFree (2012) recognize that de-radicalization, like radicalization, depends 
largely on the “legitimacy the audience may bestow on, or withhold from transforming radical 
groups” (p. 8). This acknowledgement places the de-radicalization process firmly in the hands of 
community, and affirms the vital role of dialogue and other citizen-based efforts in the 
peacebuilding process. If a community is committed to harmonious co-existence, despite their 
differences, efforts toward radicalization will be more easily recognized as divisive, and a natural 
movement toward de-radicalization can evolve. Because of the historic pluralism in Indonesia, and 
the tolerant version of Islam that the majority of Muslims practice within Indonesia, a hopeful 
scenario for de-radicalization exists. 

Indonesian Example

Despite the fact that Indonesia has the largest Muslim population of any single country in 
the world, Indonesia has never had voter support to shift from a secular state to a religious one 
under Islamic law (Heiduk, 2012). Furthermore, while political scientists typically find a 
correlation between the regime type and Islamist political strategy, that relationship doesn’t hold 
up in the Indonesian example. When the country embraced Democracy in 1998, it opened up new 
opportunities for all kinds of freedoms.

The Indonesian example is unique in many ways. First and foremost, the religious 
pluralism that is an intrinsic part of Indonesian identity validates the possibility of harmonized 
co-existence, even if it requires a reach into the past for solid footing, and a stretch into the future 
for a shared vision of moving forward. Much of the literature on interfaith dialogue in Indonesia 
focuses on exemplary efforts that have transpired in the Malukus of Eastern Indonesia, more 
commonly known as the Spice Islands, where since 1999 there have been several eruptions of 
religious-based violence and several remarkable community responses that work toward 
reconciliation.   

The move toward interfaith dialogue in Maluku was described as “an attempt to raise 
awareness about the commonalities between the religions and to teach the positive values inherent 
in each faith that guarantee peaceful co-existence” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164). There was work to 
be done to remedy the harm done by the religious narratives of violence that were commonly 
woven into sermons within Mosques and Churches during the times of active conflict (De Juan, 
Pierskalla, & Vüllers, 2015). In the aftermath of the conflict, it became clear that both groups, 
Christians and Muslims, lacked sufficient understanding about the other’s religion, which impeded 
the development of mutual respect. A council was formed as a way to provide “a forum for 
religious leaders to meet and discuss pressing socio-economic and political issues and to respond 
to any arising communal tensions” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164), and as a proactive way to build 
interfaith relationships and promote interfaith education. 

There are two main organizations recognized for their work toward interfaith peace 
building in the Maluku example. Tim 20 Wayame, or The Peace Team of Wayame, was comprised 
of people from the Village of Wayame, near Ambon City, and was extremely successful in 
engaging interreligious peacemaking during the violence that transpired in both 1999 and 2004 (Al 
Qurtuby, 2013). Manaputty, one of the founders of Tim 20 Wayame, described his relationship 
building work as employing a strategy of weaving a mat. His faith in the power of relationship 
building proved to be an effective way of generating a wide and resilient “web of peacemakers” 
(Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 358).

Provokator Perdamaian, or Peace Provocateurs, includes a coordinated group of 
Christians and Muslims representing a diverse range of ethnic, professional and socio-economic 
backgrounds. Provokator Perdamaian galvanized post conflict efforts toward reconciliation 
through “rebuilding social capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and 
community focus” (Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 350). The peace agreements didn’t stop the fighting, 
which is why a more intrinsic and grassroots change was pursued. The interfaith dialogue process 
was one, in particular, where all voices could be honored in the process of forging a common 

ground, from which a new and coordinated narrative could be crafted about the past, and new 
possibilities of a harmonized future could be forged (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006). 

Storytelling as Peacebuilding

 While storytelling is used to draw out a diversity of voices and perspectives on a given 
topic (Bell, 2010; Caromina & Luschen, 2014; Hooks, 1994; Kuyvenhoven, 2009; McEwan & 
Egan, 1995; Palmer, 1998; Solinger, Fox, & Irani, 2008), it is also used to find connections that 
underlie superficial diversities and to link “between past and future, between people and place, 
among people whose opinions diverge” (Cruikshank, 1998, p. 2). There are numerous ways to 
define storytelling, and many more treatises on how to operationalize it. Senehi (2009) offers a 
general definition of storytelling as “a universal way human beings deal with knowledge” (p. 203). 
She describes the process of telling and receiving stories as continually forming, reproducing, 
negotiating, resisting, and changing our view of the world (Senehi, 2009, p. 202). Similarly, 
Michel de Certeau (1984) portrays storytelling as authorizing, founding, and settling in place the 
way people experience and understand the world. These definitions indicate the important role 
stories play in shaping our understanding of the world, and contributing to our sense of what is 
possible within that world.

In Dialogic Civility in a Cynical Age: Community, Hope, and Interpersonal Relationships, 
Arnett and Arneson (1999) describe the goal of dialogue as providing a means to establish new 
relationships where a common story can be co-created by the whole community, which is of 
particular importance in communities that have been steeped in conflicting and competing 
narratives. Della Porta and LaFree (2012) acknowledge that trends of polarization and 
radicalization continue when violence-legitimizing narratives remain unchallenged. The 
storytelling that unfolds within the context of dialogue invites new story making, which has the 
potential to bridge the gap between groups and challenge the stories that underlie radicalized and 
polarized identities. The dialogue, in this case, serves as the vehicle for keeping transformative 
conversation in play. Based on their experience with interfaith dialogue in Indonesia, Lowry and 
Littlejohn (2006) reassure that, “as long as we keep dialogue active, we continue to learn, 
understand, and create a relationship of sustainable security” (p. 410).

Synthesis

 The public health prevention model offers an effective tool to make sense of the 
relationship between interfaith dialogue, de-radicalization, and the objective of preventing 
violence. This model was created as a disease and injury prevention framework, but its 
epidemiological framework has been found to be extremely applicable to violence prevention 
(Centers for Disease Control, 1992). Within this system, primary prevention focuses on education 
for change, and aligns with the Peacebuilding Approach to Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). 
Pressman (2009) has discovered concrete protective factors that assist the de-radicalization 
process at this stage. Secondary prevention is focused on decreasing risk, and relates to the 
Political Approach of Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). Pressman (2009) lists proven 
dis-engagement factors that can support the reduction of risk for radicalization. Tertiary prevention 
includes attempts to fix what is broken, and aligns with the Theological Approach to Interfaith 

future atrocities. The success of interfaith dialogue in Indonesia has spurred an international 
conversation about the promise this remedy offers as a peacemaking tool, as a means to exercise 
the constructive potential of contact theory, and as an active and humanitarian strategy to counter 
trends in radicalization. 

Buber (1958) shared a vision of learning to be with one another with empathy and 
compassion, despite whatever struggle we may be facing. This was exemplified in his distinction 
between an I-It model of engagement, compared with an I-Thou relationship, which serve as 
excellent predictors of success of interfaith dialogue. The I-It relationship describes what happens 
when we fail to acknowledge the complexity of others, when we treat others as objects of our 
discontent rather than the subjects of their own rich lives and experiences. Dialogue invites 
participants into the I-Thou relationship, where the other becomes a valued human, worthy of our 
curiosity about why they are who they are, and what beliefs and attitudes have shaped their 
experiences in our shared world (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006).

The research that has been done on radicalization and de-radicalization draws heavily from 
the literature of social movements (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). Perhaps more deliberate attention 
to the social movement of peacebuilding can provide us with new focus on interfaith dialogue, and 
the opportunity it presents for revised hindsight, enlivened insight, and accurate foresight in 
re-crafting the narratives of past, present and future. 
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Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). The following figure provides a prevention matrix that contextualizes 
how De-Radicalization and Interfaith Dialogue line up to meet common objectives.

 

Conclusion

In conclusion, this exploration situates interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in 
the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, and through the de-radicalization that occurs in 
dialogue’s deepened humanization of the “other,” dialogue can be an effective means to prevent 
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Abstract

Violent activities of extremist groups like ISIS, Al Shabab and Boko Haram are at the center of 
contemporary threat to global peace and religious harmony. They put Christian populations under 
tension. These activities help to sustain the impression that Islam is a violent religion especially 
against Christianity. Erroneous as this image is, it is difficult to erase it from the minds of many 
Christians and even moderate Muslims especially those that have been victims of religiously 
instigated violence. This paper seeks to identify enduring and shared values of both religions such 
as charity and love of neighbor at the heart of a shared humanity accepted and propagated by both 
religions. It is argued therefore that projected as core values of both religions, inter-religious 
dialogue and harmony are achievable in the interest of global peace and stability.

Keywords: Christianity, Islam, religious harmony, shared values

Introduction

At the heart of Islam and Christianity is the reality of one Great God, all powerful ‘father’, 
Omniscience, Omnipresent; one God that is absolute, infinite and merciful; greater than all 
mankind can imagine. To acknowledge and give credence to this greatness is expected of God's 
creation of which humankind is the highest expression of that creativity involving God himself as 
proclaimed by the Holy Bible: ‘’man is made in the image and likeness of the creator’’ (Genesis 
1:14).  This is the source of human divinity with all the powers, knowledge and wisdom above 
other creatures to be used to oversee the rest of creation.
 This shared unity in the acknowledgement of the One True God permeates all religions, the 
plurality of which does not diminish the supremacy of God the ‘Father’.  In this lies the essence of 
religion as a transcendent relationship between man and God; the unseen power with control over 
man's destiny deserving obedience, reverence and worship (Ikenga-Metuh, 1992). Man, thus owes 
total submission and absolute obedience to God. In an attempt to observe these elements of 
responsibility to God, man had inadvertently often reached beyond limit to again erroneously 
assume control of others by deciding on the basis of ‘monopoly of truth’ in relation to any issue. It 
is here that religious bigotry and spiritual arrogance erupt and find expression as key causes of 
conflicts and disharmony (Ikenga - Metuh, 1992). The grand illusion is that some religionists 
claim to have the prerogative to uphold the divine truth while others have limited knowledge of 
God's revelation.  Put differently, enforcement of the supreme will of God is their responsibility 
even when they have scant understanding of that will.
 The pernicious presumption of knowing the position of the One God on all issues by 
extremists is at the root of inter-faith disruptions and the concomitant upheavals being witnessed 
around the world. The central premise of Islam and Christianity is embedded in the Golden Rule. 
It is privileged as a salient religious value from which all other morally sound values that uphold 
the divinity of mankind derives. While it is accepted universally that religious values are relative 
and never absolute, the end of those values are absolute; the preservation and protection of the 
human divinity. Islam and Christianity teach appreciation of values in a progressive manner and 
are seen as basic principles of daily existence and are in complete harmony. This harmonious unity 
is derived from the Golden Rule that radiates values of justice, mercy, compassion, love, and 
includes virtues of beneficence, charity, truthfulness, trustworthiness, courtesy, self- sacrifice, the 
defense of others and piety (Effendi, 1980).
 Overlooking these shared values or an extreme interpretation of these has led to extremism 
or fanaticism creating inter- and intra- religious upheavals seen around the world. The Middle East 
demonstrates an exemplar of this extremism with several intolerant or very hostile groups even 
within Islam. Other parts of the world have witnessed similar violent uprisings such as the case of 
Boko Haram in Nigeria that evolved from the Maitatsine riots of the 1980s to the Kafanchan 
religious violence in Kaduna in 1987 (Bako, 1992; Genyi, 2016). Again, in the 2000s had arisen 
series of clashes between adherents of the two religions on the implementation of Sharia law in 
northern states in Nigeria. The Arab World has and remains the hot bed of religious extremism that 
seems to endanger other religions in Syria, Iraq and Iran. The presence of Al Qaeda, ISIL in 
Afghanistan and Syria, and Al Qaeda in Yemen tell the extremist story more loudly. Somalia and 

Kenya have had a fair share of this extremism through the activities of Al Shabab (Genyi, 2016). 
September 11, 2001 appears to have heralded their reach of religious hatred to all parts of the 
world when the USA played host to Al Qaeda led attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade 
Center.
 These exemplars of religious intolerance have overshadowed the possibility of religious 
harmony in an overarching religiously plural world. The extent of this global religious diversity 
suggests that it cannot be eliminated. What is reasonable is to live with it in the best possible way. 
One way to do so is to identify shared values that have endured centuries of religious practices by 
Islam and Christianity, two of the world’s dominant religions. It is argued here that the shared 
values of charity and love, the cornerstone of the Golden Rule offers the pragmatic platform for 
interfaith dialogue for religious harmony for enhanced peace and stability on a global scale.

Value as a Concept in Religion

It is pertinent to explore the meaning of value in order to come to a clear perspective on the 
relevance and impact of the concept in a religious context. Value is indisputably a complex 
concept in terms of its relativity and a shy away from absoluteness (Mazrui, 2005). Values are 
simply rules by which we make decisions about right or wrong, should and shouldn't, good or bad. 
These decisions on the basis of values inform us about which is ‘’more or less important, which is 
useful, when we have to’’ (Mazrui, 2005) trade off meeting one value over another. Put broadly, 
values can be taken as beliefs of a person or social group in which they have an emotional 
investment in favor of or against something. To the extent of perceiving values as the basis of 
decisions and belief, Inlow (1956) conceives values as 'the determiners in man that influence his 
choices in life and that thus decide his behavior'.  Human behavior is therefore entirely shaped by 
a value system well often informed by life experiences, which in turn constitutes general guides to 
behavior (Raths, Harmin and Simon (1966). Informed human experiences therefore influence 
preferences in life which suggest that value in itself is a tendency to prefer (Rogers, 1969). These 
conceptions are utilitarian in nature (Manus, 1992). In making choices, human beings tend to be 
rational in considering the utility of a given activity or thing. In a functional sense, Kluckhohn 
(1961) has noted that ‘’a value is a selective orientation toward experience, implying deep 
commitment or repudiation, which influence the ordering of choices between possible alternatives 
in action.’’ From a religious perspective, values are hierarchically stratified and dichotomized 
between material and spiritual existence. The latter is considered superior and the former to be 
absolutely subordinated to the latter at all given times. Spiritual values are designed to assist 
human beings in attaining the ultimate aim in creation. Religious authorities therefore believe that 
given the primacy of this ultimate goal of unity with the spiritual order of reality, religious values 
must be considered superior to natural values (Manus, 1992, p.41).
 Values are central in religion and constitute the cornerstone of any. They shape and guide 
behavior of adherents. They constitute things that are considered important and order preferences 
shared among members of a given social group at any given time or the other in favor of other 
things. In all religions, values deal with what is good and bad, normal and abnormal or appropriate 
and unacceptable. Muslims and Christians hold tenaciously to values considered absolute and 
superior and hence must be adhered to and protected at all times in all circumstances. Their 

observance reflects the true attitude of a believer in any of the faith. The absoluteness of these 
values constitutes inviolable beliefs in both religions. Justice, love and the divinity of humanity are 
some of these absolute values. These values are viewed as the means for the attainment of higher 
goals such as eternal bliss (Riukas, n.d). Strict observance of religious values is a necessary 
condition for the realization of eternal happiness promised by Christianity and Islam.

Shared Values in Islam and Christianity

A shared value is a notion that attempts to establish commonality of beliefs and preferences 
among the adherents of the world's most dominant religions. The idea of a commonality in values 
goes to the logical connectivity in the power of similarities which support likely behavior. This 
may be contagious and tend to reduce tension and anxiety that would likely result in adverse and 
harmful conduct against members of another group.
 The belief in one supreme God the ‘Father’ creates a source of flow of shared values. For 
Christians, the Decalogue (ten commandments) points to two forms of behavior primed to appeal 
to God through love of Him and love of one another; all made in his image and likeness. The first 
three commandments of God address the servant - God relationship that upholds the supremacy of 
God the ‘Father’.  This supremacy detests any form of behavior or activity that undermines God in 
any way possible.  Christians are told in no ambiguous terms about the place of God in their entire 
life.  Exodus 20:1-6 states that "I am the Lord your God … you shall have no other gods before 
me…. You shall not bow down to them nor serve them… you shall not take the name of the Lord 
your God in vain." These commandments have established the supremacy of God and will not 
accept attempts to have rivals likely; even inappropriate use of His name is strongly forbidden. To 
worship him alone is the only prescribed activity to the extent of setting aside a full day for that 
purpose in honor of Him.
 Similarly, Islam upholds Allah in Surah: 1a, as ‘’Beneficent’’, ‘’Merciful’’, ‘’Lord of the 
Worlds’’, ‘’Owner of the Day of Judgment’’ and one who points to ‘’the straight path’’, and shows 
favor or anger. To further demonstrates the supremacy of Allah, Surah 5:18 states that "Allah is the 
sovereignty of the heavens and the earth and all that is between them."   Saleeb and Geslen (2011) 
have recollected the supremacy of Allah as an absolute, independent, unique and sovereign, and 
hold that:

He is the first and the last.  He is unique, and nothing resembles Him in any respect. He is 
One and the One. He is self-sustained and does not need anything, but everything needs 
Him… He is the Willer of existing things and the things that will exist, and nothing 
happens apart from his will. He is the knower of all that can be known. His knowledge 
encompasses the whole universe that he has created, and he alone sustains. God is 
completely sovereign over all creation. (p. 41)

 This powerful, all-encompassing picture of Allah without any equivocation depicts 
humans as finite inconsequential beings totally incapable of doing anything worthy for God 
especially to the extent of adding anything for or seeking to protect God's interest in any form. This 
means that the use of violence by extremists to protect Allah's name or so-called interest is 
unnecessary. If the entire humanity depends on God for survival, then it is rather absurd that a 
helpless humanity would turn against itself in defense of God! For both Christians and Muslims, 

the supremacy of God’s belief as a value should humble adherents of the two religions to learn to 
be submissive to the will of the creator and appreciate their common divinity in a harmonious and 
peaceful co-existence.
 Another basis of an interfaith accord between Muslims and Christians is the Golden Rule. 
The Golden Rule is sharply at point as a shared value. It further radiates other values as justice, 
mercy, compassion and love (Buck, 2013). By upholding virtues such as truthfulness or, 
trustworthiness as elements of integrity, it underscores the essential quality of interpersonal 
relations in a mutually reinforcing manner. The Golden Rule is ultimately taken as a fundamental 
shared value. In Christendom, the Golden Rule is a summation of the latter six pieces of the 
Decalogue. "You shall not murder, commit adultery, steal, bear false witness against your 
neighbor, covet your neighbor’s house, wife, male servant, female servant, ox, donkey… anything 
that is your neighbor (Exodus 20:13-17) invoke the feeling of doing unto others what you would 
love them to do unto you. This is the Golden Rule widely accepted and preached to all adherents 
as the basis of the entire summation of one’s religious life. This underscores the peaceful, cordial 
and harmless relations with one another in deference to God. The common tenet in faith traditions, 
least Islam and Christianity, is that "we should treat others as we would have them treat us" (Buck, 
2013, p.3). As a shared value, religious adherents would take from it a capacity of service for the 
common good. Religious leaders would therefore find in its invocation fulfilling a standard of 
mutual and reciprocal care. The Rule is neutral without distinction among humanity. The 
reciprocal care is devoid of relativity of faith.  Muslims would not fail to treat Christians with 
respect and love because they are not Muslims and vice versa. The common denominator in the 
Golden Rule philosophy is humanity accepted by both religions as divine.
 The holy books of the Bible and Quran are abounding with exhortations in respect of the 
Golden Rule. For instance, in Matthew 7:12, Jesus Christ affirms: "therefore, whatever you want 
men to do to you, do also to them, for this is the Law and the prophets." Also, Matthew 22:39 
clearly underscores the importance of love: "thou shall love your neighbor as yourself; on these 
two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”
 In a similar way, renowned Islamic leaders have invoked this rule copiously. Sahih Muslim 
Mohammad states that "whoever wishes to be delivered from the fire and enter the garden should 
die with faith in Allah… and should treat the people as he wishes to be treated by them." Also, 
An-Nawawi states that "None of you (truly) believes until he wishes for his brother what he wishes 
for himself." The law of reciprocity is the bedrock of interpersonal relation lubricated by faith 
through respect for God. It is in humans that we find opportunities for attesting to our belief in God 
through acts of love for one another.
 Discussions about shared values point to the ultimate goal of achieving harmony between 
the Christian and Muslim communities around the world. Put differently, the absence of peace 
between adherents of these faiths hurts the world as it affects every progress towards a prosperous 
society. But peace is founded instrumentally on love and justice; surprisingly both Islam and 
Christianity invoke peace as an essential ingredient in their dogma (Manus, 1992).
 The epitomic place of love in Christianity reveals the contradiction among early Christians 
between authentic worship of God and mistreatment of others. In this practice was a violation of 
the principle of justice and fairness. Justice is seen as "a moral virtue that consists in the constant 

and firm will to give one’s due to God and neighbor" (Catechism of the Catholic Church). To God, 
the Catechism of the Catholic Church calls justice "virtue of Religion." Justice toward men 
disposes one to respect the right of everyone and "to establish in human relationships the harmony 
that promotes equity with regards to persons and to the common good." To be just means one has 
to be habitually right in thinking and acts that are upright towards one’s neighbor. Love and justice 
thus flow together and especially acts that clearly favor others in an impartial manner seal the 
synergy. Christian love is true reflection of sacrifice of oneself in love of God for humanity that 
Jesus exemplified. Adherents of Christianity are enjoined to express their faith in volitional, 
respectful and unconditional love for God with one another as Paul records in 1Corinthians 10:24 
(Kunkle, n.d). Paul notes: "Be imitators of God as beloved children and live in love as Christ loved 
us and gave himself up for us."  In practicalizing this, it is expected to permeate all social platforms 
of interaction including friendship, marriage and family. Love of God is expressed in human 
response to God's love through the love of neighbor.
 Christian teaching portrays love of neighbor irrespective of religion or tribe or race or any 
other form of identity. Indeed, one is taught to care for one’s enemies through charitable acts of 
prayer and to refrain from revenge. This principle is elaborated thus:

If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you?  Even 'sinners' love those who 
love them. And if you do good to those who are good to you, what credit is that to you? 
Even 'sinners' do that. And if you lend to those from whom you expect repayment, what 
credit is that to you? Even 'sinners' lend to 'sinners', expecting to be repaid in full. But love 
your enemies, do good to them, and lend to them without expecting to get anything back. 
Then your reward will be great, and you will be sons of the Most High, because He is kind 
to the ungrateful and wicked. Be merciful and just as your father is merciful. (Luke 6: 32 – 
36)

These tendencies are to enhance peace and had been clearly reinforced by the strong admonition 
to refrain from revenge. Christ condemned the principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth 
(Matthew 5:38-41). Paul exhorts the Romans to bless those who persecute them and never pay evil 
for evil. To live peaceably he advices: 

Beloved, never revenge yourselves, but leave room for the wrath of God; for it is written, 
vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord.  No, If your enemies are hungry, feed them; 
if they are thirsty, give them something to drink; for by doing this you will heap burning 
coals on their heads. Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good. (Romans 
12:18-21)

 These teachings sought to eliminate violence as an alternative form of behavior in the 
interest of peace through love and justice. To furnish the acts of love, charity, through generous 
sharing with the needy, is taught by Christianity as a very high virtue.  Christians are enjoined to 
share their wealth with the poor to check the vices of greed, covetousness, pride and gluttony.  
Luke 6:38 urges Christians: "give and it will be given to you." Rich people like Zachaeus heeded 
the teaching on wealth sharing and redistributed his riches with the poor (Luke 19:8-10). Jesus 
urged the Christian community to be generous and charitable with their resources, time, talent and 
treasure to the benefit of the poor, sick, prisoners and indeed the needy (Matthew 25:7). Christ 

invited the generous and charitable and said unto them:

Come, you that are blessed by my father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you… I was 
hungry, and you gave me food, I was thirsty, and you gave something to drink, I was a 
stranger and you welcomed me, I was naked, and you gave me clothing, I was sick, and you 
took care of me…. (Matthew 25:34)

 These acts of generosity and charity are at the very heart of Christianity and by extension 
Islamic practice. These acts demonstrate in no uncertain terms worship and love of God expressed 
through love of the needy and poor fellow human beings. In these acts, love and justice are 
activated for the sake of peace. These acts know no religion or tribe or race.
 In Islam, a true Muslim is required to believe in the one God, Angels, the Prophets, the 
Scripture and the Day of Judgment (Nazeer, 2000). These beliefs have to be translated into actions 
of faith, indicative of religious practice. The most important Islamic social values are articulated 
in the Quran and reinforced by the life-style of the Prophet. In Medina where the first Muslim 
community was founded, it was characterized by an affirmation of human dignity and social 
justice (Kunkle, n.d). All Islamic values have therefore been derived from the Quran, the personal 
examples of the Prophet and the writings that followed his teaching. The Hadiths are a 
compendium of the Prophets personal examples and the Sunnah, the Muslim way of life. In these 
documents including the Quran are found fundamental issues of social justice. The whole essence 
is to bring the individual closer to God by creating a just society.
 Justice is the cornerstone of Islamic faith. It informs Islamic theology and social values. 
The Quran affirms that justice is a command from God (16:90, 5:8). It enjoins believers to adhere 
to what is just and kind and forbidding that which is unjust (72:15, 60:8). Justice is expected to 
permeate all actions, speech and thoughts of Muslims. For example, "when you speak, speak with 
justice, even if it is against someone close, to you… (6:152). The practice of justice is not restricted 
to familiar persons and must be extended to strangers as well. This form of justice is laced with the 
principle of equality as a basis for peace. The Quran asserts that the only basis for differentiation 
is piety (Taqwa) or righteousness (Birr). It states:

O mankind! We created you from a single (pair) of male and a female, and made you into 
nations and tribes, that ye may know each other (not that ye may despise (each other). 
Verily the most honored in the sight of Allah is (who is) the most righteous of you… 
(49:13)

 Verses like these from the Holy Quran demonstrate shared historical similarities between 
Christianity and Islam with a common root in the faith of Abraham and Isaac. In this sense both 
religions "tend to be universalistic in their outlook’’ (Blankenhorn, 2009, p.1).
 This universalism takes bearing from the five pillars of Islam: The Creed (Shahada); 
Prayer (Salat), Almsgiving (Zakat), Ramadan: Fast (Sawm) and Pilgrimage (Hajj) (Ritcher, 2001). 
At the apex of these pillars is God while the individual is at the base linked inextricably through 
these pillars that are manifested in the activities of the individual within the social setting of the 
community. Without activating these pillars in concrete actions to be felt by the community, the 
individual would have no vital link with God.  Hence of the five pillars only the Shahada can be 

accomplished alone, the profession of faith (Kunkle, n.d). The other pillars are accomplished only 
by the participation in community life. The community is instituted by God to serve as a true 
example of fraternity and social justice (2:143). This does not confer superiority but rather a 
commonality of shared humanity. All believers are "brothers in religion and must not oppress one 
another, nor abandon assisting each other, nor hold one another in contempt." This Hadith 
teaching intones that the seat of righteousness is the heart which the righteous does not 
discriminate nor demean a fellow Muslim.
 The Golden Rule is found elaborately expressed in Islam underscoring fraternity and care 
for one another. The Prophet had said "No man is a believer until he wishes for his brother that 
which he wishes for himself" (Hadith No. 12). The Prophet affirmed this by asserting that the most 
important aspect of faith (Imam) in addition to worshipping God is "To do unto all men as you 
would wish to have done unto you, and to reject for others what you would reject for yourself 
(Hadith No. 12).
 The Prophet's teaching reflected great compassion as an ideal way of pursuing social 
justice. The needs of the weak and the poor were to be taken care of. The Prophet taught that "He 
who helps his fellow creature in the hour of need, and he who helps the oppressed, him will God 
help in the Day of Travail." The Prophet identified compassionate acts as the most excellent form 
of behavior before the creator. He stated that: 

To gladden the heart of a human being; to feed the hungry, to help the afflicted, to 
lighten the sorrow of the sorrowful, and to remove the wrongs of the injured. Feed 
the hungry and visit the sick, and free the captive if he is unjustly confined, assist 
any person oppressed … whether Muslim or non-Muslim.

 These compassionate acts are further simplified in the third pillar of Islam - compulsory 
charity - almsgiving (Zakat). It is not just recommended, it is required of every financially stable 
Muslim. Zakat is viewed as "compulsory charity."  It is an obligation for those who have received 
their wealth from God to respond to those members of the community in need (Mufti, 2006, p.1). 
Zakat is designed to meet the needs of the poor and is also a means to cleanse the Muslim of greed 
and selfishness while exacting the equitable distribution of goods to the entire community. It is 
intended to bring unity and betterment to the society as a whole (Caner & Caner, 2001, p.123-124).
 Shared community life is the hallmark of both Christianity and Islam. The value is 
gainfully and widely disaggregated into socially justified acts of love that emphasize compassion 
for the less privileged. Both the Quran and the Bible have ample theological and scriptural 
recommendations amplified by the personal examples of the Prophet and Christ.

Tolerance: Means for Interreligious Dialogue, Harmony and Peace

 Sufficient evidence has been established so far about the shared values of Islam and 
Christianity. Muslims and Christians exhorted by Holy Scripture are obliged to activate religious 
faith through community engagement in demonstrating worship and love for God through acts of 
human kindness. On charity, fraternity, social justice and love of neighbor, Christians and 
Muslims all agree. In broader terms, the two religions are in agreement on the oneness of God, 
Prophecy, Sacred Scripture and much of sacred history. On ethical norms too are shared agreement 

on the sanctity of life, humane treatment of others, honesty in all human dealings, kindness 
towards a neighbor and application of justice (Pell, 2006; Nasr, 2004,).
 Despite the permeation of these common values, adherents of the two religions have had 
cause to rise against each other. In the cause of history, violent outburst has characterized 
Muslim-Christian relationship. With higher and widespread level of education, easy access to 
information, courtesy of technology, rather than enhance inter-religious harmony, the 21st Century 
has witnessed more intra- and inter- religious schisms resulting in open expression of violence. 
From Iraq to Syria, Yemen and Afghanistan, intra-religious schisms have dominated world 
headlines. ISIL and Al Qaeda in the Middle East, Al Shabaab in the horn of Africa and Boko 
Haram in Nigeria have taken to violence to establish or enforce their own presumed version of 
Islamic values considered 'pure'. In Nigeria since 2001, when Sharia law was introduced in 
selected states in the North, both Muslims and Christians have violently clashed on different 
occasions. The cities of Kaduna, Kano, Bauchi and Jos have played host to several occasions of 
carnage. The lynching of Christians for blasphemy occurred in Kano, Gusau and Abuja in 2016. 
These and many more instances are sufficient evidence of inter-religious disharmony being 
experienced in other parts of the world.
 The failure of the impact of shared values on adherents of both religions, particularly, the 
failure to work together through dialogue for harmony and peace is partly due to how often 
believers of the faiths are blind, arrogant and narrow in their thinking and worldview 
(Blankenhorn, n.d). Practitioners of these religions have often demonstrated ignorance of the very 
tenets of their faith. This has the tendency to lead to contemporary extremism or fanaticism of the 
kind being witnessed around the world.  This may seem that we may be notoriously religious but 
less pious. For instance, Nigerians have been ranked as highly religious, but inter-religious fracas 
have continued to occur in the country.
 Closely related to lack of understanding is the effect of misinterpretation of Holy Scripture. 
Kenny (1992) notes that there is a significant number of passages in Holy Scriptures that are both 
hostile and unfriendly to other religions. The misinterpretation of these by teachers and adherents 
creates tension and may result in violence hurting any form of harmony between Christianity and 
Islam. Dialogue is at issue here when creating a consensus on grey areas in both religions. But 
dialogue is not possible without religious liberty to stimulate engagement. It is only in an 
atmosphere of freedom that meaningful discussions can flow towards a desirable consensus. This 
further requires utmost caution in proselytizing and the need to emphasize more on the areas of 
similarities between the two religions. Far more important is for religious leaders to demonstrate 
vigilance in identifying excesses and refrain from abuse of religious power and its misuse.
 Accomplishment of these tasks depends on the level of tolerance to be exercised or 
observed by adherents of both religions. Islam for instance evokes its teaching as part of a peace 
package. Quran 2:30 requires that man should maintain peace with Allah, his creator and sustainer, 
fellow men as well as other creatures he comes in contact with.  This is presented as the core 
responsibility of man. This duty is essential within the context of religious pluralism that must be 
embraced within the belief in the fundamentality of humanity. Differentiation in humanity and 
religion is God's creation and was designed to promote the virtue of tolerance. The Quran (2:213) 
draws out this pluralism when it states that God sent off different Prophets to different people at 

different times to teach the same truth of the Oneness of God. Diversity must be tolerated because 
it is at the heart of achieving harmonious community life. The Quran states:

Had God willed, He would have made you into one community; but (it was His 
will) to test you in what He gave you. So, compete with each other in doing good 
works. To God you are all returning, and He will inform you about how you 
differed. (5:48)

 As noted succinctly by Sachedina (2001), religious pluralism is a prerequisite for a 
peaceful accommodation of differences in the individual and the communal sense of the highest 
good. Rejection of pluralism is challenging the wisdom of the Almighty God in promoting 
tolerance. The notion of tolerance is therefore ineluctable in managing diversity and promoting 
and preserving pluralism. Muslims are encouraged to interact respectfully and gently with 
non-Muslims through dialogue on religion. This is possible only in the activation of tolerance.

Conclusion

Islam and Christianity, two of the world's dominant religions have enduring and shared 
values rooted in their fundamental dogmatics and principles. These values are relative and 
progressive in nature. They are divine in origin and are in complete harmony. Christianity and 
Islam subscribe to a one God, Prophecy, sacred history and basic ethical standards of sanctity of 
life, compassionate treatment of others and the application of justice for the sake of love of God. 

These teachings are summed up in the Golden Rule as the basis for sharing the same 
values. The Golden Rule acknowledges our human divinity and diversity which is impossible to 
eliminate. To live with it and achieve peace and harmony, religious leaders must develop 
concerted efforts to reorient adherents on the essence of tolerance to achieve religious liberty that 
would enhance meaningful dialogue. Both adherents need to increase the tempo and avenues of 
interaction to promote understanding and check misinterpretation of religious passages. 

It is this abuse of interpretation and wrongful exercise of religious power that is expanding 
the arena for fanaticism and bigotry. Growing economic inequality is raising a pool of religious 
entrepreneurs hence the commercialization of religious movements is fanning schism and 
intolerance globally. 

Political and religious leaders must step back and reflect creatively on our common 
humanity in the midst of its pluralism and divinity in relation to the universality of the Golden Rule 
as a fundamental shared value for the realization of religious harmony through dialogue. Human 
understanding of the truth may never be perfect and disagreement on values should be treated with 
restraint by being open to other views.
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Abstract

In response to the history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there is a strong commitment 
from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and creatively 
address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take a strong 
stance against radicalization. One of the most effective tools used to work toward this end is 
interfaith dialogue. This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool in 
Indonesia, which has been effectively used to build counternarratives of ethno-religious identity. 
Storytelling, in the context of dialogue, operates as a peacebuilding process that forges common 
ground, and ultimately co-creates emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As 
such, storytelling creates an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost 
during conflict, and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. The conclusions 
situate interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, 
and as a possible means to prevent future atrocities. 

Keywords: interfaith dialogue, storytelling as peacebuilding, religious pluralism, 
de-radicalization, Indonesia

 

Introduction

Indonesia is home to the largest population of Muslims in the world, but rather than 
mimicking the trend toward extremist beliefs, Indonesian Islam remains overwhelmingly steeped 
in a longstanding tradition of religious pluralism and religious tolerance. The Indonesian 
constitution was written in 1945 to guarantee all Indonesians the right to worship according to the 
beliefs of Islam, Buddhism, Protestantism, Catholicism, Hinduism, and Confucianism. While this 
legacy has not been successful in deterring ethno-religious conflict, it nonetheless provides an 
excellent building block for interfaith peacebuilding. 

As a result of a long history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there are strong 
commitments from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and 
creatively address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take an 
effective stand against radicalization. One of the tools widely recognized as being effective in 
working toward these goals is interfaith dialogue.

This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool, and draws largely 
from the experiences in Indonesia, where it has been effectively used in religious schools and 
institutions, and as part of post conflict reconciliation processes. One of the goals of interfaith 
dialogue is to build appealing counternarratives that encourage acceptance of diverse stakeholder 
groups. Storytelling –– specifically the part of dialogue where stories are shared, heard, and 
re-crafted –– is examined as a peacebuilding process that forges common ground, and ultimately 
co-creates new/emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As such, storytelling is 
considered an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost during conflict, 
and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. 

Interfaith Dialogue

The United Nations General Assembly President recognized that, ‘‘promoting a true 
dialogue among civilizations and religions is perhaps the most important political instrument that we 
can use to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace and hope’’ (as quoted in Neufeldt, 2011, 
p. 344). With a mixture of support and suspicion, interfaith dialogue has gained currency as a viable 
strategy to address religious tensions, and as a means to rebuild communities that have become rifted 
along religious lines. In order to maximize the potential of interfaith dialogue, it is important to 
understand what is intended and entailed in an effective process. 

Neufeldt (2011) offers three broad approaches to Interfaith Dialogue, each of which serves a 
distinct purpose and works toward a deliberate end, with unique contributions to “personal, relational, 
and structural change” (p. 344). She distinguishes between Theological, Political and Peacebuilding 
approaches, with particular attention to their varying theories of change. In brief, theological interfaith 
dialogue intends to build understanding and mutual respect between individual actors of different 
faiths, whereas political interfaith dialogue is designed to educate each other, and through that 
education, legitimize and/or de-legitimize political actors and actions. The peacebuilding approach to 
interfaith dialogue, in contrast, is focused on transforming attitudes and perception of one another in 
service to the fulfillment of common goals, joint actions, and conflict resolution. 

Neufeldt (2011) recognizes that there is an absence of conclusive research on the influence 
and consequence of interfaith dialogue, and finds that this lack of depth in our understanding 
encourages unfounded judgments towards its religious actors, and can also minimize perceptions 
of overall success.

When interfaith dialogue fails, it reinforces arguments that religious-based actors have no 
bearing on peace processes and religion is more effective at mobilizing people for violence 
than for peace. When it succeeds, it is seen as a minor footnote to a major political peace 
process. (Neufeldt, 2011, p. 345)

The theory of change attributed to the peacebuilding method of interfaith dialogue, which 
is focused on the potential of transforming participants’ perspectives of the “other,” is reminiscent 
of intergroup contact theory, also known as the contact hypothesis, which stems from the discipline 
of psychology (Allport, 1962). The contact hypothesis has been widely regarded as “one of 
psychology’s most effective strategies for improving intergroup relations” (Dovidio, Gaertner & 
Kawakami, 2003, p. 5). Contact theory suggests that intergroup prejudice can be reduced when 
different group members have the opportunity to interact with one other.  In the absence of 
definitive findings about interfaith dialogue, the extensive study of contact theory provides a fair 
amount of both encouragement and caution. 

Intergroup contact theory is predicated on the idea that our dislike of the other, or hatred of 
the enemy, is based on inaccurate attribution of their character. The chance to meet someone who 
identifies with the “other,” or as an outgroup member, provides an opportunity to remedy or rectify 
those inaccuracies, and to find the humanity of that person/group despite their differences. While 
this makes great intuitive sense, deeper study has revealed that if the circumstances and support 
network shaping the contact are inadequate, the contact experience has the capacity to confirm a 
sense of dislike or hatred. 

Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2005) analyzed the research on contact theory to ascertain 
what the optimal circumstances and contexts for contact are. They were looking for concrete 
examples of what can increase the likelihood of transformed attitudes and perceptions, and as a 
result, increase social harmony. The majority of research on contact theory has been conducted in 
the United States, and with the specific focus on racial integration and acceptance. This scenario is 
only one of many scenarios that might benefit from contact, and may not have the intentions of 
social harmony that are typical in transformative interfaith dialogue. 

Like most social psychological work on prejudice…contact research has focused primarily 
on the problem of transforming White racism and, as a result, has often neglected the 
possibility that the lived experience of contact and desegregation may differ according to 
one’s race group membership and historical location within a social system. (Dixon, 
Durrheim & Tredoux, 2005, p. 708)

Using contact theory, which is understood through the lens of white prejudice, to 
understand other experiences of segregated or divided societies is problematic, although some of 
the learning from contact theory is helpful in orienting toward a constructive experience of 

engagement. Through their research on the limitations of contact theory, Dixon, Durrheim and 
Tredoux (2005) are able to pinpoint what is needed for contact to be constructive. Among many 
important directives, their list includes the need to meet with regularity and frequency, to maintain 
a balanced ratio of group members who have comparable status with one another, to offer a variety 
of social settings and situations, to monitor and manage any competition or destructive emotions 
between groups, and to emphasize the importance of the work participants are doing by engaging 
in contact.

These factors are easily applied to the peacebuilding process of interfaith dialogue, where 
there are similar standards of constructive contact, and pitfalls of destructive contact. Powers 
(2010) describes religious peacebuilding as including the beliefs, norms, and rituals that pertain to 
peacemaking, as well as a “range of actors, from religious institutions, faith-based voluntary 
organizations that are not formally part of a religious institution, and individuals and groups for 
whom religion is a significant motivation for their peacebuilding” (p. 361). Building on that 
understanding, Al Qurtuby (2013) describes interfaith dialogue as “a way of rebuilding social 
capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and community focus” (p. 
350).

De-Radicalization

The study of radicalization and de-radicalization has been undertaken by multiple 
disciplines, which means a diverse range of tools have been used for analysis and an equally varied 
range of insights have been garnered. Despite these variations, and the resulting difficulty of 
synthesizing a coherent understanding, the primary focus of radicalization research over the past 
15 years has been on terrorism, and specifically Islamic political violence. There has been little 
emphasis on other geographic and ideological areas, and even less consideration of the 
corresponding counterpoint of de-radicalization (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). How the topic is 
defined, however, remains consistent.

Radicalization may be understood as a process leading towards the increased use of 
political violence, while deradicalization, by contrast, implies reduction in the use of 
political violence. Taken together, the study of radicalization and de-radicalization is 
central to answering the question of how political violence emerges, how it can be 
prevented, and how it can be contained. (p. 5)

Della Porta and LaFree (2012) recognize that de-radicalization, like radicalization, depends 
largely on the “legitimacy the audience may bestow on, or withhold from transforming radical 
groups” (p. 8). This acknowledgement places the de-radicalization process firmly in the hands of 
community, and affirms the vital role of dialogue and other citizen-based efforts in the 
peacebuilding process. If a community is committed to harmonious co-existence, despite their 
differences, efforts toward radicalization will be more easily recognized as divisive, and a natural 
movement toward de-radicalization can evolve. Because of the historic pluralism in Indonesia, and 
the tolerant version of Islam that the majority of Muslims practice within Indonesia, a hopeful 
scenario for de-radicalization exists. 

Indonesian Example

Despite the fact that Indonesia has the largest Muslim population of any single country in 
the world, Indonesia has never had voter support to shift from a secular state to a religious one 
under Islamic law (Heiduk, 2012). Furthermore, while political scientists typically find a 
correlation between the regime type and Islamist political strategy, that relationship doesn’t hold 
up in the Indonesian example. When the country embraced Democracy in 1998, it opened up new 
opportunities for all kinds of freedoms.

The Indonesian example is unique in many ways. First and foremost, the religious 
pluralism that is an intrinsic part of Indonesian identity validates the possibility of harmonized 
co-existence, even if it requires a reach into the past for solid footing, and a stretch into the future 
for a shared vision of moving forward. Much of the literature on interfaith dialogue in Indonesia 
focuses on exemplary efforts that have transpired in the Malukus of Eastern Indonesia, more 
commonly known as the Spice Islands, where since 1999 there have been several eruptions of 
religious-based violence and several remarkable community responses that work toward 
reconciliation.   

The move toward interfaith dialogue in Maluku was described as “an attempt to raise 
awareness about the commonalities between the religions and to teach the positive values inherent 
in each faith that guarantee peaceful co-existence” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164). There was work to 
be done to remedy the harm done by the religious narratives of violence that were commonly 
woven into sermons within Mosques and Churches during the times of active conflict (De Juan, 
Pierskalla, & Vüllers, 2015). In the aftermath of the conflict, it became clear that both groups, 
Christians and Muslims, lacked sufficient understanding about the other’s religion, which impeded 
the development of mutual respect. A council was formed as a way to provide “a forum for 
religious leaders to meet and discuss pressing socio-economic and political issues and to respond 
to any arising communal tensions” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164), and as a proactive way to build 
interfaith relationships and promote interfaith education. 

There are two main organizations recognized for their work toward interfaith peace 
building in the Maluku example. Tim 20 Wayame, or The Peace Team of Wayame, was comprised 
of people from the Village of Wayame, near Ambon City, and was extremely successful in 
engaging interreligious peacemaking during the violence that transpired in both 1999 and 2004 (Al 
Qurtuby, 2013). Manaputty, one of the founders of Tim 20 Wayame, described his relationship 
building work as employing a strategy of weaving a mat. His faith in the power of relationship 
building proved to be an effective way of generating a wide and resilient “web of peacemakers” 
(Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 358).

Provokator Perdamaian, or Peace Provocateurs, includes a coordinated group of 
Christians and Muslims representing a diverse range of ethnic, professional and socio-economic 
backgrounds. Provokator Perdamaian galvanized post conflict efforts toward reconciliation 
through “rebuilding social capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and 
community focus” (Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 350). The peace agreements didn’t stop the fighting, 
which is why a more intrinsic and grassroots change was pursued. The interfaith dialogue process 
was one, in particular, where all voices could be honored in the process of forging a common 

ground, from which a new and coordinated narrative could be crafted about the past, and new 
possibilities of a harmonized future could be forged (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006). 

Storytelling as Peacebuilding

 While storytelling is used to draw out a diversity of voices and perspectives on a given 
topic (Bell, 2010; Caromina & Luschen, 2014; Hooks, 1994; Kuyvenhoven, 2009; McEwan & 
Egan, 1995; Palmer, 1998; Solinger, Fox, & Irani, 2008), it is also used to find connections that 
underlie superficial diversities and to link “between past and future, between people and place, 
among people whose opinions diverge” (Cruikshank, 1998, p. 2). There are numerous ways to 
define storytelling, and many more treatises on how to operationalize it. Senehi (2009) offers a 
general definition of storytelling as “a universal way human beings deal with knowledge” (p. 203). 
She describes the process of telling and receiving stories as continually forming, reproducing, 
negotiating, resisting, and changing our view of the world (Senehi, 2009, p. 202). Similarly, 
Michel de Certeau (1984) portrays storytelling as authorizing, founding, and settling in place the 
way people experience and understand the world. These definitions indicate the important role 
stories play in shaping our understanding of the world, and contributing to our sense of what is 
possible within that world.

In Dialogic Civility in a Cynical Age: Community, Hope, and Interpersonal Relationships, 
Arnett and Arneson (1999) describe the goal of dialogue as providing a means to establish new 
relationships where a common story can be co-created by the whole community, which is of 
particular importance in communities that have been steeped in conflicting and competing 
narratives. Della Porta and LaFree (2012) acknowledge that trends of polarization and 
radicalization continue when violence-legitimizing narratives remain unchallenged. The 
storytelling that unfolds within the context of dialogue invites new story making, which has the 
potential to bridge the gap between groups and challenge the stories that underlie radicalized and 
polarized identities. The dialogue, in this case, serves as the vehicle for keeping transformative 
conversation in play. Based on their experience with interfaith dialogue in Indonesia, Lowry and 
Littlejohn (2006) reassure that, “as long as we keep dialogue active, we continue to learn, 
understand, and create a relationship of sustainable security” (p. 410).

Synthesis

 The public health prevention model offers an effective tool to make sense of the 
relationship between interfaith dialogue, de-radicalization, and the objective of preventing 
violence. This model was created as a disease and injury prevention framework, but its 
epidemiological framework has been found to be extremely applicable to violence prevention 
(Centers for Disease Control, 1992). Within this system, primary prevention focuses on education 
for change, and aligns with the Peacebuilding Approach to Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). 
Pressman (2009) has discovered concrete protective factors that assist the de-radicalization 
process at this stage. Secondary prevention is focused on decreasing risk, and relates to the 
Political Approach of Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). Pressman (2009) lists proven 
dis-engagement factors that can support the reduction of risk for radicalization. Tertiary prevention 
includes attempts to fix what is broken, and aligns with the Theological Approach to Interfaith 

future atrocities. The success of interfaith dialogue in Indonesia has spurred an international 
conversation about the promise this remedy offers as a peacemaking tool, as a means to exercise 
the constructive potential of contact theory, and as an active and humanitarian strategy to counter 
trends in radicalization. 

Buber (1958) shared a vision of learning to be with one another with empathy and 
compassion, despite whatever struggle we may be facing. This was exemplified in his distinction 
between an I-It model of engagement, compared with an I-Thou relationship, which serve as 
excellent predictors of success of interfaith dialogue. The I-It relationship describes what happens 
when we fail to acknowledge the complexity of others, when we treat others as objects of our 
discontent rather than the subjects of their own rich lives and experiences. Dialogue invites 
participants into the I-Thou relationship, where the other becomes a valued human, worthy of our 
curiosity about why they are who they are, and what beliefs and attitudes have shaped their 
experiences in our shared world (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006).

The research that has been done on radicalization and de-radicalization draws heavily from 
the literature of social movements (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). Perhaps more deliberate attention 
to the social movement of peacebuilding can provide us with new focus on interfaith dialogue, and 
the opportunity it presents for revised hindsight, enlivened insight, and accurate foresight in 
re-crafting the narratives of past, present and future. 
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Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). The following figure provides a prevention matrix that contextualizes 
how De-Radicalization and Interfaith Dialogue line up to meet common objectives.

 

Conclusion

In conclusion, this exploration situates interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in 
the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, and through the de-radicalization that occurs in 
dialogue’s deepened humanization of the “other,” dialogue can be an effective means to prevent 
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Abstract

Violent activities of extremist groups like ISIS, Al Shabab and Boko Haram are at the center of 
contemporary threat to global peace and religious harmony. They put Christian populations under 
tension. These activities help to sustain the impression that Islam is a violent religion especially 
against Christianity. Erroneous as this image is, it is difficult to erase it from the minds of many 
Christians and even moderate Muslims especially those that have been victims of religiously 
instigated violence. This paper seeks to identify enduring and shared values of both religions such 
as charity and love of neighbor at the heart of a shared humanity accepted and propagated by both 
religions. It is argued therefore that projected as core values of both religions, inter-religious 
dialogue and harmony are achievable in the interest of global peace and stability.

Keywords: Christianity, Islam, religious harmony, shared values

Introduction

At the heart of Islam and Christianity is the reality of one Great God, all powerful ‘father’, 
Omniscience, Omnipresent; one God that is absolute, infinite and merciful; greater than all 
mankind can imagine. To acknowledge and give credence to this greatness is expected of God's 
creation of which humankind is the highest expression of that creativity involving God himself as 
proclaimed by the Holy Bible: ‘’man is made in the image and likeness of the creator’’ (Genesis 
1:14).  This is the source of human divinity with all the powers, knowledge and wisdom above 
other creatures to be used to oversee the rest of creation.
 This shared unity in the acknowledgement of the One True God permeates all religions, the 
plurality of which does not diminish the supremacy of God the ‘Father’.  In this lies the essence of 
religion as a transcendent relationship between man and God; the unseen power with control over 
man's destiny deserving obedience, reverence and worship (Ikenga-Metuh, 1992). Man, thus owes 
total submission and absolute obedience to God. In an attempt to observe these elements of 
responsibility to God, man had inadvertently often reached beyond limit to again erroneously 
assume control of others by deciding on the basis of ‘monopoly of truth’ in relation to any issue. It 
is here that religious bigotry and spiritual arrogance erupt and find expression as key causes of 
conflicts and disharmony (Ikenga - Metuh, 1992). The grand illusion is that some religionists 
claim to have the prerogative to uphold the divine truth while others have limited knowledge of 
God's revelation.  Put differently, enforcement of the supreme will of God is their responsibility 
even when they have scant understanding of that will.
 The pernicious presumption of knowing the position of the One God on all issues by 
extremists is at the root of inter-faith disruptions and the concomitant upheavals being witnessed 
around the world. The central premise of Islam and Christianity is embedded in the Golden Rule. 
It is privileged as a salient religious value from which all other morally sound values that uphold 
the divinity of mankind derives. While it is accepted universally that religious values are relative 
and never absolute, the end of those values are absolute; the preservation and protection of the 
human divinity. Islam and Christianity teach appreciation of values in a progressive manner and 
are seen as basic principles of daily existence and are in complete harmony. This harmonious unity 
is derived from the Golden Rule that radiates values of justice, mercy, compassion, love, and 
includes virtues of beneficence, charity, truthfulness, trustworthiness, courtesy, self- sacrifice, the 
defense of others and piety (Effendi, 1980).
 Overlooking these shared values or an extreme interpretation of these has led to extremism 
or fanaticism creating inter- and intra- religious upheavals seen around the world. The Middle East 
demonstrates an exemplar of this extremism with several intolerant or very hostile groups even 
within Islam. Other parts of the world have witnessed similar violent uprisings such as the case of 
Boko Haram in Nigeria that evolved from the Maitatsine riots of the 1980s to the Kafanchan 
religious violence in Kaduna in 1987 (Bako, 1992; Genyi, 2016). Again, in the 2000s had arisen 
series of clashes between adherents of the two religions on the implementation of Sharia law in 
northern states in Nigeria. The Arab World has and remains the hot bed of religious extremism that 
seems to endanger other religions in Syria, Iraq and Iran. The presence of Al Qaeda, ISIL in 
Afghanistan and Syria, and Al Qaeda in Yemen tell the extremist story more loudly. Somalia and 

Kenya have had a fair share of this extremism through the activities of Al Shabab (Genyi, 2016). 
September 11, 2001 appears to have heralded their reach of religious hatred to all parts of the 
world when the USA played host to Al Qaeda led attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade 
Center.
 These exemplars of religious intolerance have overshadowed the possibility of religious 
harmony in an overarching religiously plural world. The extent of this global religious diversity 
suggests that it cannot be eliminated. What is reasonable is to live with it in the best possible way. 
One way to do so is to identify shared values that have endured centuries of religious practices by 
Islam and Christianity, two of the world’s dominant religions. It is argued here that the shared 
values of charity and love, the cornerstone of the Golden Rule offers the pragmatic platform for 
interfaith dialogue for religious harmony for enhanced peace and stability on a global scale.

Value as a Concept in Religion

It is pertinent to explore the meaning of value in order to come to a clear perspective on the 
relevance and impact of the concept in a religious context. Value is indisputably a complex 
concept in terms of its relativity and a shy away from absoluteness (Mazrui, 2005). Values are 
simply rules by which we make decisions about right or wrong, should and shouldn't, good or bad. 
These decisions on the basis of values inform us about which is ‘’more or less important, which is 
useful, when we have to’’ (Mazrui, 2005) trade off meeting one value over another. Put broadly, 
values can be taken as beliefs of a person or social group in which they have an emotional 
investment in favor of or against something. To the extent of perceiving values as the basis of 
decisions and belief, Inlow (1956) conceives values as 'the determiners in man that influence his 
choices in life and that thus decide his behavior'.  Human behavior is therefore entirely shaped by 
a value system well often informed by life experiences, which in turn constitutes general guides to 
behavior (Raths, Harmin and Simon (1966). Informed human experiences therefore influence 
preferences in life which suggest that value in itself is a tendency to prefer (Rogers, 1969). These 
conceptions are utilitarian in nature (Manus, 1992). In making choices, human beings tend to be 
rational in considering the utility of a given activity or thing. In a functional sense, Kluckhohn 
(1961) has noted that ‘’a value is a selective orientation toward experience, implying deep 
commitment or repudiation, which influence the ordering of choices between possible alternatives 
in action.’’ From a religious perspective, values are hierarchically stratified and dichotomized 
between material and spiritual existence. The latter is considered superior and the former to be 
absolutely subordinated to the latter at all given times. Spiritual values are designed to assist 
human beings in attaining the ultimate aim in creation. Religious authorities therefore believe that 
given the primacy of this ultimate goal of unity with the spiritual order of reality, religious values 
must be considered superior to natural values (Manus, 1992, p.41).
 Values are central in religion and constitute the cornerstone of any. They shape and guide 
behavior of adherents. They constitute things that are considered important and order preferences 
shared among members of a given social group at any given time or the other in favor of other 
things. In all religions, values deal with what is good and bad, normal and abnormal or appropriate 
and unacceptable. Muslims and Christians hold tenaciously to values considered absolute and 
superior and hence must be adhered to and protected at all times in all circumstances. Their 

observance reflects the true attitude of a believer in any of the faith. The absoluteness of these 
values constitutes inviolable beliefs in both religions. Justice, love and the divinity of humanity are 
some of these absolute values. These values are viewed as the means for the attainment of higher 
goals such as eternal bliss (Riukas, n.d). Strict observance of religious values is a necessary 
condition for the realization of eternal happiness promised by Christianity and Islam.

Shared Values in Islam and Christianity

A shared value is a notion that attempts to establish commonality of beliefs and preferences 
among the adherents of the world's most dominant religions. The idea of a commonality in values 
goes to the logical connectivity in the power of similarities which support likely behavior. This 
may be contagious and tend to reduce tension and anxiety that would likely result in adverse and 
harmful conduct against members of another group.
 The belief in one supreme God the ‘Father’ creates a source of flow of shared values. For 
Christians, the Decalogue (ten commandments) points to two forms of behavior primed to appeal 
to God through love of Him and love of one another; all made in his image and likeness. The first 
three commandments of God address the servant - God relationship that upholds the supremacy of 
God the ‘Father’.  This supremacy detests any form of behavior or activity that undermines God in 
any way possible.  Christians are told in no ambiguous terms about the place of God in their entire 
life.  Exodus 20:1-6 states that "I am the Lord your God … you shall have no other gods before 
me…. You shall not bow down to them nor serve them… you shall not take the name of the Lord 
your God in vain." These commandments have established the supremacy of God and will not 
accept attempts to have rivals likely; even inappropriate use of His name is strongly forbidden. To 
worship him alone is the only prescribed activity to the extent of setting aside a full day for that 
purpose in honor of Him.
 Similarly, Islam upholds Allah in Surah: 1a, as ‘’Beneficent’’, ‘’Merciful’’, ‘’Lord of the 
Worlds’’, ‘’Owner of the Day of Judgment’’ and one who points to ‘’the straight path’’, and shows 
favor or anger. To further demonstrates the supremacy of Allah, Surah 5:18 states that "Allah is the 
sovereignty of the heavens and the earth and all that is between them."   Saleeb and Geslen (2011) 
have recollected the supremacy of Allah as an absolute, independent, unique and sovereign, and 
hold that:

He is the first and the last.  He is unique, and nothing resembles Him in any respect. He is 
One and the One. He is self-sustained and does not need anything, but everything needs 
Him… He is the Willer of existing things and the things that will exist, and nothing 
happens apart from his will. He is the knower of all that can be known. His knowledge 
encompasses the whole universe that he has created, and he alone sustains. God is 
completely sovereign over all creation. (p. 41)

 This powerful, all-encompassing picture of Allah without any equivocation depicts 
humans as finite inconsequential beings totally incapable of doing anything worthy for God 
especially to the extent of adding anything for or seeking to protect God's interest in any form. This 
means that the use of violence by extremists to protect Allah's name or so-called interest is 
unnecessary. If the entire humanity depends on God for survival, then it is rather absurd that a 
helpless humanity would turn against itself in defense of God! For both Christians and Muslims, 

the supremacy of God’s belief as a value should humble adherents of the two religions to learn to 
be submissive to the will of the creator and appreciate their common divinity in a harmonious and 
peaceful co-existence.
 Another basis of an interfaith accord between Muslims and Christians is the Golden Rule. 
The Golden Rule is sharply at point as a shared value. It further radiates other values as justice, 
mercy, compassion and love (Buck, 2013). By upholding virtues such as truthfulness or, 
trustworthiness as elements of integrity, it underscores the essential quality of interpersonal 
relations in a mutually reinforcing manner. The Golden Rule is ultimately taken as a fundamental 
shared value. In Christendom, the Golden Rule is a summation of the latter six pieces of the 
Decalogue. "You shall not murder, commit adultery, steal, bear false witness against your 
neighbor, covet your neighbor’s house, wife, male servant, female servant, ox, donkey… anything 
that is your neighbor (Exodus 20:13-17) invoke the feeling of doing unto others what you would 
love them to do unto you. This is the Golden Rule widely accepted and preached to all adherents 
as the basis of the entire summation of one’s religious life. This underscores the peaceful, cordial 
and harmless relations with one another in deference to God. The common tenet in faith traditions, 
least Islam and Christianity, is that "we should treat others as we would have them treat us" (Buck, 
2013, p.3). As a shared value, religious adherents would take from it a capacity of service for the 
common good. Religious leaders would therefore find in its invocation fulfilling a standard of 
mutual and reciprocal care. The Rule is neutral without distinction among humanity. The 
reciprocal care is devoid of relativity of faith.  Muslims would not fail to treat Christians with 
respect and love because they are not Muslims and vice versa. The common denominator in the 
Golden Rule philosophy is humanity accepted by both religions as divine.
 The holy books of the Bible and Quran are abounding with exhortations in respect of the 
Golden Rule. For instance, in Matthew 7:12, Jesus Christ affirms: "therefore, whatever you want 
men to do to you, do also to them, for this is the Law and the prophets." Also, Matthew 22:39 
clearly underscores the importance of love: "thou shall love your neighbor as yourself; on these 
two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”
 In a similar way, renowned Islamic leaders have invoked this rule copiously. Sahih Muslim 
Mohammad states that "whoever wishes to be delivered from the fire and enter the garden should 
die with faith in Allah… and should treat the people as he wishes to be treated by them." Also, 
An-Nawawi states that "None of you (truly) believes until he wishes for his brother what he wishes 
for himself." The law of reciprocity is the bedrock of interpersonal relation lubricated by faith 
through respect for God. It is in humans that we find opportunities for attesting to our belief in God 
through acts of love for one another.
 Discussions about shared values point to the ultimate goal of achieving harmony between 
the Christian and Muslim communities around the world. Put differently, the absence of peace 
between adherents of these faiths hurts the world as it affects every progress towards a prosperous 
society. But peace is founded instrumentally on love and justice; surprisingly both Islam and 
Christianity invoke peace as an essential ingredient in their dogma (Manus, 1992).
 The epitomic place of love in Christianity reveals the contradiction among early Christians 
between authentic worship of God and mistreatment of others. In this practice was a violation of 
the principle of justice and fairness. Justice is seen as "a moral virtue that consists in the constant 

and firm will to give one’s due to God and neighbor" (Catechism of the Catholic Church). To God, 
the Catechism of the Catholic Church calls justice "virtue of Religion." Justice toward men 
disposes one to respect the right of everyone and "to establish in human relationships the harmony 
that promotes equity with regards to persons and to the common good." To be just means one has 
to be habitually right in thinking and acts that are upright towards one’s neighbor. Love and justice 
thus flow together and especially acts that clearly favor others in an impartial manner seal the 
synergy. Christian love is true reflection of sacrifice of oneself in love of God for humanity that 
Jesus exemplified. Adherents of Christianity are enjoined to express their faith in volitional, 
respectful and unconditional love for God with one another as Paul records in 1Corinthians 10:24 
(Kunkle, n.d). Paul notes: "Be imitators of God as beloved children and live in love as Christ loved 
us and gave himself up for us."  In practicalizing this, it is expected to permeate all social platforms 
of interaction including friendship, marriage and family. Love of God is expressed in human 
response to God's love through the love of neighbor.
 Christian teaching portrays love of neighbor irrespective of religion or tribe or race or any 
other form of identity. Indeed, one is taught to care for one’s enemies through charitable acts of 
prayer and to refrain from revenge. This principle is elaborated thus:

If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you?  Even 'sinners' love those who 
love them. And if you do good to those who are good to you, what credit is that to you? 
Even 'sinners' do that. And if you lend to those from whom you expect repayment, what 
credit is that to you? Even 'sinners' lend to 'sinners', expecting to be repaid in full. But love 
your enemies, do good to them, and lend to them without expecting to get anything back. 
Then your reward will be great, and you will be sons of the Most High, because He is kind 
to the ungrateful and wicked. Be merciful and just as your father is merciful. (Luke 6: 32 – 
36)

These tendencies are to enhance peace and had been clearly reinforced by the strong admonition 
to refrain from revenge. Christ condemned the principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth 
(Matthew 5:38-41). Paul exhorts the Romans to bless those who persecute them and never pay evil 
for evil. To live peaceably he advices: 

Beloved, never revenge yourselves, but leave room for the wrath of God; for it is written, 
vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord.  No, If your enemies are hungry, feed them; 
if they are thirsty, give them something to drink; for by doing this you will heap burning 
coals on their heads. Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good. (Romans 
12:18-21)

 These teachings sought to eliminate violence as an alternative form of behavior in the 
interest of peace through love and justice. To furnish the acts of love, charity, through generous 
sharing with the needy, is taught by Christianity as a very high virtue.  Christians are enjoined to 
share their wealth with the poor to check the vices of greed, covetousness, pride and gluttony.  
Luke 6:38 urges Christians: "give and it will be given to you." Rich people like Zachaeus heeded 
the teaching on wealth sharing and redistributed his riches with the poor (Luke 19:8-10). Jesus 
urged the Christian community to be generous and charitable with their resources, time, talent and 
treasure to the benefit of the poor, sick, prisoners and indeed the needy (Matthew 25:7). Christ 

invited the generous and charitable and said unto them:

Come, you that are blessed by my father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you… I was 
hungry, and you gave me food, I was thirsty, and you gave something to drink, I was a 
stranger and you welcomed me, I was naked, and you gave me clothing, I was sick, and you 
took care of me…. (Matthew 25:34)

 These acts of generosity and charity are at the very heart of Christianity and by extension 
Islamic practice. These acts demonstrate in no uncertain terms worship and love of God expressed 
through love of the needy and poor fellow human beings. In these acts, love and justice are 
activated for the sake of peace. These acts know no religion or tribe or race.
 In Islam, a true Muslim is required to believe in the one God, Angels, the Prophets, the 
Scripture and the Day of Judgment (Nazeer, 2000). These beliefs have to be translated into actions 
of faith, indicative of religious practice. The most important Islamic social values are articulated 
in the Quran and reinforced by the life-style of the Prophet. In Medina where the first Muslim 
community was founded, it was characterized by an affirmation of human dignity and social 
justice (Kunkle, n.d). All Islamic values have therefore been derived from the Quran, the personal 
examples of the Prophet and the writings that followed his teaching. The Hadiths are a 
compendium of the Prophets personal examples and the Sunnah, the Muslim way of life. In these 
documents including the Quran are found fundamental issues of social justice. The whole essence 
is to bring the individual closer to God by creating a just society.
 Justice is the cornerstone of Islamic faith. It informs Islamic theology and social values. 
The Quran affirms that justice is a command from God (16:90, 5:8). It enjoins believers to adhere 
to what is just and kind and forbidding that which is unjust (72:15, 60:8). Justice is expected to 
permeate all actions, speech and thoughts of Muslims. For example, "when you speak, speak with 
justice, even if it is against someone close, to you… (6:152). The practice of justice is not restricted 
to familiar persons and must be extended to strangers as well. This form of justice is laced with the 
principle of equality as a basis for peace. The Quran asserts that the only basis for differentiation 
is piety (Taqwa) or righteousness (Birr). It states:

O mankind! We created you from a single (pair) of male and a female, and made you into 
nations and tribes, that ye may know each other (not that ye may despise (each other). 
Verily the most honored in the sight of Allah is (who is) the most righteous of you… 
(49:13)

 Verses like these from the Holy Quran demonstrate shared historical similarities between 
Christianity and Islam with a common root in the faith of Abraham and Isaac. In this sense both 
religions "tend to be universalistic in their outlook’’ (Blankenhorn, 2009, p.1).
 This universalism takes bearing from the five pillars of Islam: The Creed (Shahada); 
Prayer (Salat), Almsgiving (Zakat), Ramadan: Fast (Sawm) and Pilgrimage (Hajj) (Ritcher, 2001). 
At the apex of these pillars is God while the individual is at the base linked inextricably through 
these pillars that are manifested in the activities of the individual within the social setting of the 
community. Without activating these pillars in concrete actions to be felt by the community, the 
individual would have no vital link with God.  Hence of the five pillars only the Shahada can be 

accomplished alone, the profession of faith (Kunkle, n.d). The other pillars are accomplished only 
by the participation in community life. The community is instituted by God to serve as a true 
example of fraternity and social justice (2:143). This does not confer superiority but rather a 
commonality of shared humanity. All believers are "brothers in religion and must not oppress one 
another, nor abandon assisting each other, nor hold one another in contempt." This Hadith 
teaching intones that the seat of righteousness is the heart which the righteous does not 
discriminate nor demean a fellow Muslim.
 The Golden Rule is found elaborately expressed in Islam underscoring fraternity and care 
for one another. The Prophet had said "No man is a believer until he wishes for his brother that 
which he wishes for himself" (Hadith No. 12). The Prophet affirmed this by asserting that the most 
important aspect of faith (Imam) in addition to worshipping God is "To do unto all men as you 
would wish to have done unto you, and to reject for others what you would reject for yourself 
(Hadith No. 12).
 The Prophet's teaching reflected great compassion as an ideal way of pursuing social 
justice. The needs of the weak and the poor were to be taken care of. The Prophet taught that "He 
who helps his fellow creature in the hour of need, and he who helps the oppressed, him will God 
help in the Day of Travail." The Prophet identified compassionate acts as the most excellent form 
of behavior before the creator. He stated that: 

To gladden the heart of a human being; to feed the hungry, to help the afflicted, to 
lighten the sorrow of the sorrowful, and to remove the wrongs of the injured. Feed 
the hungry and visit the sick, and free the captive if he is unjustly confined, assist 
any person oppressed … whether Muslim or non-Muslim.

 These compassionate acts are further simplified in the third pillar of Islam - compulsory 
charity - almsgiving (Zakat). It is not just recommended, it is required of every financially stable 
Muslim. Zakat is viewed as "compulsory charity."  It is an obligation for those who have received 
their wealth from God to respond to those members of the community in need (Mufti, 2006, p.1). 
Zakat is designed to meet the needs of the poor and is also a means to cleanse the Muslim of greed 
and selfishness while exacting the equitable distribution of goods to the entire community. It is 
intended to bring unity and betterment to the society as a whole (Caner & Caner, 2001, p.123-124).
 Shared community life is the hallmark of both Christianity and Islam. The value is 
gainfully and widely disaggregated into socially justified acts of love that emphasize compassion 
for the less privileged. Both the Quran and the Bible have ample theological and scriptural 
recommendations amplified by the personal examples of the Prophet and Christ.

Tolerance: Means for Interreligious Dialogue, Harmony and Peace

 Sufficient evidence has been established so far about the shared values of Islam and 
Christianity. Muslims and Christians exhorted by Holy Scripture are obliged to activate religious 
faith through community engagement in demonstrating worship and love for God through acts of 
human kindness. On charity, fraternity, social justice and love of neighbor, Christians and 
Muslims all agree. In broader terms, the two religions are in agreement on the oneness of God, 
Prophecy, Sacred Scripture and much of sacred history. On ethical norms too are shared agreement 

on the sanctity of life, humane treatment of others, honesty in all human dealings, kindness 
towards a neighbor and application of justice (Pell, 2006; Nasr, 2004,).
 Despite the permeation of these common values, adherents of the two religions have had 
cause to rise against each other. In the cause of history, violent outburst has characterized 
Muslim-Christian relationship. With higher and widespread level of education, easy access to 
information, courtesy of technology, rather than enhance inter-religious harmony, the 21st Century 
has witnessed more intra- and inter- religious schisms resulting in open expression of violence. 
From Iraq to Syria, Yemen and Afghanistan, intra-religious schisms have dominated world 
headlines. ISIL and Al Qaeda in the Middle East, Al Shabaab in the horn of Africa and Boko 
Haram in Nigeria have taken to violence to establish or enforce their own presumed version of 
Islamic values considered 'pure'. In Nigeria since 2001, when Sharia law was introduced in 
selected states in the North, both Muslims and Christians have violently clashed on different 
occasions. The cities of Kaduna, Kano, Bauchi and Jos have played host to several occasions of 
carnage. The lynching of Christians for blasphemy occurred in Kano, Gusau and Abuja in 2016. 
These and many more instances are sufficient evidence of inter-religious disharmony being 
experienced in other parts of the world.
 The failure of the impact of shared values on adherents of both religions, particularly, the 
failure to work together through dialogue for harmony and peace is partly due to how often 
believers of the faiths are blind, arrogant and narrow in their thinking and worldview 
(Blankenhorn, n.d). Practitioners of these religions have often demonstrated ignorance of the very 
tenets of their faith. This has the tendency to lead to contemporary extremism or fanaticism of the 
kind being witnessed around the world.  This may seem that we may be notoriously religious but 
less pious. For instance, Nigerians have been ranked as highly religious, but inter-religious fracas 
have continued to occur in the country.
 Closely related to lack of understanding is the effect of misinterpretation of Holy Scripture. 
Kenny (1992) notes that there is a significant number of passages in Holy Scriptures that are both 
hostile and unfriendly to other religions. The misinterpretation of these by teachers and adherents 
creates tension and may result in violence hurting any form of harmony between Christianity and 
Islam. Dialogue is at issue here when creating a consensus on grey areas in both religions. But 
dialogue is not possible without religious liberty to stimulate engagement. It is only in an 
atmosphere of freedom that meaningful discussions can flow towards a desirable consensus. This 
further requires utmost caution in proselytizing and the need to emphasize more on the areas of 
similarities between the two religions. Far more important is for religious leaders to demonstrate 
vigilance in identifying excesses and refrain from abuse of religious power and its misuse.
 Accomplishment of these tasks depends on the level of tolerance to be exercised or 
observed by adherents of both religions. Islam for instance evokes its teaching as part of a peace 
package. Quran 2:30 requires that man should maintain peace with Allah, his creator and sustainer, 
fellow men as well as other creatures he comes in contact with.  This is presented as the core 
responsibility of man. This duty is essential within the context of religious pluralism that must be 
embraced within the belief in the fundamentality of humanity. Differentiation in humanity and 
religion is God's creation and was designed to promote the virtue of tolerance. The Quran (2:213) 
draws out this pluralism when it states that God sent off different Prophets to different people at 

different times to teach the same truth of the Oneness of God. Diversity must be tolerated because 
it is at the heart of achieving harmonious community life. The Quran states:

Had God willed, He would have made you into one community; but (it was His 
will) to test you in what He gave you. So, compete with each other in doing good 
works. To God you are all returning, and He will inform you about how you 
differed. (5:48)

 As noted succinctly by Sachedina (2001), religious pluralism is a prerequisite for a 
peaceful accommodation of differences in the individual and the communal sense of the highest 
good. Rejection of pluralism is challenging the wisdom of the Almighty God in promoting 
tolerance. The notion of tolerance is therefore ineluctable in managing diversity and promoting 
and preserving pluralism. Muslims are encouraged to interact respectfully and gently with 
non-Muslims through dialogue on religion. This is possible only in the activation of tolerance.

Conclusion

Islam and Christianity, two of the world's dominant religions have enduring and shared 
values rooted in their fundamental dogmatics and principles. These values are relative and 
progressive in nature. They are divine in origin and are in complete harmony. Christianity and 
Islam subscribe to a one God, Prophecy, sacred history and basic ethical standards of sanctity of 
life, compassionate treatment of others and the application of justice for the sake of love of God. 

These teachings are summed up in the Golden Rule as the basis for sharing the same 
values. The Golden Rule acknowledges our human divinity and diversity which is impossible to 
eliminate. To live with it and achieve peace and harmony, religious leaders must develop 
concerted efforts to reorient adherents on the essence of tolerance to achieve religious liberty that 
would enhance meaningful dialogue. Both adherents need to increase the tempo and avenues of 
interaction to promote understanding and check misinterpretation of religious passages. 

It is this abuse of interpretation and wrongful exercise of religious power that is expanding 
the arena for fanaticism and bigotry. Growing economic inequality is raising a pool of religious 
entrepreneurs hence the commercialization of religious movements is fanning schism and 
intolerance globally. 

Political and religious leaders must step back and reflect creatively on our common 
humanity in the midst of its pluralism and divinity in relation to the universality of the Golden Rule 
as a fundamental shared value for the realization of religious harmony through dialogue. Human 
understanding of the truth may never be perfect and disagreement on values should be treated with 
restraint by being open to other views.
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Abstract

In response to the history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there is a strong commitment 
from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and creatively 
address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take a strong 
stance against radicalization. One of the most effective tools used to work toward this end is 
interfaith dialogue. This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool in 
Indonesia, which has been effectively used to build counternarratives of ethno-religious identity. 
Storytelling, in the context of dialogue, operates as a peacebuilding process that forges common 
ground, and ultimately co-creates emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As 
such, storytelling creates an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost 
during conflict, and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. The conclusions 
situate interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, 
and as a possible means to prevent future atrocities. 

Keywords: interfaith dialogue, storytelling as peacebuilding, religious pluralism, 
de-radicalization, Indonesia

 

Introduction

Indonesia is home to the largest population of Muslims in the world, but rather than 
mimicking the trend toward extremist beliefs, Indonesian Islam remains overwhelmingly steeped 
in a longstanding tradition of religious pluralism and religious tolerance. The Indonesian 
constitution was written in 1945 to guarantee all Indonesians the right to worship according to the 
beliefs of Islam, Buddhism, Protestantism, Catholicism, Hinduism, and Confucianism. While this 
legacy has not been successful in deterring ethno-religious conflict, it nonetheless provides an 
excellent building block for interfaith peacebuilding. 

As a result of a long history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there are strong 
commitments from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and 
creatively address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take an 
effective stand against radicalization. One of the tools widely recognized as being effective in 
working toward these goals is interfaith dialogue.

This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool, and draws largely 
from the experiences in Indonesia, where it has been effectively used in religious schools and 
institutions, and as part of post conflict reconciliation processes. One of the goals of interfaith 
dialogue is to build appealing counternarratives that encourage acceptance of diverse stakeholder 
groups. Storytelling –– specifically the part of dialogue where stories are shared, heard, and 
re-crafted –– is examined as a peacebuilding process that forges common ground, and ultimately 
co-creates new/emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As such, storytelling is 
considered an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost during conflict, 
and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. 

Interfaith Dialogue

The United Nations General Assembly President recognized that, ‘‘promoting a true 
dialogue among civilizations and religions is perhaps the most important political instrument that we 
can use to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace and hope’’ (as quoted in Neufeldt, 2011, 
p. 344). With a mixture of support and suspicion, interfaith dialogue has gained currency as a viable 
strategy to address religious tensions, and as a means to rebuild communities that have become rifted 
along religious lines. In order to maximize the potential of interfaith dialogue, it is important to 
understand what is intended and entailed in an effective process. 

Neufeldt (2011) offers three broad approaches to Interfaith Dialogue, each of which serves a 
distinct purpose and works toward a deliberate end, with unique contributions to “personal, relational, 
and structural change” (p. 344). She distinguishes between Theological, Political and Peacebuilding 
approaches, with particular attention to their varying theories of change. In brief, theological interfaith 
dialogue intends to build understanding and mutual respect between individual actors of different 
faiths, whereas political interfaith dialogue is designed to educate each other, and through that 
education, legitimize and/or de-legitimize political actors and actions. The peacebuilding approach to 
interfaith dialogue, in contrast, is focused on transforming attitudes and perception of one another in 
service to the fulfillment of common goals, joint actions, and conflict resolution. 

Neufeldt (2011) recognizes that there is an absence of conclusive research on the influence 
and consequence of interfaith dialogue, and finds that this lack of depth in our understanding 
encourages unfounded judgments towards its religious actors, and can also minimize perceptions 
of overall success.

When interfaith dialogue fails, it reinforces arguments that religious-based actors have no 
bearing on peace processes and religion is more effective at mobilizing people for violence 
than for peace. When it succeeds, it is seen as a minor footnote to a major political peace 
process. (Neufeldt, 2011, p. 345)

The theory of change attributed to the peacebuilding method of interfaith dialogue, which 
is focused on the potential of transforming participants’ perspectives of the “other,” is reminiscent 
of intergroup contact theory, also known as the contact hypothesis, which stems from the discipline 
of psychology (Allport, 1962). The contact hypothesis has been widely regarded as “one of 
psychology’s most effective strategies for improving intergroup relations” (Dovidio, Gaertner & 
Kawakami, 2003, p. 5). Contact theory suggests that intergroup prejudice can be reduced when 
different group members have the opportunity to interact with one other.  In the absence of 
definitive findings about interfaith dialogue, the extensive study of contact theory provides a fair 
amount of both encouragement and caution. 

Intergroup contact theory is predicated on the idea that our dislike of the other, or hatred of 
the enemy, is based on inaccurate attribution of their character. The chance to meet someone who 
identifies with the “other,” or as an outgroup member, provides an opportunity to remedy or rectify 
those inaccuracies, and to find the humanity of that person/group despite their differences. While 
this makes great intuitive sense, deeper study has revealed that if the circumstances and support 
network shaping the contact are inadequate, the contact experience has the capacity to confirm a 
sense of dislike or hatred. 

Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2005) analyzed the research on contact theory to ascertain 
what the optimal circumstances and contexts for contact are. They were looking for concrete 
examples of what can increase the likelihood of transformed attitudes and perceptions, and as a 
result, increase social harmony. The majority of research on contact theory has been conducted in 
the United States, and with the specific focus on racial integration and acceptance. This scenario is 
only one of many scenarios that might benefit from contact, and may not have the intentions of 
social harmony that are typical in transformative interfaith dialogue. 

Like most social psychological work on prejudice…contact research has focused primarily 
on the problem of transforming White racism and, as a result, has often neglected the 
possibility that the lived experience of contact and desegregation may differ according to 
one’s race group membership and historical location within a social system. (Dixon, 
Durrheim & Tredoux, 2005, p. 708)

Using contact theory, which is understood through the lens of white prejudice, to 
understand other experiences of segregated or divided societies is problematic, although some of 
the learning from contact theory is helpful in orienting toward a constructive experience of 

engagement. Through their research on the limitations of contact theory, Dixon, Durrheim and 
Tredoux (2005) are able to pinpoint what is needed for contact to be constructive. Among many 
important directives, their list includes the need to meet with regularity and frequency, to maintain 
a balanced ratio of group members who have comparable status with one another, to offer a variety 
of social settings and situations, to monitor and manage any competition or destructive emotions 
between groups, and to emphasize the importance of the work participants are doing by engaging 
in contact.

These factors are easily applied to the peacebuilding process of interfaith dialogue, where 
there are similar standards of constructive contact, and pitfalls of destructive contact. Powers 
(2010) describes religious peacebuilding as including the beliefs, norms, and rituals that pertain to 
peacemaking, as well as a “range of actors, from religious institutions, faith-based voluntary 
organizations that are not formally part of a religious institution, and individuals and groups for 
whom religion is a significant motivation for their peacebuilding” (p. 361). Building on that 
understanding, Al Qurtuby (2013) describes interfaith dialogue as “a way of rebuilding social 
capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and community focus” (p. 
350).

De-Radicalization

The study of radicalization and de-radicalization has been undertaken by multiple 
disciplines, which means a diverse range of tools have been used for analysis and an equally varied 
range of insights have been garnered. Despite these variations, and the resulting difficulty of 
synthesizing a coherent understanding, the primary focus of radicalization research over the past 
15 years has been on terrorism, and specifically Islamic political violence. There has been little 
emphasis on other geographic and ideological areas, and even less consideration of the 
corresponding counterpoint of de-radicalization (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). How the topic is 
defined, however, remains consistent.

Radicalization may be understood as a process leading towards the increased use of 
political violence, while deradicalization, by contrast, implies reduction in the use of 
political violence. Taken together, the study of radicalization and de-radicalization is 
central to answering the question of how political violence emerges, how it can be 
prevented, and how it can be contained. (p. 5)

Della Porta and LaFree (2012) recognize that de-radicalization, like radicalization, depends 
largely on the “legitimacy the audience may bestow on, or withhold from transforming radical 
groups” (p. 8). This acknowledgement places the de-radicalization process firmly in the hands of 
community, and affirms the vital role of dialogue and other citizen-based efforts in the 
peacebuilding process. If a community is committed to harmonious co-existence, despite their 
differences, efforts toward radicalization will be more easily recognized as divisive, and a natural 
movement toward de-radicalization can evolve. Because of the historic pluralism in Indonesia, and 
the tolerant version of Islam that the majority of Muslims practice within Indonesia, a hopeful 
scenario for de-radicalization exists. 

Indonesian Example

Despite the fact that Indonesia has the largest Muslim population of any single country in 
the world, Indonesia has never had voter support to shift from a secular state to a religious one 
under Islamic law (Heiduk, 2012). Furthermore, while political scientists typically find a 
correlation between the regime type and Islamist political strategy, that relationship doesn’t hold 
up in the Indonesian example. When the country embraced Democracy in 1998, it opened up new 
opportunities for all kinds of freedoms.

The Indonesian example is unique in many ways. First and foremost, the religious 
pluralism that is an intrinsic part of Indonesian identity validates the possibility of harmonized 
co-existence, even if it requires a reach into the past for solid footing, and a stretch into the future 
for a shared vision of moving forward. Much of the literature on interfaith dialogue in Indonesia 
focuses on exemplary efforts that have transpired in the Malukus of Eastern Indonesia, more 
commonly known as the Spice Islands, where since 1999 there have been several eruptions of 
religious-based violence and several remarkable community responses that work toward 
reconciliation.   

The move toward interfaith dialogue in Maluku was described as “an attempt to raise 
awareness about the commonalities between the religions and to teach the positive values inherent 
in each faith that guarantee peaceful co-existence” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164). There was work to 
be done to remedy the harm done by the religious narratives of violence that were commonly 
woven into sermons within Mosques and Churches during the times of active conflict (De Juan, 
Pierskalla, & Vüllers, 2015). In the aftermath of the conflict, it became clear that both groups, 
Christians and Muslims, lacked sufficient understanding about the other’s religion, which impeded 
the development of mutual respect. A council was formed as a way to provide “a forum for 
religious leaders to meet and discuss pressing socio-economic and political issues and to respond 
to any arising communal tensions” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164), and as a proactive way to build 
interfaith relationships and promote interfaith education. 

There are two main organizations recognized for their work toward interfaith peace 
building in the Maluku example. Tim 20 Wayame, or The Peace Team of Wayame, was comprised 
of people from the Village of Wayame, near Ambon City, and was extremely successful in 
engaging interreligious peacemaking during the violence that transpired in both 1999 and 2004 (Al 
Qurtuby, 2013). Manaputty, one of the founders of Tim 20 Wayame, described his relationship 
building work as employing a strategy of weaving a mat. His faith in the power of relationship 
building proved to be an effective way of generating a wide and resilient “web of peacemakers” 
(Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 358).

Provokator Perdamaian, or Peace Provocateurs, includes a coordinated group of 
Christians and Muslims representing a diverse range of ethnic, professional and socio-economic 
backgrounds. Provokator Perdamaian galvanized post conflict efforts toward reconciliation 
through “rebuilding social capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and 
community focus” (Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 350). The peace agreements didn’t stop the fighting, 
which is why a more intrinsic and grassroots change was pursued. The interfaith dialogue process 
was one, in particular, where all voices could be honored in the process of forging a common 

ground, from which a new and coordinated narrative could be crafted about the past, and new 
possibilities of a harmonized future could be forged (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006). 

Storytelling as Peacebuilding

 While storytelling is used to draw out a diversity of voices and perspectives on a given 
topic (Bell, 2010; Caromina & Luschen, 2014; Hooks, 1994; Kuyvenhoven, 2009; McEwan & 
Egan, 1995; Palmer, 1998; Solinger, Fox, & Irani, 2008), it is also used to find connections that 
underlie superficial diversities and to link “between past and future, between people and place, 
among people whose opinions diverge” (Cruikshank, 1998, p. 2). There are numerous ways to 
define storytelling, and many more treatises on how to operationalize it. Senehi (2009) offers a 
general definition of storytelling as “a universal way human beings deal with knowledge” (p. 203). 
She describes the process of telling and receiving stories as continually forming, reproducing, 
negotiating, resisting, and changing our view of the world (Senehi, 2009, p. 202). Similarly, 
Michel de Certeau (1984) portrays storytelling as authorizing, founding, and settling in place the 
way people experience and understand the world. These definitions indicate the important role 
stories play in shaping our understanding of the world, and contributing to our sense of what is 
possible within that world.

In Dialogic Civility in a Cynical Age: Community, Hope, and Interpersonal Relationships, 
Arnett and Arneson (1999) describe the goal of dialogue as providing a means to establish new 
relationships where a common story can be co-created by the whole community, which is of 
particular importance in communities that have been steeped in conflicting and competing 
narratives. Della Porta and LaFree (2012) acknowledge that trends of polarization and 
radicalization continue when violence-legitimizing narratives remain unchallenged. The 
storytelling that unfolds within the context of dialogue invites new story making, which has the 
potential to bridge the gap between groups and challenge the stories that underlie radicalized and 
polarized identities. The dialogue, in this case, serves as the vehicle for keeping transformative 
conversation in play. Based on their experience with interfaith dialogue in Indonesia, Lowry and 
Littlejohn (2006) reassure that, “as long as we keep dialogue active, we continue to learn, 
understand, and create a relationship of sustainable security” (p. 410).

Synthesis

 The public health prevention model offers an effective tool to make sense of the 
relationship between interfaith dialogue, de-radicalization, and the objective of preventing 
violence. This model was created as a disease and injury prevention framework, but its 
epidemiological framework has been found to be extremely applicable to violence prevention 
(Centers for Disease Control, 1992). Within this system, primary prevention focuses on education 
for change, and aligns with the Peacebuilding Approach to Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). 
Pressman (2009) has discovered concrete protective factors that assist the de-radicalization 
process at this stage. Secondary prevention is focused on decreasing risk, and relates to the 
Political Approach of Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). Pressman (2009) lists proven 
dis-engagement factors that can support the reduction of risk for radicalization. Tertiary prevention 
includes attempts to fix what is broken, and aligns with the Theological Approach to Interfaith 

future atrocities. The success of interfaith dialogue in Indonesia has spurred an international 
conversation about the promise this remedy offers as a peacemaking tool, as a means to exercise 
the constructive potential of contact theory, and as an active and humanitarian strategy to counter 
trends in radicalization. 

Buber (1958) shared a vision of learning to be with one another with empathy and 
compassion, despite whatever struggle we may be facing. This was exemplified in his distinction 
between an I-It model of engagement, compared with an I-Thou relationship, which serve as 
excellent predictors of success of interfaith dialogue. The I-It relationship describes what happens 
when we fail to acknowledge the complexity of others, when we treat others as objects of our 
discontent rather than the subjects of their own rich lives and experiences. Dialogue invites 
participants into the I-Thou relationship, where the other becomes a valued human, worthy of our 
curiosity about why they are who they are, and what beliefs and attitudes have shaped their 
experiences in our shared world (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006).

The research that has been done on radicalization and de-radicalization draws heavily from 
the literature of social movements (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). Perhaps more deliberate attention 
to the social movement of peacebuilding can provide us with new focus on interfaith dialogue, and 
the opportunity it presents for revised hindsight, enlivened insight, and accurate foresight in 
re-crafting the narratives of past, present and future. 
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Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). The following figure provides a prevention matrix that contextualizes 
how De-Radicalization and Interfaith Dialogue line up to meet common objectives.

 

Conclusion

In conclusion, this exploration situates interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in 
the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, and through the de-radicalization that occurs in 
dialogue’s deepened humanization of the “other,” dialogue can be an effective means to prevent 
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Abstract

Violent activities of extremist groups like ISIS, Al Shabab and Boko Haram are at the center of 
contemporary threat to global peace and religious harmony. They put Christian populations under 
tension. These activities help to sustain the impression that Islam is a violent religion especially 
against Christianity. Erroneous as this image is, it is difficult to erase it from the minds of many 
Christians and even moderate Muslims especially those that have been victims of religiously 
instigated violence. This paper seeks to identify enduring and shared values of both religions such 
as charity and love of neighbor at the heart of a shared humanity accepted and propagated by both 
religions. It is argued therefore that projected as core values of both religions, inter-religious 
dialogue and harmony are achievable in the interest of global peace and stability.

Keywords: Christianity, Islam, religious harmony, shared values

Introduction

At the heart of Islam and Christianity is the reality of one Great God, all powerful ‘father’, 
Omniscience, Omnipresent; one God that is absolute, infinite and merciful; greater than all 
mankind can imagine. To acknowledge and give credence to this greatness is expected of God's 
creation of which humankind is the highest expression of that creativity involving God himself as 
proclaimed by the Holy Bible: ‘’man is made in the image and likeness of the creator’’ (Genesis 
1:14).  This is the source of human divinity with all the powers, knowledge and wisdom above 
other creatures to be used to oversee the rest of creation.
 This shared unity in the acknowledgement of the One True God permeates all religions, the 
plurality of which does not diminish the supremacy of God the ‘Father’.  In this lies the essence of 
religion as a transcendent relationship between man and God; the unseen power with control over 
man's destiny deserving obedience, reverence and worship (Ikenga-Metuh, 1992). Man, thus owes 
total submission and absolute obedience to God. In an attempt to observe these elements of 
responsibility to God, man had inadvertently often reached beyond limit to again erroneously 
assume control of others by deciding on the basis of ‘monopoly of truth’ in relation to any issue. It 
is here that religious bigotry and spiritual arrogance erupt and find expression as key causes of 
conflicts and disharmony (Ikenga - Metuh, 1992). The grand illusion is that some religionists 
claim to have the prerogative to uphold the divine truth while others have limited knowledge of 
God's revelation.  Put differently, enforcement of the supreme will of God is their responsibility 
even when they have scant understanding of that will.
 The pernicious presumption of knowing the position of the One God on all issues by 
extremists is at the root of inter-faith disruptions and the concomitant upheavals being witnessed 
around the world. The central premise of Islam and Christianity is embedded in the Golden Rule. 
It is privileged as a salient religious value from which all other morally sound values that uphold 
the divinity of mankind derives. While it is accepted universally that religious values are relative 
and never absolute, the end of those values are absolute; the preservation and protection of the 
human divinity. Islam and Christianity teach appreciation of values in a progressive manner and 
are seen as basic principles of daily existence and are in complete harmony. This harmonious unity 
is derived from the Golden Rule that radiates values of justice, mercy, compassion, love, and 
includes virtues of beneficence, charity, truthfulness, trustworthiness, courtesy, self- sacrifice, the 
defense of others and piety (Effendi, 1980).
 Overlooking these shared values or an extreme interpretation of these has led to extremism 
or fanaticism creating inter- and intra- religious upheavals seen around the world. The Middle East 
demonstrates an exemplar of this extremism with several intolerant or very hostile groups even 
within Islam. Other parts of the world have witnessed similar violent uprisings such as the case of 
Boko Haram in Nigeria that evolved from the Maitatsine riots of the 1980s to the Kafanchan 
religious violence in Kaduna in 1987 (Bako, 1992; Genyi, 2016). Again, in the 2000s had arisen 
series of clashes between adherents of the two religions on the implementation of Sharia law in 
northern states in Nigeria. The Arab World has and remains the hot bed of religious extremism that 
seems to endanger other religions in Syria, Iraq and Iran. The presence of Al Qaeda, ISIL in 
Afghanistan and Syria, and Al Qaeda in Yemen tell the extremist story more loudly. Somalia and 

Kenya have had a fair share of this extremism through the activities of Al Shabab (Genyi, 2016). 
September 11, 2001 appears to have heralded their reach of religious hatred to all parts of the 
world when the USA played host to Al Qaeda led attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade 
Center.
 These exemplars of religious intolerance have overshadowed the possibility of religious 
harmony in an overarching religiously plural world. The extent of this global religious diversity 
suggests that it cannot be eliminated. What is reasonable is to live with it in the best possible way. 
One way to do so is to identify shared values that have endured centuries of religious practices by 
Islam and Christianity, two of the world’s dominant religions. It is argued here that the shared 
values of charity and love, the cornerstone of the Golden Rule offers the pragmatic platform for 
interfaith dialogue for religious harmony for enhanced peace and stability on a global scale.

Value as a Concept in Religion

It is pertinent to explore the meaning of value in order to come to a clear perspective on the 
relevance and impact of the concept in a religious context. Value is indisputably a complex 
concept in terms of its relativity and a shy away from absoluteness (Mazrui, 2005). Values are 
simply rules by which we make decisions about right or wrong, should and shouldn't, good or bad. 
These decisions on the basis of values inform us about which is ‘’more or less important, which is 
useful, when we have to’’ (Mazrui, 2005) trade off meeting one value over another. Put broadly, 
values can be taken as beliefs of a person or social group in which they have an emotional 
investment in favor of or against something. To the extent of perceiving values as the basis of 
decisions and belief, Inlow (1956) conceives values as 'the determiners in man that influence his 
choices in life and that thus decide his behavior'.  Human behavior is therefore entirely shaped by 
a value system well often informed by life experiences, which in turn constitutes general guides to 
behavior (Raths, Harmin and Simon (1966). Informed human experiences therefore influence 
preferences in life which suggest that value in itself is a tendency to prefer (Rogers, 1969). These 
conceptions are utilitarian in nature (Manus, 1992). In making choices, human beings tend to be 
rational in considering the utility of a given activity or thing. In a functional sense, Kluckhohn 
(1961) has noted that ‘’a value is a selective orientation toward experience, implying deep 
commitment or repudiation, which influence the ordering of choices between possible alternatives 
in action.’’ From a religious perspective, values are hierarchically stratified and dichotomized 
between material and spiritual existence. The latter is considered superior and the former to be 
absolutely subordinated to the latter at all given times. Spiritual values are designed to assist 
human beings in attaining the ultimate aim in creation. Religious authorities therefore believe that 
given the primacy of this ultimate goal of unity with the spiritual order of reality, religious values 
must be considered superior to natural values (Manus, 1992, p.41).
 Values are central in religion and constitute the cornerstone of any. They shape and guide 
behavior of adherents. They constitute things that are considered important and order preferences 
shared among members of a given social group at any given time or the other in favor of other 
things. In all religions, values deal with what is good and bad, normal and abnormal or appropriate 
and unacceptable. Muslims and Christians hold tenaciously to values considered absolute and 
superior and hence must be adhered to and protected at all times in all circumstances. Their 

observance reflects the true attitude of a believer in any of the faith. The absoluteness of these 
values constitutes inviolable beliefs in both religions. Justice, love and the divinity of humanity are 
some of these absolute values. These values are viewed as the means for the attainment of higher 
goals such as eternal bliss (Riukas, n.d). Strict observance of religious values is a necessary 
condition for the realization of eternal happiness promised by Christianity and Islam.

Shared Values in Islam and Christianity

A shared value is a notion that attempts to establish commonality of beliefs and preferences 
among the adherents of the world's most dominant religions. The idea of a commonality in values 
goes to the logical connectivity in the power of similarities which support likely behavior. This 
may be contagious and tend to reduce tension and anxiety that would likely result in adverse and 
harmful conduct against members of another group.
 The belief in one supreme God the ‘Father’ creates a source of flow of shared values. For 
Christians, the Decalogue (ten commandments) points to two forms of behavior primed to appeal 
to God through love of Him and love of one another; all made in his image and likeness. The first 
three commandments of God address the servant - God relationship that upholds the supremacy of 
God the ‘Father’.  This supremacy detests any form of behavior or activity that undermines God in 
any way possible.  Christians are told in no ambiguous terms about the place of God in their entire 
life.  Exodus 20:1-6 states that "I am the Lord your God … you shall have no other gods before 
me…. You shall not bow down to them nor serve them… you shall not take the name of the Lord 
your God in vain." These commandments have established the supremacy of God and will not 
accept attempts to have rivals likely; even inappropriate use of His name is strongly forbidden. To 
worship him alone is the only prescribed activity to the extent of setting aside a full day for that 
purpose in honor of Him.
 Similarly, Islam upholds Allah in Surah: 1a, as ‘’Beneficent’’, ‘’Merciful’’, ‘’Lord of the 
Worlds’’, ‘’Owner of the Day of Judgment’’ and one who points to ‘’the straight path’’, and shows 
favor or anger. To further demonstrates the supremacy of Allah, Surah 5:18 states that "Allah is the 
sovereignty of the heavens and the earth and all that is between them."   Saleeb and Geslen (2011) 
have recollected the supremacy of Allah as an absolute, independent, unique and sovereign, and 
hold that:

He is the first and the last.  He is unique, and nothing resembles Him in any respect. He is 
One and the One. He is self-sustained and does not need anything, but everything needs 
Him… He is the Willer of existing things and the things that will exist, and nothing 
happens apart from his will. He is the knower of all that can be known. His knowledge 
encompasses the whole universe that he has created, and he alone sustains. God is 
completely sovereign over all creation. (p. 41)

 This powerful, all-encompassing picture of Allah without any equivocation depicts 
humans as finite inconsequential beings totally incapable of doing anything worthy for God 
especially to the extent of adding anything for or seeking to protect God's interest in any form. This 
means that the use of violence by extremists to protect Allah's name or so-called interest is 
unnecessary. If the entire humanity depends on God for survival, then it is rather absurd that a 
helpless humanity would turn against itself in defense of God! For both Christians and Muslims, 

the supremacy of God’s belief as a value should humble adherents of the two religions to learn to 
be submissive to the will of the creator and appreciate their common divinity in a harmonious and 
peaceful co-existence.
 Another basis of an interfaith accord between Muslims and Christians is the Golden Rule. 
The Golden Rule is sharply at point as a shared value. It further radiates other values as justice, 
mercy, compassion and love (Buck, 2013). By upholding virtues such as truthfulness or, 
trustworthiness as elements of integrity, it underscores the essential quality of interpersonal 
relations in a mutually reinforcing manner. The Golden Rule is ultimately taken as a fundamental 
shared value. In Christendom, the Golden Rule is a summation of the latter six pieces of the 
Decalogue. "You shall not murder, commit adultery, steal, bear false witness against your 
neighbor, covet your neighbor’s house, wife, male servant, female servant, ox, donkey… anything 
that is your neighbor (Exodus 20:13-17) invoke the feeling of doing unto others what you would 
love them to do unto you. This is the Golden Rule widely accepted and preached to all adherents 
as the basis of the entire summation of one’s religious life. This underscores the peaceful, cordial 
and harmless relations with one another in deference to God. The common tenet in faith traditions, 
least Islam and Christianity, is that "we should treat others as we would have them treat us" (Buck, 
2013, p.3). As a shared value, religious adherents would take from it a capacity of service for the 
common good. Religious leaders would therefore find in its invocation fulfilling a standard of 
mutual and reciprocal care. The Rule is neutral without distinction among humanity. The 
reciprocal care is devoid of relativity of faith.  Muslims would not fail to treat Christians with 
respect and love because they are not Muslims and vice versa. The common denominator in the 
Golden Rule philosophy is humanity accepted by both religions as divine.
 The holy books of the Bible and Quran are abounding with exhortations in respect of the 
Golden Rule. For instance, in Matthew 7:12, Jesus Christ affirms: "therefore, whatever you want 
men to do to you, do also to them, for this is the Law and the prophets." Also, Matthew 22:39 
clearly underscores the importance of love: "thou shall love your neighbor as yourself; on these 
two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”
 In a similar way, renowned Islamic leaders have invoked this rule copiously. Sahih Muslim 
Mohammad states that "whoever wishes to be delivered from the fire and enter the garden should 
die with faith in Allah… and should treat the people as he wishes to be treated by them." Also, 
An-Nawawi states that "None of you (truly) believes until he wishes for his brother what he wishes 
for himself." The law of reciprocity is the bedrock of interpersonal relation lubricated by faith 
through respect for God. It is in humans that we find opportunities for attesting to our belief in God 
through acts of love for one another.
 Discussions about shared values point to the ultimate goal of achieving harmony between 
the Christian and Muslim communities around the world. Put differently, the absence of peace 
between adherents of these faiths hurts the world as it affects every progress towards a prosperous 
society. But peace is founded instrumentally on love and justice; surprisingly both Islam and 
Christianity invoke peace as an essential ingredient in their dogma (Manus, 1992).
 The epitomic place of love in Christianity reveals the contradiction among early Christians 
between authentic worship of God and mistreatment of others. In this practice was a violation of 
the principle of justice and fairness. Justice is seen as "a moral virtue that consists in the constant 

and firm will to give one’s due to God and neighbor" (Catechism of the Catholic Church). To God, 
the Catechism of the Catholic Church calls justice "virtue of Religion." Justice toward men 
disposes one to respect the right of everyone and "to establish in human relationships the harmony 
that promotes equity with regards to persons and to the common good." To be just means one has 
to be habitually right in thinking and acts that are upright towards one’s neighbor. Love and justice 
thus flow together and especially acts that clearly favor others in an impartial manner seal the 
synergy. Christian love is true reflection of sacrifice of oneself in love of God for humanity that 
Jesus exemplified. Adherents of Christianity are enjoined to express their faith in volitional, 
respectful and unconditional love for God with one another as Paul records in 1Corinthians 10:24 
(Kunkle, n.d). Paul notes: "Be imitators of God as beloved children and live in love as Christ loved 
us and gave himself up for us."  In practicalizing this, it is expected to permeate all social platforms 
of interaction including friendship, marriage and family. Love of God is expressed in human 
response to God's love through the love of neighbor.
 Christian teaching portrays love of neighbor irrespective of religion or tribe or race or any 
other form of identity. Indeed, one is taught to care for one’s enemies through charitable acts of 
prayer and to refrain from revenge. This principle is elaborated thus:

If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you?  Even 'sinners' love those who 
love them. And if you do good to those who are good to you, what credit is that to you? 
Even 'sinners' do that. And if you lend to those from whom you expect repayment, what 
credit is that to you? Even 'sinners' lend to 'sinners', expecting to be repaid in full. But love 
your enemies, do good to them, and lend to them without expecting to get anything back. 
Then your reward will be great, and you will be sons of the Most High, because He is kind 
to the ungrateful and wicked. Be merciful and just as your father is merciful. (Luke 6: 32 – 
36)

These tendencies are to enhance peace and had been clearly reinforced by the strong admonition 
to refrain from revenge. Christ condemned the principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth 
(Matthew 5:38-41). Paul exhorts the Romans to bless those who persecute them and never pay evil 
for evil. To live peaceably he advices: 

Beloved, never revenge yourselves, but leave room for the wrath of God; for it is written, 
vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord.  No, If your enemies are hungry, feed them; 
if they are thirsty, give them something to drink; for by doing this you will heap burning 
coals on their heads. Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good. (Romans 
12:18-21)

 These teachings sought to eliminate violence as an alternative form of behavior in the 
interest of peace through love and justice. To furnish the acts of love, charity, through generous 
sharing with the needy, is taught by Christianity as a very high virtue.  Christians are enjoined to 
share their wealth with the poor to check the vices of greed, covetousness, pride and gluttony.  
Luke 6:38 urges Christians: "give and it will be given to you." Rich people like Zachaeus heeded 
the teaching on wealth sharing and redistributed his riches with the poor (Luke 19:8-10). Jesus 
urged the Christian community to be generous and charitable with their resources, time, talent and 
treasure to the benefit of the poor, sick, prisoners and indeed the needy (Matthew 25:7). Christ 

invited the generous and charitable and said unto them:

Come, you that are blessed by my father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you… I was 
hungry, and you gave me food, I was thirsty, and you gave something to drink, I was a 
stranger and you welcomed me, I was naked, and you gave me clothing, I was sick, and you 
took care of me…. (Matthew 25:34)

 These acts of generosity and charity are at the very heart of Christianity and by extension 
Islamic practice. These acts demonstrate in no uncertain terms worship and love of God expressed 
through love of the needy and poor fellow human beings. In these acts, love and justice are 
activated for the sake of peace. These acts know no religion or tribe or race.
 In Islam, a true Muslim is required to believe in the one God, Angels, the Prophets, the 
Scripture and the Day of Judgment (Nazeer, 2000). These beliefs have to be translated into actions 
of faith, indicative of religious practice. The most important Islamic social values are articulated 
in the Quran and reinforced by the life-style of the Prophet. In Medina where the first Muslim 
community was founded, it was characterized by an affirmation of human dignity and social 
justice (Kunkle, n.d). All Islamic values have therefore been derived from the Quran, the personal 
examples of the Prophet and the writings that followed his teaching. The Hadiths are a 
compendium of the Prophets personal examples and the Sunnah, the Muslim way of life. In these 
documents including the Quran are found fundamental issues of social justice. The whole essence 
is to bring the individual closer to God by creating a just society.
 Justice is the cornerstone of Islamic faith. It informs Islamic theology and social values. 
The Quran affirms that justice is a command from God (16:90, 5:8). It enjoins believers to adhere 
to what is just and kind and forbidding that which is unjust (72:15, 60:8). Justice is expected to 
permeate all actions, speech and thoughts of Muslims. For example, "when you speak, speak with 
justice, even if it is against someone close, to you… (6:152). The practice of justice is not restricted 
to familiar persons and must be extended to strangers as well. This form of justice is laced with the 
principle of equality as a basis for peace. The Quran asserts that the only basis for differentiation 
is piety (Taqwa) or righteousness (Birr). It states:

O mankind! We created you from a single (pair) of male and a female, and made you into 
nations and tribes, that ye may know each other (not that ye may despise (each other). 
Verily the most honored in the sight of Allah is (who is) the most righteous of you… 
(49:13)

 Verses like these from the Holy Quran demonstrate shared historical similarities between 
Christianity and Islam with a common root in the faith of Abraham and Isaac. In this sense both 
religions "tend to be universalistic in their outlook’’ (Blankenhorn, 2009, p.1).
 This universalism takes bearing from the five pillars of Islam: The Creed (Shahada); 
Prayer (Salat), Almsgiving (Zakat), Ramadan: Fast (Sawm) and Pilgrimage (Hajj) (Ritcher, 2001). 
At the apex of these pillars is God while the individual is at the base linked inextricably through 
these pillars that are manifested in the activities of the individual within the social setting of the 
community. Without activating these pillars in concrete actions to be felt by the community, the 
individual would have no vital link with God.  Hence of the five pillars only the Shahada can be 

accomplished alone, the profession of faith (Kunkle, n.d). The other pillars are accomplished only 
by the participation in community life. The community is instituted by God to serve as a true 
example of fraternity and social justice (2:143). This does not confer superiority but rather a 
commonality of shared humanity. All believers are "brothers in religion and must not oppress one 
another, nor abandon assisting each other, nor hold one another in contempt." This Hadith 
teaching intones that the seat of righteousness is the heart which the righteous does not 
discriminate nor demean a fellow Muslim.
 The Golden Rule is found elaborately expressed in Islam underscoring fraternity and care 
for one another. The Prophet had said "No man is a believer until he wishes for his brother that 
which he wishes for himself" (Hadith No. 12). The Prophet affirmed this by asserting that the most 
important aspect of faith (Imam) in addition to worshipping God is "To do unto all men as you 
would wish to have done unto you, and to reject for others what you would reject for yourself 
(Hadith No. 12).
 The Prophet's teaching reflected great compassion as an ideal way of pursuing social 
justice. The needs of the weak and the poor were to be taken care of. The Prophet taught that "He 
who helps his fellow creature in the hour of need, and he who helps the oppressed, him will God 
help in the Day of Travail." The Prophet identified compassionate acts as the most excellent form 
of behavior before the creator. He stated that: 

To gladden the heart of a human being; to feed the hungry, to help the afflicted, to 
lighten the sorrow of the sorrowful, and to remove the wrongs of the injured. Feed 
the hungry and visit the sick, and free the captive if he is unjustly confined, assist 
any person oppressed … whether Muslim or non-Muslim.

 These compassionate acts are further simplified in the third pillar of Islam - compulsory 
charity - almsgiving (Zakat). It is not just recommended, it is required of every financially stable 
Muslim. Zakat is viewed as "compulsory charity."  It is an obligation for those who have received 
their wealth from God to respond to those members of the community in need (Mufti, 2006, p.1). 
Zakat is designed to meet the needs of the poor and is also a means to cleanse the Muslim of greed 
and selfishness while exacting the equitable distribution of goods to the entire community. It is 
intended to bring unity and betterment to the society as a whole (Caner & Caner, 2001, p.123-124).
 Shared community life is the hallmark of both Christianity and Islam. The value is 
gainfully and widely disaggregated into socially justified acts of love that emphasize compassion 
for the less privileged. Both the Quran and the Bible have ample theological and scriptural 
recommendations amplified by the personal examples of the Prophet and Christ.

Tolerance: Means for Interreligious Dialogue, Harmony and Peace

 Sufficient evidence has been established so far about the shared values of Islam and 
Christianity. Muslims and Christians exhorted by Holy Scripture are obliged to activate religious 
faith through community engagement in demonstrating worship and love for God through acts of 
human kindness. On charity, fraternity, social justice and love of neighbor, Christians and 
Muslims all agree. In broader terms, the two religions are in agreement on the oneness of God, 
Prophecy, Sacred Scripture and much of sacred history. On ethical norms too are shared agreement 

on the sanctity of life, humane treatment of others, honesty in all human dealings, kindness 
towards a neighbor and application of justice (Pell, 2006; Nasr, 2004,).
 Despite the permeation of these common values, adherents of the two religions have had 
cause to rise against each other. In the cause of history, violent outburst has characterized 
Muslim-Christian relationship. With higher and widespread level of education, easy access to 
information, courtesy of technology, rather than enhance inter-religious harmony, the 21st Century 
has witnessed more intra- and inter- religious schisms resulting in open expression of violence. 
From Iraq to Syria, Yemen and Afghanistan, intra-religious schisms have dominated world 
headlines. ISIL and Al Qaeda in the Middle East, Al Shabaab in the horn of Africa and Boko 
Haram in Nigeria have taken to violence to establish or enforce their own presumed version of 
Islamic values considered 'pure'. In Nigeria since 2001, when Sharia law was introduced in 
selected states in the North, both Muslims and Christians have violently clashed on different 
occasions. The cities of Kaduna, Kano, Bauchi and Jos have played host to several occasions of 
carnage. The lynching of Christians for blasphemy occurred in Kano, Gusau and Abuja in 2016. 
These and many more instances are sufficient evidence of inter-religious disharmony being 
experienced in other parts of the world.
 The failure of the impact of shared values on adherents of both religions, particularly, the 
failure to work together through dialogue for harmony and peace is partly due to how often 
believers of the faiths are blind, arrogant and narrow in their thinking and worldview 
(Blankenhorn, n.d). Practitioners of these religions have often demonstrated ignorance of the very 
tenets of their faith. This has the tendency to lead to contemporary extremism or fanaticism of the 
kind being witnessed around the world.  This may seem that we may be notoriously religious but 
less pious. For instance, Nigerians have been ranked as highly religious, but inter-religious fracas 
have continued to occur in the country.
 Closely related to lack of understanding is the effect of misinterpretation of Holy Scripture. 
Kenny (1992) notes that there is a significant number of passages in Holy Scriptures that are both 
hostile and unfriendly to other religions. The misinterpretation of these by teachers and adherents 
creates tension and may result in violence hurting any form of harmony between Christianity and 
Islam. Dialogue is at issue here when creating a consensus on grey areas in both religions. But 
dialogue is not possible without religious liberty to stimulate engagement. It is only in an 
atmosphere of freedom that meaningful discussions can flow towards a desirable consensus. This 
further requires utmost caution in proselytizing and the need to emphasize more on the areas of 
similarities between the two religions. Far more important is for religious leaders to demonstrate 
vigilance in identifying excesses and refrain from abuse of religious power and its misuse.
 Accomplishment of these tasks depends on the level of tolerance to be exercised or 
observed by adherents of both religions. Islam for instance evokes its teaching as part of a peace 
package. Quran 2:30 requires that man should maintain peace with Allah, his creator and sustainer, 
fellow men as well as other creatures he comes in contact with.  This is presented as the core 
responsibility of man. This duty is essential within the context of religious pluralism that must be 
embraced within the belief in the fundamentality of humanity. Differentiation in humanity and 
religion is God's creation and was designed to promote the virtue of tolerance. The Quran (2:213) 
draws out this pluralism when it states that God sent off different Prophets to different people at 

different times to teach the same truth of the Oneness of God. Diversity must be tolerated because 
it is at the heart of achieving harmonious community life. The Quran states:

Had God willed, He would have made you into one community; but (it was His 
will) to test you in what He gave you. So, compete with each other in doing good 
works. To God you are all returning, and He will inform you about how you 
differed. (5:48)

 As noted succinctly by Sachedina (2001), religious pluralism is a prerequisite for a 
peaceful accommodation of differences in the individual and the communal sense of the highest 
good. Rejection of pluralism is challenging the wisdom of the Almighty God in promoting 
tolerance. The notion of tolerance is therefore ineluctable in managing diversity and promoting 
and preserving pluralism. Muslims are encouraged to interact respectfully and gently with 
non-Muslims through dialogue on religion. This is possible only in the activation of tolerance.

Conclusion

Islam and Christianity, two of the world's dominant religions have enduring and shared 
values rooted in their fundamental dogmatics and principles. These values are relative and 
progressive in nature. They are divine in origin and are in complete harmony. Christianity and 
Islam subscribe to a one God, Prophecy, sacred history and basic ethical standards of sanctity of 
life, compassionate treatment of others and the application of justice for the sake of love of God. 

These teachings are summed up in the Golden Rule as the basis for sharing the same 
values. The Golden Rule acknowledges our human divinity and diversity which is impossible to 
eliminate. To live with it and achieve peace and harmony, religious leaders must develop 
concerted efforts to reorient adherents on the essence of tolerance to achieve religious liberty that 
would enhance meaningful dialogue. Both adherents need to increase the tempo and avenues of 
interaction to promote understanding and check misinterpretation of religious passages. 

It is this abuse of interpretation and wrongful exercise of religious power that is expanding 
the arena for fanaticism and bigotry. Growing economic inequality is raising a pool of religious 
entrepreneurs hence the commercialization of religious movements is fanning schism and 
intolerance globally. 

Political and religious leaders must step back and reflect creatively on our common 
humanity in the midst of its pluralism and divinity in relation to the universality of the Golden Rule 
as a fundamental shared value for the realization of religious harmony through dialogue. Human 
understanding of the truth may never be perfect and disagreement on values should be treated with 
restraint by being open to other views.
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Abstract

In response to the history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there is a strong commitment 
from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and creatively 
address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take a strong 
stance against radicalization. One of the most effective tools used to work toward this end is 
interfaith dialogue. This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool in 
Indonesia, which has been effectively used to build counternarratives of ethno-religious identity. 
Storytelling, in the context of dialogue, operates as a peacebuilding process that forges common 
ground, and ultimately co-creates emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As 
such, storytelling creates an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost 
during conflict, and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. The conclusions 
situate interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, 
and as a possible means to prevent future atrocities. 

Keywords: interfaith dialogue, storytelling as peacebuilding, religious pluralism, 
de-radicalization, Indonesia

 

Introduction

Indonesia is home to the largest population of Muslims in the world, but rather than 
mimicking the trend toward extremist beliefs, Indonesian Islam remains overwhelmingly steeped 
in a longstanding tradition of religious pluralism and religious tolerance. The Indonesian 
constitution was written in 1945 to guarantee all Indonesians the right to worship according to the 
beliefs of Islam, Buddhism, Protestantism, Catholicism, Hinduism, and Confucianism. While this 
legacy has not been successful in deterring ethno-religious conflict, it nonetheless provides an 
excellent building block for interfaith peacebuilding. 

As a result of a long history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there are strong 
commitments from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and 
creatively address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take an 
effective stand against radicalization. One of the tools widely recognized as being effective in 
working toward these goals is interfaith dialogue.

This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool, and draws largely 
from the experiences in Indonesia, where it has been effectively used in religious schools and 
institutions, and as part of post conflict reconciliation processes. One of the goals of interfaith 
dialogue is to build appealing counternarratives that encourage acceptance of diverse stakeholder 
groups. Storytelling –– specifically the part of dialogue where stories are shared, heard, and 
re-crafted –– is examined as a peacebuilding process that forges common ground, and ultimately 
co-creates new/emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As such, storytelling is 
considered an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost during conflict, 
and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. 

Interfaith Dialogue

The United Nations General Assembly President recognized that, ‘‘promoting a true 
dialogue among civilizations and religions is perhaps the most important political instrument that we 
can use to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace and hope’’ (as quoted in Neufeldt, 2011, 
p. 344). With a mixture of support and suspicion, interfaith dialogue has gained currency as a viable 
strategy to address religious tensions, and as a means to rebuild communities that have become rifted 
along religious lines. In order to maximize the potential of interfaith dialogue, it is important to 
understand what is intended and entailed in an effective process. 

Neufeldt (2011) offers three broad approaches to Interfaith Dialogue, each of which serves a 
distinct purpose and works toward a deliberate end, with unique contributions to “personal, relational, 
and structural change” (p. 344). She distinguishes between Theological, Political and Peacebuilding 
approaches, with particular attention to their varying theories of change. In brief, theological interfaith 
dialogue intends to build understanding and mutual respect between individual actors of different 
faiths, whereas political interfaith dialogue is designed to educate each other, and through that 
education, legitimize and/or de-legitimize political actors and actions. The peacebuilding approach to 
interfaith dialogue, in contrast, is focused on transforming attitudes and perception of one another in 
service to the fulfillment of common goals, joint actions, and conflict resolution. 

Neufeldt (2011) recognizes that there is an absence of conclusive research on the influence 
and consequence of interfaith dialogue, and finds that this lack of depth in our understanding 
encourages unfounded judgments towards its religious actors, and can also minimize perceptions 
of overall success.

When interfaith dialogue fails, it reinforces arguments that religious-based actors have no 
bearing on peace processes and religion is more effective at mobilizing people for violence 
than for peace. When it succeeds, it is seen as a minor footnote to a major political peace 
process. (Neufeldt, 2011, p. 345)

The theory of change attributed to the peacebuilding method of interfaith dialogue, which 
is focused on the potential of transforming participants’ perspectives of the “other,” is reminiscent 
of intergroup contact theory, also known as the contact hypothesis, which stems from the discipline 
of psychology (Allport, 1962). The contact hypothesis has been widely regarded as “one of 
psychology’s most effective strategies for improving intergroup relations” (Dovidio, Gaertner & 
Kawakami, 2003, p. 5). Contact theory suggests that intergroup prejudice can be reduced when 
different group members have the opportunity to interact with one other.  In the absence of 
definitive findings about interfaith dialogue, the extensive study of contact theory provides a fair 
amount of both encouragement and caution. 

Intergroup contact theory is predicated on the idea that our dislike of the other, or hatred of 
the enemy, is based on inaccurate attribution of their character. The chance to meet someone who 
identifies with the “other,” or as an outgroup member, provides an opportunity to remedy or rectify 
those inaccuracies, and to find the humanity of that person/group despite their differences. While 
this makes great intuitive sense, deeper study has revealed that if the circumstances and support 
network shaping the contact are inadequate, the contact experience has the capacity to confirm a 
sense of dislike or hatred. 

Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2005) analyzed the research on contact theory to ascertain 
what the optimal circumstances and contexts for contact are. They were looking for concrete 
examples of what can increase the likelihood of transformed attitudes and perceptions, and as a 
result, increase social harmony. The majority of research on contact theory has been conducted in 
the United States, and with the specific focus on racial integration and acceptance. This scenario is 
only one of many scenarios that might benefit from contact, and may not have the intentions of 
social harmony that are typical in transformative interfaith dialogue. 

Like most social psychological work on prejudice…contact research has focused primarily 
on the problem of transforming White racism and, as a result, has often neglected the 
possibility that the lived experience of contact and desegregation may differ according to 
one’s race group membership and historical location within a social system. (Dixon, 
Durrheim & Tredoux, 2005, p. 708)

Using contact theory, which is understood through the lens of white prejudice, to 
understand other experiences of segregated or divided societies is problematic, although some of 
the learning from contact theory is helpful in orienting toward a constructive experience of 

engagement. Through their research on the limitations of contact theory, Dixon, Durrheim and 
Tredoux (2005) are able to pinpoint what is needed for contact to be constructive. Among many 
important directives, their list includes the need to meet with regularity and frequency, to maintain 
a balanced ratio of group members who have comparable status with one another, to offer a variety 
of social settings and situations, to monitor and manage any competition or destructive emotions 
between groups, and to emphasize the importance of the work participants are doing by engaging 
in contact.

These factors are easily applied to the peacebuilding process of interfaith dialogue, where 
there are similar standards of constructive contact, and pitfalls of destructive contact. Powers 
(2010) describes religious peacebuilding as including the beliefs, norms, and rituals that pertain to 
peacemaking, as well as a “range of actors, from religious institutions, faith-based voluntary 
organizations that are not formally part of a religious institution, and individuals and groups for 
whom religion is a significant motivation for their peacebuilding” (p. 361). Building on that 
understanding, Al Qurtuby (2013) describes interfaith dialogue as “a way of rebuilding social 
capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and community focus” (p. 
350).

De-Radicalization

The study of radicalization and de-radicalization has been undertaken by multiple 
disciplines, which means a diverse range of tools have been used for analysis and an equally varied 
range of insights have been garnered. Despite these variations, and the resulting difficulty of 
synthesizing a coherent understanding, the primary focus of radicalization research over the past 
15 years has been on terrorism, and specifically Islamic political violence. There has been little 
emphasis on other geographic and ideological areas, and even less consideration of the 
corresponding counterpoint of de-radicalization (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). How the topic is 
defined, however, remains consistent.

Radicalization may be understood as a process leading towards the increased use of 
political violence, while deradicalization, by contrast, implies reduction in the use of 
political violence. Taken together, the study of radicalization and de-radicalization is 
central to answering the question of how political violence emerges, how it can be 
prevented, and how it can be contained. (p. 5)

Della Porta and LaFree (2012) recognize that de-radicalization, like radicalization, depends 
largely on the “legitimacy the audience may bestow on, or withhold from transforming radical 
groups” (p. 8). This acknowledgement places the de-radicalization process firmly in the hands of 
community, and affirms the vital role of dialogue and other citizen-based efforts in the 
peacebuilding process. If a community is committed to harmonious co-existence, despite their 
differences, efforts toward radicalization will be more easily recognized as divisive, and a natural 
movement toward de-radicalization can evolve. Because of the historic pluralism in Indonesia, and 
the tolerant version of Islam that the majority of Muslims practice within Indonesia, a hopeful 
scenario for de-radicalization exists. 

Indonesian Example

Despite the fact that Indonesia has the largest Muslim population of any single country in 
the world, Indonesia has never had voter support to shift from a secular state to a religious one 
under Islamic law (Heiduk, 2012). Furthermore, while political scientists typically find a 
correlation between the regime type and Islamist political strategy, that relationship doesn’t hold 
up in the Indonesian example. When the country embraced Democracy in 1998, it opened up new 
opportunities for all kinds of freedoms.

The Indonesian example is unique in many ways. First and foremost, the religious 
pluralism that is an intrinsic part of Indonesian identity validates the possibility of harmonized 
co-existence, even if it requires a reach into the past for solid footing, and a stretch into the future 
for a shared vision of moving forward. Much of the literature on interfaith dialogue in Indonesia 
focuses on exemplary efforts that have transpired in the Malukus of Eastern Indonesia, more 
commonly known as the Spice Islands, where since 1999 there have been several eruptions of 
religious-based violence and several remarkable community responses that work toward 
reconciliation.   

The move toward interfaith dialogue in Maluku was described as “an attempt to raise 
awareness about the commonalities between the religions and to teach the positive values inherent 
in each faith that guarantee peaceful co-existence” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164). There was work to 
be done to remedy the harm done by the religious narratives of violence that were commonly 
woven into sermons within Mosques and Churches during the times of active conflict (De Juan, 
Pierskalla, & Vüllers, 2015). In the aftermath of the conflict, it became clear that both groups, 
Christians and Muslims, lacked sufficient understanding about the other’s religion, which impeded 
the development of mutual respect. A council was formed as a way to provide “a forum for 
religious leaders to meet and discuss pressing socio-economic and political issues and to respond 
to any arising communal tensions” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164), and as a proactive way to build 
interfaith relationships and promote interfaith education. 

There are two main organizations recognized for their work toward interfaith peace 
building in the Maluku example. Tim 20 Wayame, or The Peace Team of Wayame, was comprised 
of people from the Village of Wayame, near Ambon City, and was extremely successful in 
engaging interreligious peacemaking during the violence that transpired in both 1999 and 2004 (Al 
Qurtuby, 2013). Manaputty, one of the founders of Tim 20 Wayame, described his relationship 
building work as employing a strategy of weaving a mat. His faith in the power of relationship 
building proved to be an effective way of generating a wide and resilient “web of peacemakers” 
(Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 358).

Provokator Perdamaian, or Peace Provocateurs, includes a coordinated group of 
Christians and Muslims representing a diverse range of ethnic, professional and socio-economic 
backgrounds. Provokator Perdamaian galvanized post conflict efforts toward reconciliation 
through “rebuilding social capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and 
community focus” (Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 350). The peace agreements didn’t stop the fighting, 
which is why a more intrinsic and grassroots change was pursued. The interfaith dialogue process 
was one, in particular, where all voices could be honored in the process of forging a common 

ground, from which a new and coordinated narrative could be crafted about the past, and new 
possibilities of a harmonized future could be forged (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006). 

Storytelling as Peacebuilding

 While storytelling is used to draw out a diversity of voices and perspectives on a given 
topic (Bell, 2010; Caromina & Luschen, 2014; Hooks, 1994; Kuyvenhoven, 2009; McEwan & 
Egan, 1995; Palmer, 1998; Solinger, Fox, & Irani, 2008), it is also used to find connections that 
underlie superficial diversities and to link “between past and future, between people and place, 
among people whose opinions diverge” (Cruikshank, 1998, p. 2). There are numerous ways to 
define storytelling, and many more treatises on how to operationalize it. Senehi (2009) offers a 
general definition of storytelling as “a universal way human beings deal with knowledge” (p. 203). 
She describes the process of telling and receiving stories as continually forming, reproducing, 
negotiating, resisting, and changing our view of the world (Senehi, 2009, p. 202). Similarly, 
Michel de Certeau (1984) portrays storytelling as authorizing, founding, and settling in place the 
way people experience and understand the world. These definitions indicate the important role 
stories play in shaping our understanding of the world, and contributing to our sense of what is 
possible within that world.

In Dialogic Civility in a Cynical Age: Community, Hope, and Interpersonal Relationships, 
Arnett and Arneson (1999) describe the goal of dialogue as providing a means to establish new 
relationships where a common story can be co-created by the whole community, which is of 
particular importance in communities that have been steeped in conflicting and competing 
narratives. Della Porta and LaFree (2012) acknowledge that trends of polarization and 
radicalization continue when violence-legitimizing narratives remain unchallenged. The 
storytelling that unfolds within the context of dialogue invites new story making, which has the 
potential to bridge the gap between groups and challenge the stories that underlie radicalized and 
polarized identities. The dialogue, in this case, serves as the vehicle for keeping transformative 
conversation in play. Based on their experience with interfaith dialogue in Indonesia, Lowry and 
Littlejohn (2006) reassure that, “as long as we keep dialogue active, we continue to learn, 
understand, and create a relationship of sustainable security” (p. 410).

Synthesis

 The public health prevention model offers an effective tool to make sense of the 
relationship between interfaith dialogue, de-radicalization, and the objective of preventing 
violence. This model was created as a disease and injury prevention framework, but its 
epidemiological framework has been found to be extremely applicable to violence prevention 
(Centers for Disease Control, 1992). Within this system, primary prevention focuses on education 
for change, and aligns with the Peacebuilding Approach to Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). 
Pressman (2009) has discovered concrete protective factors that assist the de-radicalization 
process at this stage. Secondary prevention is focused on decreasing risk, and relates to the 
Political Approach of Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). Pressman (2009) lists proven 
dis-engagement factors that can support the reduction of risk for radicalization. Tertiary prevention 
includes attempts to fix what is broken, and aligns with the Theological Approach to Interfaith 

future atrocities. The success of interfaith dialogue in Indonesia has spurred an international 
conversation about the promise this remedy offers as a peacemaking tool, as a means to exercise 
the constructive potential of contact theory, and as an active and humanitarian strategy to counter 
trends in radicalization. 

Buber (1958) shared a vision of learning to be with one another with empathy and 
compassion, despite whatever struggle we may be facing. This was exemplified in his distinction 
between an I-It model of engagement, compared with an I-Thou relationship, which serve as 
excellent predictors of success of interfaith dialogue. The I-It relationship describes what happens 
when we fail to acknowledge the complexity of others, when we treat others as objects of our 
discontent rather than the subjects of their own rich lives and experiences. Dialogue invites 
participants into the I-Thou relationship, where the other becomes a valued human, worthy of our 
curiosity about why they are who they are, and what beliefs and attitudes have shaped their 
experiences in our shared world (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006).

The research that has been done on radicalization and de-radicalization draws heavily from 
the literature of social movements (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). Perhaps more deliberate attention 
to the social movement of peacebuilding can provide us with new focus on interfaith dialogue, and 
the opportunity it presents for revised hindsight, enlivened insight, and accurate foresight in 
re-crafting the narratives of past, present and future. 
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Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). The following figure provides a prevention matrix that contextualizes 
how De-Radicalization and Interfaith Dialogue line up to meet common objectives.

 

Conclusion

In conclusion, this exploration situates interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in 
the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, and through the de-radicalization that occurs in 
dialogue’s deepened humanization of the “other,” dialogue can be an effective means to prevent 
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Abstract

Violent activities of extremist groups like ISIS, Al Shabab and Boko Haram are at the center of 
contemporary threat to global peace and religious harmony. They put Christian populations under 
tension. These activities help to sustain the impression that Islam is a violent religion especially 
against Christianity. Erroneous as this image is, it is difficult to erase it from the minds of many 
Christians and even moderate Muslims especially those that have been victims of religiously 
instigated violence. This paper seeks to identify enduring and shared values of both religions such 
as charity and love of neighbor at the heart of a shared humanity accepted and propagated by both 
religions. It is argued therefore that projected as core values of both religions, inter-religious 
dialogue and harmony are achievable in the interest of global peace and stability.

Keywords: Christianity, Islam, religious harmony, shared values

Introduction

At the heart of Islam and Christianity is the reality of one Great God, all powerful ‘father’, 
Omniscience, Omnipresent; one God that is absolute, infinite and merciful; greater than all 
mankind can imagine. To acknowledge and give credence to this greatness is expected of God's 
creation of which humankind is the highest expression of that creativity involving God himself as 
proclaimed by the Holy Bible: ‘’man is made in the image and likeness of the creator’’ (Genesis 
1:14).  This is the source of human divinity with all the powers, knowledge and wisdom above 
other creatures to be used to oversee the rest of creation.
 This shared unity in the acknowledgement of the One True God permeates all religions, the 
plurality of which does not diminish the supremacy of God the ‘Father’.  In this lies the essence of 
religion as a transcendent relationship between man and God; the unseen power with control over 
man's destiny deserving obedience, reverence and worship (Ikenga-Metuh, 1992). Man, thus owes 
total submission and absolute obedience to God. In an attempt to observe these elements of 
responsibility to God, man had inadvertently often reached beyond limit to again erroneously 
assume control of others by deciding on the basis of ‘monopoly of truth’ in relation to any issue. It 
is here that religious bigotry and spiritual arrogance erupt and find expression as key causes of 
conflicts and disharmony (Ikenga - Metuh, 1992). The grand illusion is that some religionists 
claim to have the prerogative to uphold the divine truth while others have limited knowledge of 
God's revelation.  Put differently, enforcement of the supreme will of God is their responsibility 
even when they have scant understanding of that will.
 The pernicious presumption of knowing the position of the One God on all issues by 
extremists is at the root of inter-faith disruptions and the concomitant upheavals being witnessed 
around the world. The central premise of Islam and Christianity is embedded in the Golden Rule. 
It is privileged as a salient religious value from which all other morally sound values that uphold 
the divinity of mankind derives. While it is accepted universally that religious values are relative 
and never absolute, the end of those values are absolute; the preservation and protection of the 
human divinity. Islam and Christianity teach appreciation of values in a progressive manner and 
are seen as basic principles of daily existence and are in complete harmony. This harmonious unity 
is derived from the Golden Rule that radiates values of justice, mercy, compassion, love, and 
includes virtues of beneficence, charity, truthfulness, trustworthiness, courtesy, self- sacrifice, the 
defense of others and piety (Effendi, 1980).
 Overlooking these shared values or an extreme interpretation of these has led to extremism 
or fanaticism creating inter- and intra- religious upheavals seen around the world. The Middle East 
demonstrates an exemplar of this extremism with several intolerant or very hostile groups even 
within Islam. Other parts of the world have witnessed similar violent uprisings such as the case of 
Boko Haram in Nigeria that evolved from the Maitatsine riots of the 1980s to the Kafanchan 
religious violence in Kaduna in 1987 (Bako, 1992; Genyi, 2016). Again, in the 2000s had arisen 
series of clashes between adherents of the two religions on the implementation of Sharia law in 
northern states in Nigeria. The Arab World has and remains the hot bed of religious extremism that 
seems to endanger other religions in Syria, Iraq and Iran. The presence of Al Qaeda, ISIL in 
Afghanistan and Syria, and Al Qaeda in Yemen tell the extremist story more loudly. Somalia and 

Kenya have had a fair share of this extremism through the activities of Al Shabab (Genyi, 2016). 
September 11, 2001 appears to have heralded their reach of religious hatred to all parts of the 
world when the USA played host to Al Qaeda led attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade 
Center.
 These exemplars of religious intolerance have overshadowed the possibility of religious 
harmony in an overarching religiously plural world. The extent of this global religious diversity 
suggests that it cannot be eliminated. What is reasonable is to live with it in the best possible way. 
One way to do so is to identify shared values that have endured centuries of religious practices by 
Islam and Christianity, two of the world’s dominant religions. It is argued here that the shared 
values of charity and love, the cornerstone of the Golden Rule offers the pragmatic platform for 
interfaith dialogue for religious harmony for enhanced peace and stability on a global scale.

Value as a Concept in Religion

It is pertinent to explore the meaning of value in order to come to a clear perspective on the 
relevance and impact of the concept in a religious context. Value is indisputably a complex 
concept in terms of its relativity and a shy away from absoluteness (Mazrui, 2005). Values are 
simply rules by which we make decisions about right or wrong, should and shouldn't, good or bad. 
These decisions on the basis of values inform us about which is ‘’more or less important, which is 
useful, when we have to’’ (Mazrui, 2005) trade off meeting one value over another. Put broadly, 
values can be taken as beliefs of a person or social group in which they have an emotional 
investment in favor of or against something. To the extent of perceiving values as the basis of 
decisions and belief, Inlow (1956) conceives values as 'the determiners in man that influence his 
choices in life and that thus decide his behavior'.  Human behavior is therefore entirely shaped by 
a value system well often informed by life experiences, which in turn constitutes general guides to 
behavior (Raths, Harmin and Simon (1966). Informed human experiences therefore influence 
preferences in life which suggest that value in itself is a tendency to prefer (Rogers, 1969). These 
conceptions are utilitarian in nature (Manus, 1992). In making choices, human beings tend to be 
rational in considering the utility of a given activity or thing. In a functional sense, Kluckhohn 
(1961) has noted that ‘’a value is a selective orientation toward experience, implying deep 
commitment or repudiation, which influence the ordering of choices between possible alternatives 
in action.’’ From a religious perspective, values are hierarchically stratified and dichotomized 
between material and spiritual existence. The latter is considered superior and the former to be 
absolutely subordinated to the latter at all given times. Spiritual values are designed to assist 
human beings in attaining the ultimate aim in creation. Religious authorities therefore believe that 
given the primacy of this ultimate goal of unity with the spiritual order of reality, religious values 
must be considered superior to natural values (Manus, 1992, p.41).
 Values are central in religion and constitute the cornerstone of any. They shape and guide 
behavior of adherents. They constitute things that are considered important and order preferences 
shared among members of a given social group at any given time or the other in favor of other 
things. In all religions, values deal with what is good and bad, normal and abnormal or appropriate 
and unacceptable. Muslims and Christians hold tenaciously to values considered absolute and 
superior and hence must be adhered to and protected at all times in all circumstances. Their 

observance reflects the true attitude of a believer in any of the faith. The absoluteness of these 
values constitutes inviolable beliefs in both religions. Justice, love and the divinity of humanity are 
some of these absolute values. These values are viewed as the means for the attainment of higher 
goals such as eternal bliss (Riukas, n.d). Strict observance of religious values is a necessary 
condition for the realization of eternal happiness promised by Christianity and Islam.

Shared Values in Islam and Christianity

A shared value is a notion that attempts to establish commonality of beliefs and preferences 
among the adherents of the world's most dominant religions. The idea of a commonality in values 
goes to the logical connectivity in the power of similarities which support likely behavior. This 
may be contagious and tend to reduce tension and anxiety that would likely result in adverse and 
harmful conduct against members of another group.
 The belief in one supreme God the ‘Father’ creates a source of flow of shared values. For 
Christians, the Decalogue (ten commandments) points to two forms of behavior primed to appeal 
to God through love of Him and love of one another; all made in his image and likeness. The first 
three commandments of God address the servant - God relationship that upholds the supremacy of 
God the ‘Father’.  This supremacy detests any form of behavior or activity that undermines God in 
any way possible.  Christians are told in no ambiguous terms about the place of God in their entire 
life.  Exodus 20:1-6 states that "I am the Lord your God … you shall have no other gods before 
me…. You shall not bow down to them nor serve them… you shall not take the name of the Lord 
your God in vain." These commandments have established the supremacy of God and will not 
accept attempts to have rivals likely; even inappropriate use of His name is strongly forbidden. To 
worship him alone is the only prescribed activity to the extent of setting aside a full day for that 
purpose in honor of Him.
 Similarly, Islam upholds Allah in Surah: 1a, as ‘’Beneficent’’, ‘’Merciful’’, ‘’Lord of the 
Worlds’’, ‘’Owner of the Day of Judgment’’ and one who points to ‘’the straight path’’, and shows 
favor or anger. To further demonstrates the supremacy of Allah, Surah 5:18 states that "Allah is the 
sovereignty of the heavens and the earth and all that is between them."   Saleeb and Geslen (2011) 
have recollected the supremacy of Allah as an absolute, independent, unique and sovereign, and 
hold that:

He is the first and the last.  He is unique, and nothing resembles Him in any respect. He is 
One and the One. He is self-sustained and does not need anything, but everything needs 
Him… He is the Willer of existing things and the things that will exist, and nothing 
happens apart from his will. He is the knower of all that can be known. His knowledge 
encompasses the whole universe that he has created, and he alone sustains. God is 
completely sovereign over all creation. (p. 41)

 This powerful, all-encompassing picture of Allah without any equivocation depicts 
humans as finite inconsequential beings totally incapable of doing anything worthy for God 
especially to the extent of adding anything for or seeking to protect God's interest in any form. This 
means that the use of violence by extremists to protect Allah's name or so-called interest is 
unnecessary. If the entire humanity depends on God for survival, then it is rather absurd that a 
helpless humanity would turn against itself in defense of God! For both Christians and Muslims, 

the supremacy of God’s belief as a value should humble adherents of the two religions to learn to 
be submissive to the will of the creator and appreciate their common divinity in a harmonious and 
peaceful co-existence.
 Another basis of an interfaith accord between Muslims and Christians is the Golden Rule. 
The Golden Rule is sharply at point as a shared value. It further radiates other values as justice, 
mercy, compassion and love (Buck, 2013). By upholding virtues such as truthfulness or, 
trustworthiness as elements of integrity, it underscores the essential quality of interpersonal 
relations in a mutually reinforcing manner. The Golden Rule is ultimately taken as a fundamental 
shared value. In Christendom, the Golden Rule is a summation of the latter six pieces of the 
Decalogue. "You shall not murder, commit adultery, steal, bear false witness against your 
neighbor, covet your neighbor’s house, wife, male servant, female servant, ox, donkey… anything 
that is your neighbor (Exodus 20:13-17) invoke the feeling of doing unto others what you would 
love them to do unto you. This is the Golden Rule widely accepted and preached to all adherents 
as the basis of the entire summation of one’s religious life. This underscores the peaceful, cordial 
and harmless relations with one another in deference to God. The common tenet in faith traditions, 
least Islam and Christianity, is that "we should treat others as we would have them treat us" (Buck, 
2013, p.3). As a shared value, religious adherents would take from it a capacity of service for the 
common good. Religious leaders would therefore find in its invocation fulfilling a standard of 
mutual and reciprocal care. The Rule is neutral without distinction among humanity. The 
reciprocal care is devoid of relativity of faith.  Muslims would not fail to treat Christians with 
respect and love because they are not Muslims and vice versa. The common denominator in the 
Golden Rule philosophy is humanity accepted by both religions as divine.
 The holy books of the Bible and Quran are abounding with exhortations in respect of the 
Golden Rule. For instance, in Matthew 7:12, Jesus Christ affirms: "therefore, whatever you want 
men to do to you, do also to them, for this is the Law and the prophets." Also, Matthew 22:39 
clearly underscores the importance of love: "thou shall love your neighbor as yourself; on these 
two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”
 In a similar way, renowned Islamic leaders have invoked this rule copiously. Sahih Muslim 
Mohammad states that "whoever wishes to be delivered from the fire and enter the garden should 
die with faith in Allah… and should treat the people as he wishes to be treated by them." Also, 
An-Nawawi states that "None of you (truly) believes until he wishes for his brother what he wishes 
for himself." The law of reciprocity is the bedrock of interpersonal relation lubricated by faith 
through respect for God. It is in humans that we find opportunities for attesting to our belief in God 
through acts of love for one another.
 Discussions about shared values point to the ultimate goal of achieving harmony between 
the Christian and Muslim communities around the world. Put differently, the absence of peace 
between adherents of these faiths hurts the world as it affects every progress towards a prosperous 
society. But peace is founded instrumentally on love and justice; surprisingly both Islam and 
Christianity invoke peace as an essential ingredient in their dogma (Manus, 1992).
 The epitomic place of love in Christianity reveals the contradiction among early Christians 
between authentic worship of God and mistreatment of others. In this practice was a violation of 
the principle of justice and fairness. Justice is seen as "a moral virtue that consists in the constant 

and firm will to give one’s due to God and neighbor" (Catechism of the Catholic Church). To God, 
the Catechism of the Catholic Church calls justice "virtue of Religion." Justice toward men 
disposes one to respect the right of everyone and "to establish in human relationships the harmony 
that promotes equity with regards to persons and to the common good." To be just means one has 
to be habitually right in thinking and acts that are upright towards one’s neighbor. Love and justice 
thus flow together and especially acts that clearly favor others in an impartial manner seal the 
synergy. Christian love is true reflection of sacrifice of oneself in love of God for humanity that 
Jesus exemplified. Adherents of Christianity are enjoined to express their faith in volitional, 
respectful and unconditional love for God with one another as Paul records in 1Corinthians 10:24 
(Kunkle, n.d). Paul notes: "Be imitators of God as beloved children and live in love as Christ loved 
us and gave himself up for us."  In practicalizing this, it is expected to permeate all social platforms 
of interaction including friendship, marriage and family. Love of God is expressed in human 
response to God's love through the love of neighbor.
 Christian teaching portrays love of neighbor irrespective of religion or tribe or race or any 
other form of identity. Indeed, one is taught to care for one’s enemies through charitable acts of 
prayer and to refrain from revenge. This principle is elaborated thus:

If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you?  Even 'sinners' love those who 
love them. And if you do good to those who are good to you, what credit is that to you? 
Even 'sinners' do that. And if you lend to those from whom you expect repayment, what 
credit is that to you? Even 'sinners' lend to 'sinners', expecting to be repaid in full. But love 
your enemies, do good to them, and lend to them without expecting to get anything back. 
Then your reward will be great, and you will be sons of the Most High, because He is kind 
to the ungrateful and wicked. Be merciful and just as your father is merciful. (Luke 6: 32 – 
36)

These tendencies are to enhance peace and had been clearly reinforced by the strong admonition 
to refrain from revenge. Christ condemned the principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth 
(Matthew 5:38-41). Paul exhorts the Romans to bless those who persecute them and never pay evil 
for evil. To live peaceably he advices: 

Beloved, never revenge yourselves, but leave room for the wrath of God; for it is written, 
vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord.  No, If your enemies are hungry, feed them; 
if they are thirsty, give them something to drink; for by doing this you will heap burning 
coals on their heads. Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good. (Romans 
12:18-21)

 These teachings sought to eliminate violence as an alternative form of behavior in the 
interest of peace through love and justice. To furnish the acts of love, charity, through generous 
sharing with the needy, is taught by Christianity as a very high virtue.  Christians are enjoined to 
share their wealth with the poor to check the vices of greed, covetousness, pride and gluttony.  
Luke 6:38 urges Christians: "give and it will be given to you." Rich people like Zachaeus heeded 
the teaching on wealth sharing and redistributed his riches with the poor (Luke 19:8-10). Jesus 
urged the Christian community to be generous and charitable with their resources, time, talent and 
treasure to the benefit of the poor, sick, prisoners and indeed the needy (Matthew 25:7). Christ 

invited the generous and charitable and said unto them:

Come, you that are blessed by my father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you… I was 
hungry, and you gave me food, I was thirsty, and you gave something to drink, I was a 
stranger and you welcomed me, I was naked, and you gave me clothing, I was sick, and you 
took care of me…. (Matthew 25:34)

 These acts of generosity and charity are at the very heart of Christianity and by extension 
Islamic practice. These acts demonstrate in no uncertain terms worship and love of God expressed 
through love of the needy and poor fellow human beings. In these acts, love and justice are 
activated for the sake of peace. These acts know no religion or tribe or race.
 In Islam, a true Muslim is required to believe in the one God, Angels, the Prophets, the 
Scripture and the Day of Judgment (Nazeer, 2000). These beliefs have to be translated into actions 
of faith, indicative of religious practice. The most important Islamic social values are articulated 
in the Quran and reinforced by the life-style of the Prophet. In Medina where the first Muslim 
community was founded, it was characterized by an affirmation of human dignity and social 
justice (Kunkle, n.d). All Islamic values have therefore been derived from the Quran, the personal 
examples of the Prophet and the writings that followed his teaching. The Hadiths are a 
compendium of the Prophets personal examples and the Sunnah, the Muslim way of life. In these 
documents including the Quran are found fundamental issues of social justice. The whole essence 
is to bring the individual closer to God by creating a just society.
 Justice is the cornerstone of Islamic faith. It informs Islamic theology and social values. 
The Quran affirms that justice is a command from God (16:90, 5:8). It enjoins believers to adhere 
to what is just and kind and forbidding that which is unjust (72:15, 60:8). Justice is expected to 
permeate all actions, speech and thoughts of Muslims. For example, "when you speak, speak with 
justice, even if it is against someone close, to you… (6:152). The practice of justice is not restricted 
to familiar persons and must be extended to strangers as well. This form of justice is laced with the 
principle of equality as a basis for peace. The Quran asserts that the only basis for differentiation 
is piety (Taqwa) or righteousness (Birr). It states:

O mankind! We created you from a single (pair) of male and a female, and made you into 
nations and tribes, that ye may know each other (not that ye may despise (each other). 
Verily the most honored in the sight of Allah is (who is) the most righteous of you… 
(49:13)

 Verses like these from the Holy Quran demonstrate shared historical similarities between 
Christianity and Islam with a common root in the faith of Abraham and Isaac. In this sense both 
religions "tend to be universalistic in their outlook’’ (Blankenhorn, 2009, p.1).
 This universalism takes bearing from the five pillars of Islam: The Creed (Shahada); 
Prayer (Salat), Almsgiving (Zakat), Ramadan: Fast (Sawm) and Pilgrimage (Hajj) (Ritcher, 2001). 
At the apex of these pillars is God while the individual is at the base linked inextricably through 
these pillars that are manifested in the activities of the individual within the social setting of the 
community. Without activating these pillars in concrete actions to be felt by the community, the 
individual would have no vital link with God.  Hence of the five pillars only the Shahada can be 

accomplished alone, the profession of faith (Kunkle, n.d). The other pillars are accomplished only 
by the participation in community life. The community is instituted by God to serve as a true 
example of fraternity and social justice (2:143). This does not confer superiority but rather a 
commonality of shared humanity. All believers are "brothers in religion and must not oppress one 
another, nor abandon assisting each other, nor hold one another in contempt." This Hadith 
teaching intones that the seat of righteousness is the heart which the righteous does not 
discriminate nor demean a fellow Muslim.
 The Golden Rule is found elaborately expressed in Islam underscoring fraternity and care 
for one another. The Prophet had said "No man is a believer until he wishes for his brother that 
which he wishes for himself" (Hadith No. 12). The Prophet affirmed this by asserting that the most 
important aspect of faith (Imam) in addition to worshipping God is "To do unto all men as you 
would wish to have done unto you, and to reject for others what you would reject for yourself 
(Hadith No. 12).
 The Prophet's teaching reflected great compassion as an ideal way of pursuing social 
justice. The needs of the weak and the poor were to be taken care of. The Prophet taught that "He 
who helps his fellow creature in the hour of need, and he who helps the oppressed, him will God 
help in the Day of Travail." The Prophet identified compassionate acts as the most excellent form 
of behavior before the creator. He stated that: 

To gladden the heart of a human being; to feed the hungry, to help the afflicted, to 
lighten the sorrow of the sorrowful, and to remove the wrongs of the injured. Feed 
the hungry and visit the sick, and free the captive if he is unjustly confined, assist 
any person oppressed … whether Muslim or non-Muslim.

 These compassionate acts are further simplified in the third pillar of Islam - compulsory 
charity - almsgiving (Zakat). It is not just recommended, it is required of every financially stable 
Muslim. Zakat is viewed as "compulsory charity."  It is an obligation for those who have received 
their wealth from God to respond to those members of the community in need (Mufti, 2006, p.1). 
Zakat is designed to meet the needs of the poor and is also a means to cleanse the Muslim of greed 
and selfishness while exacting the equitable distribution of goods to the entire community. It is 
intended to bring unity and betterment to the society as a whole (Caner & Caner, 2001, p.123-124).
 Shared community life is the hallmark of both Christianity and Islam. The value is 
gainfully and widely disaggregated into socially justified acts of love that emphasize compassion 
for the less privileged. Both the Quran and the Bible have ample theological and scriptural 
recommendations amplified by the personal examples of the Prophet and Christ.

Tolerance: Means for Interreligious Dialogue, Harmony and Peace

 Sufficient evidence has been established so far about the shared values of Islam and 
Christianity. Muslims and Christians exhorted by Holy Scripture are obliged to activate religious 
faith through community engagement in demonstrating worship and love for God through acts of 
human kindness. On charity, fraternity, social justice and love of neighbor, Christians and 
Muslims all agree. In broader terms, the two religions are in agreement on the oneness of God, 
Prophecy, Sacred Scripture and much of sacred history. On ethical norms too are shared agreement 

on the sanctity of life, humane treatment of others, honesty in all human dealings, kindness 
towards a neighbor and application of justice (Pell, 2006; Nasr, 2004,).
 Despite the permeation of these common values, adherents of the two religions have had 
cause to rise against each other. In the cause of history, violent outburst has characterized 
Muslim-Christian relationship. With higher and widespread level of education, easy access to 
information, courtesy of technology, rather than enhance inter-religious harmony, the 21st Century 
has witnessed more intra- and inter- religious schisms resulting in open expression of violence. 
From Iraq to Syria, Yemen and Afghanistan, intra-religious schisms have dominated world 
headlines. ISIL and Al Qaeda in the Middle East, Al Shabaab in the horn of Africa and Boko 
Haram in Nigeria have taken to violence to establish or enforce their own presumed version of 
Islamic values considered 'pure'. In Nigeria since 2001, when Sharia law was introduced in 
selected states in the North, both Muslims and Christians have violently clashed on different 
occasions. The cities of Kaduna, Kano, Bauchi and Jos have played host to several occasions of 
carnage. The lynching of Christians for blasphemy occurred in Kano, Gusau and Abuja in 2016. 
These and many more instances are sufficient evidence of inter-religious disharmony being 
experienced in other parts of the world.
 The failure of the impact of shared values on adherents of both religions, particularly, the 
failure to work together through dialogue for harmony and peace is partly due to how often 
believers of the faiths are blind, arrogant and narrow in their thinking and worldview 
(Blankenhorn, n.d). Practitioners of these religions have often demonstrated ignorance of the very 
tenets of their faith. This has the tendency to lead to contemporary extremism or fanaticism of the 
kind being witnessed around the world.  This may seem that we may be notoriously religious but 
less pious. For instance, Nigerians have been ranked as highly religious, but inter-religious fracas 
have continued to occur in the country.
 Closely related to lack of understanding is the effect of misinterpretation of Holy Scripture. 
Kenny (1992) notes that there is a significant number of passages in Holy Scriptures that are both 
hostile and unfriendly to other religions. The misinterpretation of these by teachers and adherents 
creates tension and may result in violence hurting any form of harmony between Christianity and 
Islam. Dialogue is at issue here when creating a consensus on grey areas in both religions. But 
dialogue is not possible without religious liberty to stimulate engagement. It is only in an 
atmosphere of freedom that meaningful discussions can flow towards a desirable consensus. This 
further requires utmost caution in proselytizing and the need to emphasize more on the areas of 
similarities between the two religions. Far more important is for religious leaders to demonstrate 
vigilance in identifying excesses and refrain from abuse of religious power and its misuse.
 Accomplishment of these tasks depends on the level of tolerance to be exercised or 
observed by adherents of both religions. Islam for instance evokes its teaching as part of a peace 
package. Quran 2:30 requires that man should maintain peace with Allah, his creator and sustainer, 
fellow men as well as other creatures he comes in contact with.  This is presented as the core 
responsibility of man. This duty is essential within the context of religious pluralism that must be 
embraced within the belief in the fundamentality of humanity. Differentiation in humanity and 
religion is God's creation and was designed to promote the virtue of tolerance. The Quran (2:213) 
draws out this pluralism when it states that God sent off different Prophets to different people at 

different times to teach the same truth of the Oneness of God. Diversity must be tolerated because 
it is at the heart of achieving harmonious community life. The Quran states:

Had God willed, He would have made you into one community; but (it was His 
will) to test you in what He gave you. So, compete with each other in doing good 
works. To God you are all returning, and He will inform you about how you 
differed. (5:48)

 As noted succinctly by Sachedina (2001), religious pluralism is a prerequisite for a 
peaceful accommodation of differences in the individual and the communal sense of the highest 
good. Rejection of pluralism is challenging the wisdom of the Almighty God in promoting 
tolerance. The notion of tolerance is therefore ineluctable in managing diversity and promoting 
and preserving pluralism. Muslims are encouraged to interact respectfully and gently with 
non-Muslims through dialogue on religion. This is possible only in the activation of tolerance.

Conclusion

Islam and Christianity, two of the world's dominant religions have enduring and shared 
values rooted in their fundamental dogmatics and principles. These values are relative and 
progressive in nature. They are divine in origin and are in complete harmony. Christianity and 
Islam subscribe to a one God, Prophecy, sacred history and basic ethical standards of sanctity of 
life, compassionate treatment of others and the application of justice for the sake of love of God. 

These teachings are summed up in the Golden Rule as the basis for sharing the same 
values. The Golden Rule acknowledges our human divinity and diversity which is impossible to 
eliminate. To live with it and achieve peace and harmony, religious leaders must develop 
concerted efforts to reorient adherents on the essence of tolerance to achieve religious liberty that 
would enhance meaningful dialogue. Both adherents need to increase the tempo and avenues of 
interaction to promote understanding and check misinterpretation of religious passages. 

It is this abuse of interpretation and wrongful exercise of religious power that is expanding 
the arena for fanaticism and bigotry. Growing economic inequality is raising a pool of religious 
entrepreneurs hence the commercialization of religious movements is fanning schism and 
intolerance globally. 

Political and religious leaders must step back and reflect creatively on our common 
humanity in the midst of its pluralism and divinity in relation to the universality of the Golden Rule 
as a fundamental shared value for the realization of religious harmony through dialogue. Human 
understanding of the truth may never be perfect and disagreement on values should be treated with 
restraint by being open to other views.
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Abstract

In response to the history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there is a strong commitment 
from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and creatively 
address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take a strong 
stance against radicalization. One of the most effective tools used to work toward this end is 
interfaith dialogue. This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool in 
Indonesia, which has been effectively used to build counternarratives of ethno-religious identity. 
Storytelling, in the context of dialogue, operates as a peacebuilding process that forges common 
ground, and ultimately co-creates emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As 
such, storytelling creates an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost 
during conflict, and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. The conclusions 
situate interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, 
and as a possible means to prevent future atrocities. 

Keywords: interfaith dialogue, storytelling as peacebuilding, religious pluralism, 
de-radicalization, Indonesia

 

Introduction

Indonesia is home to the largest population of Muslims in the world, but rather than 
mimicking the trend toward extremist beliefs, Indonesian Islam remains overwhelmingly steeped 
in a longstanding tradition of religious pluralism and religious tolerance. The Indonesian 
constitution was written in 1945 to guarantee all Indonesians the right to worship according to the 
beliefs of Islam, Buddhism, Protestantism, Catholicism, Hinduism, and Confucianism. While this 
legacy has not been successful in deterring ethno-religious conflict, it nonetheless provides an 
excellent building block for interfaith peacebuilding. 

As a result of a long history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there are strong 
commitments from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and 
creatively address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take an 
effective stand against radicalization. One of the tools widely recognized as being effective in 
working toward these goals is interfaith dialogue.

This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool, and draws largely 
from the experiences in Indonesia, where it has been effectively used in religious schools and 
institutions, and as part of post conflict reconciliation processes. One of the goals of interfaith 
dialogue is to build appealing counternarratives that encourage acceptance of diverse stakeholder 
groups. Storytelling –– specifically the part of dialogue where stories are shared, heard, and 
re-crafted –– is examined as a peacebuilding process that forges common ground, and ultimately 
co-creates new/emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As such, storytelling is 
considered an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost during conflict, 
and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. 

Interfaith Dialogue

The United Nations General Assembly President recognized that, ‘‘promoting a true 
dialogue among civilizations and religions is perhaps the most important political instrument that we 
can use to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace and hope’’ (as quoted in Neufeldt, 2011, 
p. 344). With a mixture of support and suspicion, interfaith dialogue has gained currency as a viable 
strategy to address religious tensions, and as a means to rebuild communities that have become rifted 
along religious lines. In order to maximize the potential of interfaith dialogue, it is important to 
understand what is intended and entailed in an effective process. 

Neufeldt (2011) offers three broad approaches to Interfaith Dialogue, each of which serves a 
distinct purpose and works toward a deliberate end, with unique contributions to “personal, relational, 
and structural change” (p. 344). She distinguishes between Theological, Political and Peacebuilding 
approaches, with particular attention to their varying theories of change. In brief, theological interfaith 
dialogue intends to build understanding and mutual respect between individual actors of different 
faiths, whereas political interfaith dialogue is designed to educate each other, and through that 
education, legitimize and/or de-legitimize political actors and actions. The peacebuilding approach to 
interfaith dialogue, in contrast, is focused on transforming attitudes and perception of one another in 
service to the fulfillment of common goals, joint actions, and conflict resolution. 

Neufeldt (2011) recognizes that there is an absence of conclusive research on the influence 
and consequence of interfaith dialogue, and finds that this lack of depth in our understanding 
encourages unfounded judgments towards its religious actors, and can also minimize perceptions 
of overall success.

When interfaith dialogue fails, it reinforces arguments that religious-based actors have no 
bearing on peace processes and religion is more effective at mobilizing people for violence 
than for peace. When it succeeds, it is seen as a minor footnote to a major political peace 
process. (Neufeldt, 2011, p. 345)

The theory of change attributed to the peacebuilding method of interfaith dialogue, which 
is focused on the potential of transforming participants’ perspectives of the “other,” is reminiscent 
of intergroup contact theory, also known as the contact hypothesis, which stems from the discipline 
of psychology (Allport, 1962). The contact hypothesis has been widely regarded as “one of 
psychology’s most effective strategies for improving intergroup relations” (Dovidio, Gaertner & 
Kawakami, 2003, p. 5). Contact theory suggests that intergroup prejudice can be reduced when 
different group members have the opportunity to interact with one other.  In the absence of 
definitive findings about interfaith dialogue, the extensive study of contact theory provides a fair 
amount of both encouragement and caution. 

Intergroup contact theory is predicated on the idea that our dislike of the other, or hatred of 
the enemy, is based on inaccurate attribution of their character. The chance to meet someone who 
identifies with the “other,” or as an outgroup member, provides an opportunity to remedy or rectify 
those inaccuracies, and to find the humanity of that person/group despite their differences. While 
this makes great intuitive sense, deeper study has revealed that if the circumstances and support 
network shaping the contact are inadequate, the contact experience has the capacity to confirm a 
sense of dislike or hatred. 

Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2005) analyzed the research on contact theory to ascertain 
what the optimal circumstances and contexts for contact are. They were looking for concrete 
examples of what can increase the likelihood of transformed attitudes and perceptions, and as a 
result, increase social harmony. The majority of research on contact theory has been conducted in 
the United States, and with the specific focus on racial integration and acceptance. This scenario is 
only one of many scenarios that might benefit from contact, and may not have the intentions of 
social harmony that are typical in transformative interfaith dialogue. 

Like most social psychological work on prejudice…contact research has focused primarily 
on the problem of transforming White racism and, as a result, has often neglected the 
possibility that the lived experience of contact and desegregation may differ according to 
one’s race group membership and historical location within a social system. (Dixon, 
Durrheim & Tredoux, 2005, p. 708)

Using contact theory, which is understood through the lens of white prejudice, to 
understand other experiences of segregated or divided societies is problematic, although some of 
the learning from contact theory is helpful in orienting toward a constructive experience of 

engagement. Through their research on the limitations of contact theory, Dixon, Durrheim and 
Tredoux (2005) are able to pinpoint what is needed for contact to be constructive. Among many 
important directives, their list includes the need to meet with regularity and frequency, to maintain 
a balanced ratio of group members who have comparable status with one another, to offer a variety 
of social settings and situations, to monitor and manage any competition or destructive emotions 
between groups, and to emphasize the importance of the work participants are doing by engaging 
in contact.

These factors are easily applied to the peacebuilding process of interfaith dialogue, where 
there are similar standards of constructive contact, and pitfalls of destructive contact. Powers 
(2010) describes religious peacebuilding as including the beliefs, norms, and rituals that pertain to 
peacemaking, as well as a “range of actors, from religious institutions, faith-based voluntary 
organizations that are not formally part of a religious institution, and individuals and groups for 
whom religion is a significant motivation for their peacebuilding” (p. 361). Building on that 
understanding, Al Qurtuby (2013) describes interfaith dialogue as “a way of rebuilding social 
capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and community focus” (p. 
350).

De-Radicalization

The study of radicalization and de-radicalization has been undertaken by multiple 
disciplines, which means a diverse range of tools have been used for analysis and an equally varied 
range of insights have been garnered. Despite these variations, and the resulting difficulty of 
synthesizing a coherent understanding, the primary focus of radicalization research over the past 
15 years has been on terrorism, and specifically Islamic political violence. There has been little 
emphasis on other geographic and ideological areas, and even less consideration of the 
corresponding counterpoint of de-radicalization (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). How the topic is 
defined, however, remains consistent.

Radicalization may be understood as a process leading towards the increased use of 
political violence, while deradicalization, by contrast, implies reduction in the use of 
political violence. Taken together, the study of radicalization and de-radicalization is 
central to answering the question of how political violence emerges, how it can be 
prevented, and how it can be contained. (p. 5)

Della Porta and LaFree (2012) recognize that de-radicalization, like radicalization, depends 
largely on the “legitimacy the audience may bestow on, or withhold from transforming radical 
groups” (p. 8). This acknowledgement places the de-radicalization process firmly in the hands of 
community, and affirms the vital role of dialogue and other citizen-based efforts in the 
peacebuilding process. If a community is committed to harmonious co-existence, despite their 
differences, efforts toward radicalization will be more easily recognized as divisive, and a natural 
movement toward de-radicalization can evolve. Because of the historic pluralism in Indonesia, and 
the tolerant version of Islam that the majority of Muslims practice within Indonesia, a hopeful 
scenario for de-radicalization exists. 

Indonesian Example

Despite the fact that Indonesia has the largest Muslim population of any single country in 
the world, Indonesia has never had voter support to shift from a secular state to a religious one 
under Islamic law (Heiduk, 2012). Furthermore, while political scientists typically find a 
correlation between the regime type and Islamist political strategy, that relationship doesn’t hold 
up in the Indonesian example. When the country embraced Democracy in 1998, it opened up new 
opportunities for all kinds of freedoms.

The Indonesian example is unique in many ways. First and foremost, the religious 
pluralism that is an intrinsic part of Indonesian identity validates the possibility of harmonized 
co-existence, even if it requires a reach into the past for solid footing, and a stretch into the future 
for a shared vision of moving forward. Much of the literature on interfaith dialogue in Indonesia 
focuses on exemplary efforts that have transpired in the Malukus of Eastern Indonesia, more 
commonly known as the Spice Islands, where since 1999 there have been several eruptions of 
religious-based violence and several remarkable community responses that work toward 
reconciliation.   

The move toward interfaith dialogue in Maluku was described as “an attempt to raise 
awareness about the commonalities between the religions and to teach the positive values inherent 
in each faith that guarantee peaceful co-existence” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164). There was work to 
be done to remedy the harm done by the religious narratives of violence that were commonly 
woven into sermons within Mosques and Churches during the times of active conflict (De Juan, 
Pierskalla, & Vüllers, 2015). In the aftermath of the conflict, it became clear that both groups, 
Christians and Muslims, lacked sufficient understanding about the other’s religion, which impeded 
the development of mutual respect. A council was formed as a way to provide “a forum for 
religious leaders to meet and discuss pressing socio-economic and political issues and to respond 
to any arising communal tensions” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164), and as a proactive way to build 
interfaith relationships and promote interfaith education. 

There are two main organizations recognized for their work toward interfaith peace 
building in the Maluku example. Tim 20 Wayame, or The Peace Team of Wayame, was comprised 
of people from the Village of Wayame, near Ambon City, and was extremely successful in 
engaging interreligious peacemaking during the violence that transpired in both 1999 and 2004 (Al 
Qurtuby, 2013). Manaputty, one of the founders of Tim 20 Wayame, described his relationship 
building work as employing a strategy of weaving a mat. His faith in the power of relationship 
building proved to be an effective way of generating a wide and resilient “web of peacemakers” 
(Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 358).

Provokator Perdamaian, or Peace Provocateurs, includes a coordinated group of 
Christians and Muslims representing a diverse range of ethnic, professional and socio-economic 
backgrounds. Provokator Perdamaian galvanized post conflict efforts toward reconciliation 
through “rebuilding social capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and 
community focus” (Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 350). The peace agreements didn’t stop the fighting, 
which is why a more intrinsic and grassroots change was pursued. The interfaith dialogue process 
was one, in particular, where all voices could be honored in the process of forging a common 

ground, from which a new and coordinated narrative could be crafted about the past, and new 
possibilities of a harmonized future could be forged (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006). 

Storytelling as Peacebuilding

 While storytelling is used to draw out a diversity of voices and perspectives on a given 
topic (Bell, 2010; Caromina & Luschen, 2014; Hooks, 1994; Kuyvenhoven, 2009; McEwan & 
Egan, 1995; Palmer, 1998; Solinger, Fox, & Irani, 2008), it is also used to find connections that 
underlie superficial diversities and to link “between past and future, between people and place, 
among people whose opinions diverge” (Cruikshank, 1998, p. 2). There are numerous ways to 
define storytelling, and many more treatises on how to operationalize it. Senehi (2009) offers a 
general definition of storytelling as “a universal way human beings deal with knowledge” (p. 203). 
She describes the process of telling and receiving stories as continually forming, reproducing, 
negotiating, resisting, and changing our view of the world (Senehi, 2009, p. 202). Similarly, 
Michel de Certeau (1984) portrays storytelling as authorizing, founding, and settling in place the 
way people experience and understand the world. These definitions indicate the important role 
stories play in shaping our understanding of the world, and contributing to our sense of what is 
possible within that world.

In Dialogic Civility in a Cynical Age: Community, Hope, and Interpersonal Relationships, 
Arnett and Arneson (1999) describe the goal of dialogue as providing a means to establish new 
relationships where a common story can be co-created by the whole community, which is of 
particular importance in communities that have been steeped in conflicting and competing 
narratives. Della Porta and LaFree (2012) acknowledge that trends of polarization and 
radicalization continue when violence-legitimizing narratives remain unchallenged. The 
storytelling that unfolds within the context of dialogue invites new story making, which has the 
potential to bridge the gap between groups and challenge the stories that underlie radicalized and 
polarized identities. The dialogue, in this case, serves as the vehicle for keeping transformative 
conversation in play. Based on their experience with interfaith dialogue in Indonesia, Lowry and 
Littlejohn (2006) reassure that, “as long as we keep dialogue active, we continue to learn, 
understand, and create a relationship of sustainable security” (p. 410).

Synthesis

 The public health prevention model offers an effective tool to make sense of the 
relationship between interfaith dialogue, de-radicalization, and the objective of preventing 
violence. This model was created as a disease and injury prevention framework, but its 
epidemiological framework has been found to be extremely applicable to violence prevention 
(Centers for Disease Control, 1992). Within this system, primary prevention focuses on education 
for change, and aligns with the Peacebuilding Approach to Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). 
Pressman (2009) has discovered concrete protective factors that assist the de-radicalization 
process at this stage. Secondary prevention is focused on decreasing risk, and relates to the 
Political Approach of Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). Pressman (2009) lists proven 
dis-engagement factors that can support the reduction of risk for radicalization. Tertiary prevention 
includes attempts to fix what is broken, and aligns with the Theological Approach to Interfaith 

future atrocities. The success of interfaith dialogue in Indonesia has spurred an international 
conversation about the promise this remedy offers as a peacemaking tool, as a means to exercise 
the constructive potential of contact theory, and as an active and humanitarian strategy to counter 
trends in radicalization. 

Buber (1958) shared a vision of learning to be with one another with empathy and 
compassion, despite whatever struggle we may be facing. This was exemplified in his distinction 
between an I-It model of engagement, compared with an I-Thou relationship, which serve as 
excellent predictors of success of interfaith dialogue. The I-It relationship describes what happens 
when we fail to acknowledge the complexity of others, when we treat others as objects of our 
discontent rather than the subjects of their own rich lives and experiences. Dialogue invites 
participants into the I-Thou relationship, where the other becomes a valued human, worthy of our 
curiosity about why they are who they are, and what beliefs and attitudes have shaped their 
experiences in our shared world (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006).

The research that has been done on radicalization and de-radicalization draws heavily from 
the literature of social movements (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). Perhaps more deliberate attention 
to the social movement of peacebuilding can provide us with new focus on interfaith dialogue, and 
the opportunity it presents for revised hindsight, enlivened insight, and accurate foresight in 
re-crafting the narratives of past, present and future. 
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Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). The following figure provides a prevention matrix that contextualizes 
how De-Radicalization and Interfaith Dialogue line up to meet common objectives.

 

Conclusion

In conclusion, this exploration situates interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in 
the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, and through the de-radicalization that occurs in 
dialogue’s deepened humanization of the “other,” dialogue can be an effective means to prevent 
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Abstract

Violent activities of extremist groups like ISIS, Al Shabab and Boko Haram are at the center of 
contemporary threat to global peace and religious harmony. They put Christian populations under 
tension. These activities help to sustain the impression that Islam is a violent religion especially 
against Christianity. Erroneous as this image is, it is difficult to erase it from the minds of many 
Christians and even moderate Muslims especially those that have been victims of religiously 
instigated violence. This paper seeks to identify enduring and shared values of both religions such 
as charity and love of neighbor at the heart of a shared humanity accepted and propagated by both 
religions. It is argued therefore that projected as core values of both religions, inter-religious 
dialogue and harmony are achievable in the interest of global peace and stability.

Keywords: Christianity, Islam, religious harmony, shared values

Introduction

At the heart of Islam and Christianity is the reality of one Great God, all powerful ‘father’, 
Omniscience, Omnipresent; one God that is absolute, infinite and merciful; greater than all 
mankind can imagine. To acknowledge and give credence to this greatness is expected of God's 
creation of which humankind is the highest expression of that creativity involving God himself as 
proclaimed by the Holy Bible: ‘’man is made in the image and likeness of the creator’’ (Genesis 
1:14).  This is the source of human divinity with all the powers, knowledge and wisdom above 
other creatures to be used to oversee the rest of creation.
 This shared unity in the acknowledgement of the One True God permeates all religions, the 
plurality of which does not diminish the supremacy of God the ‘Father’.  In this lies the essence of 
religion as a transcendent relationship between man and God; the unseen power with control over 
man's destiny deserving obedience, reverence and worship (Ikenga-Metuh, 1992). Man, thus owes 
total submission and absolute obedience to God. In an attempt to observe these elements of 
responsibility to God, man had inadvertently often reached beyond limit to again erroneously 
assume control of others by deciding on the basis of ‘monopoly of truth’ in relation to any issue. It 
is here that religious bigotry and spiritual arrogance erupt and find expression as key causes of 
conflicts and disharmony (Ikenga - Metuh, 1992). The grand illusion is that some religionists 
claim to have the prerogative to uphold the divine truth while others have limited knowledge of 
God's revelation.  Put differently, enforcement of the supreme will of God is their responsibility 
even when they have scant understanding of that will.
 The pernicious presumption of knowing the position of the One God on all issues by 
extremists is at the root of inter-faith disruptions and the concomitant upheavals being witnessed 
around the world. The central premise of Islam and Christianity is embedded in the Golden Rule. 
It is privileged as a salient religious value from which all other morally sound values that uphold 
the divinity of mankind derives. While it is accepted universally that religious values are relative 
and never absolute, the end of those values are absolute; the preservation and protection of the 
human divinity. Islam and Christianity teach appreciation of values in a progressive manner and 
are seen as basic principles of daily existence and are in complete harmony. This harmonious unity 
is derived from the Golden Rule that radiates values of justice, mercy, compassion, love, and 
includes virtues of beneficence, charity, truthfulness, trustworthiness, courtesy, self- sacrifice, the 
defense of others and piety (Effendi, 1980).
 Overlooking these shared values or an extreme interpretation of these has led to extremism 
or fanaticism creating inter- and intra- religious upheavals seen around the world. The Middle East 
demonstrates an exemplar of this extremism with several intolerant or very hostile groups even 
within Islam. Other parts of the world have witnessed similar violent uprisings such as the case of 
Boko Haram in Nigeria that evolved from the Maitatsine riots of the 1980s to the Kafanchan 
religious violence in Kaduna in 1987 (Bako, 1992; Genyi, 2016). Again, in the 2000s had arisen 
series of clashes between adherents of the two religions on the implementation of Sharia law in 
northern states in Nigeria. The Arab World has and remains the hot bed of religious extremism that 
seems to endanger other religions in Syria, Iraq and Iran. The presence of Al Qaeda, ISIL in 
Afghanistan and Syria, and Al Qaeda in Yemen tell the extremist story more loudly. Somalia and 

Kenya have had a fair share of this extremism through the activities of Al Shabab (Genyi, 2016). 
September 11, 2001 appears to have heralded their reach of religious hatred to all parts of the 
world when the USA played host to Al Qaeda led attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade 
Center.
 These exemplars of religious intolerance have overshadowed the possibility of religious 
harmony in an overarching religiously plural world. The extent of this global religious diversity 
suggests that it cannot be eliminated. What is reasonable is to live with it in the best possible way. 
One way to do so is to identify shared values that have endured centuries of religious practices by 
Islam and Christianity, two of the world’s dominant religions. It is argued here that the shared 
values of charity and love, the cornerstone of the Golden Rule offers the pragmatic platform for 
interfaith dialogue for religious harmony for enhanced peace and stability on a global scale.

Value as a Concept in Religion

It is pertinent to explore the meaning of value in order to come to a clear perspective on the 
relevance and impact of the concept in a religious context. Value is indisputably a complex 
concept in terms of its relativity and a shy away from absoluteness (Mazrui, 2005). Values are 
simply rules by which we make decisions about right or wrong, should and shouldn't, good or bad. 
These decisions on the basis of values inform us about which is ‘’more or less important, which is 
useful, when we have to’’ (Mazrui, 2005) trade off meeting one value over another. Put broadly, 
values can be taken as beliefs of a person or social group in which they have an emotional 
investment in favor of or against something. To the extent of perceiving values as the basis of 
decisions and belief, Inlow (1956) conceives values as 'the determiners in man that influence his 
choices in life and that thus decide his behavior'.  Human behavior is therefore entirely shaped by 
a value system well often informed by life experiences, which in turn constitutes general guides to 
behavior (Raths, Harmin and Simon (1966). Informed human experiences therefore influence 
preferences in life which suggest that value in itself is a tendency to prefer (Rogers, 1969). These 
conceptions are utilitarian in nature (Manus, 1992). In making choices, human beings tend to be 
rational in considering the utility of a given activity or thing. In a functional sense, Kluckhohn 
(1961) has noted that ‘’a value is a selective orientation toward experience, implying deep 
commitment or repudiation, which influence the ordering of choices between possible alternatives 
in action.’’ From a religious perspective, values are hierarchically stratified and dichotomized 
between material and spiritual existence. The latter is considered superior and the former to be 
absolutely subordinated to the latter at all given times. Spiritual values are designed to assist 
human beings in attaining the ultimate aim in creation. Religious authorities therefore believe that 
given the primacy of this ultimate goal of unity with the spiritual order of reality, religious values 
must be considered superior to natural values (Manus, 1992, p.41).
 Values are central in religion and constitute the cornerstone of any. They shape and guide 
behavior of adherents. They constitute things that are considered important and order preferences 
shared among members of a given social group at any given time or the other in favor of other 
things. In all religions, values deal with what is good and bad, normal and abnormal or appropriate 
and unacceptable. Muslims and Christians hold tenaciously to values considered absolute and 
superior and hence must be adhered to and protected at all times in all circumstances. Their 

observance reflects the true attitude of a believer in any of the faith. The absoluteness of these 
values constitutes inviolable beliefs in both religions. Justice, love and the divinity of humanity are 
some of these absolute values. These values are viewed as the means for the attainment of higher 
goals such as eternal bliss (Riukas, n.d). Strict observance of religious values is a necessary 
condition for the realization of eternal happiness promised by Christianity and Islam.

Shared Values in Islam and Christianity

A shared value is a notion that attempts to establish commonality of beliefs and preferences 
among the adherents of the world's most dominant religions. The idea of a commonality in values 
goes to the logical connectivity in the power of similarities which support likely behavior. This 
may be contagious and tend to reduce tension and anxiety that would likely result in adverse and 
harmful conduct against members of another group.
 The belief in one supreme God the ‘Father’ creates a source of flow of shared values. For 
Christians, the Decalogue (ten commandments) points to two forms of behavior primed to appeal 
to God through love of Him and love of one another; all made in his image and likeness. The first 
three commandments of God address the servant - God relationship that upholds the supremacy of 
God the ‘Father’.  This supremacy detests any form of behavior or activity that undermines God in 
any way possible.  Christians are told in no ambiguous terms about the place of God in their entire 
life.  Exodus 20:1-6 states that "I am the Lord your God … you shall have no other gods before 
me…. You shall not bow down to them nor serve them… you shall not take the name of the Lord 
your God in vain." These commandments have established the supremacy of God and will not 
accept attempts to have rivals likely; even inappropriate use of His name is strongly forbidden. To 
worship him alone is the only prescribed activity to the extent of setting aside a full day for that 
purpose in honor of Him.
 Similarly, Islam upholds Allah in Surah: 1a, as ‘’Beneficent’’, ‘’Merciful’’, ‘’Lord of the 
Worlds’’, ‘’Owner of the Day of Judgment’’ and one who points to ‘’the straight path’’, and shows 
favor or anger. To further demonstrates the supremacy of Allah, Surah 5:18 states that "Allah is the 
sovereignty of the heavens and the earth and all that is between them."   Saleeb and Geslen (2011) 
have recollected the supremacy of Allah as an absolute, independent, unique and sovereign, and 
hold that:

He is the first and the last.  He is unique, and nothing resembles Him in any respect. He is 
One and the One. He is self-sustained and does not need anything, but everything needs 
Him… He is the Willer of existing things and the things that will exist, and nothing 
happens apart from his will. He is the knower of all that can be known. His knowledge 
encompasses the whole universe that he has created, and he alone sustains. God is 
completely sovereign over all creation. (p. 41)

 This powerful, all-encompassing picture of Allah without any equivocation depicts 
humans as finite inconsequential beings totally incapable of doing anything worthy for God 
especially to the extent of adding anything for or seeking to protect God's interest in any form. This 
means that the use of violence by extremists to protect Allah's name or so-called interest is 
unnecessary. If the entire humanity depends on God for survival, then it is rather absurd that a 
helpless humanity would turn against itself in defense of God! For both Christians and Muslims, 

the supremacy of God’s belief as a value should humble adherents of the two religions to learn to 
be submissive to the will of the creator and appreciate their common divinity in a harmonious and 
peaceful co-existence.
 Another basis of an interfaith accord between Muslims and Christians is the Golden Rule. 
The Golden Rule is sharply at point as a shared value. It further radiates other values as justice, 
mercy, compassion and love (Buck, 2013). By upholding virtues such as truthfulness or, 
trustworthiness as elements of integrity, it underscores the essential quality of interpersonal 
relations in a mutually reinforcing manner. The Golden Rule is ultimately taken as a fundamental 
shared value. In Christendom, the Golden Rule is a summation of the latter six pieces of the 
Decalogue. "You shall not murder, commit adultery, steal, bear false witness against your 
neighbor, covet your neighbor’s house, wife, male servant, female servant, ox, donkey… anything 
that is your neighbor (Exodus 20:13-17) invoke the feeling of doing unto others what you would 
love them to do unto you. This is the Golden Rule widely accepted and preached to all adherents 
as the basis of the entire summation of one’s religious life. This underscores the peaceful, cordial 
and harmless relations with one another in deference to God. The common tenet in faith traditions, 
least Islam and Christianity, is that "we should treat others as we would have them treat us" (Buck, 
2013, p.3). As a shared value, religious adherents would take from it a capacity of service for the 
common good. Religious leaders would therefore find in its invocation fulfilling a standard of 
mutual and reciprocal care. The Rule is neutral without distinction among humanity. The 
reciprocal care is devoid of relativity of faith.  Muslims would not fail to treat Christians with 
respect and love because they are not Muslims and vice versa. The common denominator in the 
Golden Rule philosophy is humanity accepted by both religions as divine.
 The holy books of the Bible and Quran are abounding with exhortations in respect of the 
Golden Rule. For instance, in Matthew 7:12, Jesus Christ affirms: "therefore, whatever you want 
men to do to you, do also to them, for this is the Law and the prophets." Also, Matthew 22:39 
clearly underscores the importance of love: "thou shall love your neighbor as yourself; on these 
two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”
 In a similar way, renowned Islamic leaders have invoked this rule copiously. Sahih Muslim 
Mohammad states that "whoever wishes to be delivered from the fire and enter the garden should 
die with faith in Allah… and should treat the people as he wishes to be treated by them." Also, 
An-Nawawi states that "None of you (truly) believes until he wishes for his brother what he wishes 
for himself." The law of reciprocity is the bedrock of interpersonal relation lubricated by faith 
through respect for God. It is in humans that we find opportunities for attesting to our belief in God 
through acts of love for one another.
 Discussions about shared values point to the ultimate goal of achieving harmony between 
the Christian and Muslim communities around the world. Put differently, the absence of peace 
between adherents of these faiths hurts the world as it affects every progress towards a prosperous 
society. But peace is founded instrumentally on love and justice; surprisingly both Islam and 
Christianity invoke peace as an essential ingredient in their dogma (Manus, 1992).
 The epitomic place of love in Christianity reveals the contradiction among early Christians 
between authentic worship of God and mistreatment of others. In this practice was a violation of 
the principle of justice and fairness. Justice is seen as "a moral virtue that consists in the constant 

and firm will to give one’s due to God and neighbor" (Catechism of the Catholic Church). To God, 
the Catechism of the Catholic Church calls justice "virtue of Religion." Justice toward men 
disposes one to respect the right of everyone and "to establish in human relationships the harmony 
that promotes equity with regards to persons and to the common good." To be just means one has 
to be habitually right in thinking and acts that are upright towards one’s neighbor. Love and justice 
thus flow together and especially acts that clearly favor others in an impartial manner seal the 
synergy. Christian love is true reflection of sacrifice of oneself in love of God for humanity that 
Jesus exemplified. Adherents of Christianity are enjoined to express their faith in volitional, 
respectful and unconditional love for God with one another as Paul records in 1Corinthians 10:24 
(Kunkle, n.d). Paul notes: "Be imitators of God as beloved children and live in love as Christ loved 
us and gave himself up for us."  In practicalizing this, it is expected to permeate all social platforms 
of interaction including friendship, marriage and family. Love of God is expressed in human 
response to God's love through the love of neighbor.
 Christian teaching portrays love of neighbor irrespective of religion or tribe or race or any 
other form of identity. Indeed, one is taught to care for one’s enemies through charitable acts of 
prayer and to refrain from revenge. This principle is elaborated thus:

If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you?  Even 'sinners' love those who 
love them. And if you do good to those who are good to you, what credit is that to you? 
Even 'sinners' do that. And if you lend to those from whom you expect repayment, what 
credit is that to you? Even 'sinners' lend to 'sinners', expecting to be repaid in full. But love 
your enemies, do good to them, and lend to them without expecting to get anything back. 
Then your reward will be great, and you will be sons of the Most High, because He is kind 
to the ungrateful and wicked. Be merciful and just as your father is merciful. (Luke 6: 32 – 
36)

These tendencies are to enhance peace and had been clearly reinforced by the strong admonition 
to refrain from revenge. Christ condemned the principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth 
(Matthew 5:38-41). Paul exhorts the Romans to bless those who persecute them and never pay evil 
for evil. To live peaceably he advices: 

Beloved, never revenge yourselves, but leave room for the wrath of God; for it is written, 
vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord.  No, If your enemies are hungry, feed them; 
if they are thirsty, give them something to drink; for by doing this you will heap burning 
coals on their heads. Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good. (Romans 
12:18-21)

 These teachings sought to eliminate violence as an alternative form of behavior in the 
interest of peace through love and justice. To furnish the acts of love, charity, through generous 
sharing with the needy, is taught by Christianity as a very high virtue.  Christians are enjoined to 
share their wealth with the poor to check the vices of greed, covetousness, pride and gluttony.  
Luke 6:38 urges Christians: "give and it will be given to you." Rich people like Zachaeus heeded 
the teaching on wealth sharing and redistributed his riches with the poor (Luke 19:8-10). Jesus 
urged the Christian community to be generous and charitable with their resources, time, talent and 
treasure to the benefit of the poor, sick, prisoners and indeed the needy (Matthew 25:7). Christ 

invited the generous and charitable and said unto them:

Come, you that are blessed by my father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you… I was 
hungry, and you gave me food, I was thirsty, and you gave something to drink, I was a 
stranger and you welcomed me, I was naked, and you gave me clothing, I was sick, and you 
took care of me…. (Matthew 25:34)

 These acts of generosity and charity are at the very heart of Christianity and by extension 
Islamic practice. These acts demonstrate in no uncertain terms worship and love of God expressed 
through love of the needy and poor fellow human beings. In these acts, love and justice are 
activated for the sake of peace. These acts know no religion or tribe or race.
 In Islam, a true Muslim is required to believe in the one God, Angels, the Prophets, the 
Scripture and the Day of Judgment (Nazeer, 2000). These beliefs have to be translated into actions 
of faith, indicative of religious practice. The most important Islamic social values are articulated 
in the Quran and reinforced by the life-style of the Prophet. In Medina where the first Muslim 
community was founded, it was characterized by an affirmation of human dignity and social 
justice (Kunkle, n.d). All Islamic values have therefore been derived from the Quran, the personal 
examples of the Prophet and the writings that followed his teaching. The Hadiths are a 
compendium of the Prophets personal examples and the Sunnah, the Muslim way of life. In these 
documents including the Quran are found fundamental issues of social justice. The whole essence 
is to bring the individual closer to God by creating a just society.
 Justice is the cornerstone of Islamic faith. It informs Islamic theology and social values. 
The Quran affirms that justice is a command from God (16:90, 5:8). It enjoins believers to adhere 
to what is just and kind and forbidding that which is unjust (72:15, 60:8). Justice is expected to 
permeate all actions, speech and thoughts of Muslims. For example, "when you speak, speak with 
justice, even if it is against someone close, to you… (6:152). The practice of justice is not restricted 
to familiar persons and must be extended to strangers as well. This form of justice is laced with the 
principle of equality as a basis for peace. The Quran asserts that the only basis for differentiation 
is piety (Taqwa) or righteousness (Birr). It states:

O mankind! We created you from a single (pair) of male and a female, and made you into 
nations and tribes, that ye may know each other (not that ye may despise (each other). 
Verily the most honored in the sight of Allah is (who is) the most righteous of you… 
(49:13)

 Verses like these from the Holy Quran demonstrate shared historical similarities between 
Christianity and Islam with a common root in the faith of Abraham and Isaac. In this sense both 
religions "tend to be universalistic in their outlook’’ (Blankenhorn, 2009, p.1).
 This universalism takes bearing from the five pillars of Islam: The Creed (Shahada); 
Prayer (Salat), Almsgiving (Zakat), Ramadan: Fast (Sawm) and Pilgrimage (Hajj) (Ritcher, 2001). 
At the apex of these pillars is God while the individual is at the base linked inextricably through 
these pillars that are manifested in the activities of the individual within the social setting of the 
community. Without activating these pillars in concrete actions to be felt by the community, the 
individual would have no vital link with God.  Hence of the five pillars only the Shahada can be 

accomplished alone, the profession of faith (Kunkle, n.d). The other pillars are accomplished only 
by the participation in community life. The community is instituted by God to serve as a true 
example of fraternity and social justice (2:143). This does not confer superiority but rather a 
commonality of shared humanity. All believers are "brothers in religion and must not oppress one 
another, nor abandon assisting each other, nor hold one another in contempt." This Hadith 
teaching intones that the seat of righteousness is the heart which the righteous does not 
discriminate nor demean a fellow Muslim.
 The Golden Rule is found elaborately expressed in Islam underscoring fraternity and care 
for one another. The Prophet had said "No man is a believer until he wishes for his brother that 
which he wishes for himself" (Hadith No. 12). The Prophet affirmed this by asserting that the most 
important aspect of faith (Imam) in addition to worshipping God is "To do unto all men as you 
would wish to have done unto you, and to reject for others what you would reject for yourself 
(Hadith No. 12).
 The Prophet's teaching reflected great compassion as an ideal way of pursuing social 
justice. The needs of the weak and the poor were to be taken care of. The Prophet taught that "He 
who helps his fellow creature in the hour of need, and he who helps the oppressed, him will God 
help in the Day of Travail." The Prophet identified compassionate acts as the most excellent form 
of behavior before the creator. He stated that: 

To gladden the heart of a human being; to feed the hungry, to help the afflicted, to 
lighten the sorrow of the sorrowful, and to remove the wrongs of the injured. Feed 
the hungry and visit the sick, and free the captive if he is unjustly confined, assist 
any person oppressed … whether Muslim or non-Muslim.

 These compassionate acts are further simplified in the third pillar of Islam - compulsory 
charity - almsgiving (Zakat). It is not just recommended, it is required of every financially stable 
Muslim. Zakat is viewed as "compulsory charity."  It is an obligation for those who have received 
their wealth from God to respond to those members of the community in need (Mufti, 2006, p.1). 
Zakat is designed to meet the needs of the poor and is also a means to cleanse the Muslim of greed 
and selfishness while exacting the equitable distribution of goods to the entire community. It is 
intended to bring unity and betterment to the society as a whole (Caner & Caner, 2001, p.123-124).
 Shared community life is the hallmark of both Christianity and Islam. The value is 
gainfully and widely disaggregated into socially justified acts of love that emphasize compassion 
for the less privileged. Both the Quran and the Bible have ample theological and scriptural 
recommendations amplified by the personal examples of the Prophet and Christ.

Tolerance: Means for Interreligious Dialogue, Harmony and Peace

 Sufficient evidence has been established so far about the shared values of Islam and 
Christianity. Muslims and Christians exhorted by Holy Scripture are obliged to activate religious 
faith through community engagement in demonstrating worship and love for God through acts of 
human kindness. On charity, fraternity, social justice and love of neighbor, Christians and 
Muslims all agree. In broader terms, the two religions are in agreement on the oneness of God, 
Prophecy, Sacred Scripture and much of sacred history. On ethical norms too are shared agreement 

on the sanctity of life, humane treatment of others, honesty in all human dealings, kindness 
towards a neighbor and application of justice (Pell, 2006; Nasr, 2004,).
 Despite the permeation of these common values, adherents of the two religions have had 
cause to rise against each other. In the cause of history, violent outburst has characterized 
Muslim-Christian relationship. With higher and widespread level of education, easy access to 
information, courtesy of technology, rather than enhance inter-religious harmony, the 21st Century 
has witnessed more intra- and inter- religious schisms resulting in open expression of violence. 
From Iraq to Syria, Yemen and Afghanistan, intra-religious schisms have dominated world 
headlines. ISIL and Al Qaeda in the Middle East, Al Shabaab in the horn of Africa and Boko 
Haram in Nigeria have taken to violence to establish or enforce their own presumed version of 
Islamic values considered 'pure'. In Nigeria since 2001, when Sharia law was introduced in 
selected states in the North, both Muslims and Christians have violently clashed on different 
occasions. The cities of Kaduna, Kano, Bauchi and Jos have played host to several occasions of 
carnage. The lynching of Christians for blasphemy occurred in Kano, Gusau and Abuja in 2016. 
These and many more instances are sufficient evidence of inter-religious disharmony being 
experienced in other parts of the world.
 The failure of the impact of shared values on adherents of both religions, particularly, the 
failure to work together through dialogue for harmony and peace is partly due to how often 
believers of the faiths are blind, arrogant and narrow in their thinking and worldview 
(Blankenhorn, n.d). Practitioners of these religions have often demonstrated ignorance of the very 
tenets of their faith. This has the tendency to lead to contemporary extremism or fanaticism of the 
kind being witnessed around the world.  This may seem that we may be notoriously religious but 
less pious. For instance, Nigerians have been ranked as highly religious, but inter-religious fracas 
have continued to occur in the country.
 Closely related to lack of understanding is the effect of misinterpretation of Holy Scripture. 
Kenny (1992) notes that there is a significant number of passages in Holy Scriptures that are both 
hostile and unfriendly to other religions. The misinterpretation of these by teachers and adherents 
creates tension and may result in violence hurting any form of harmony between Christianity and 
Islam. Dialogue is at issue here when creating a consensus on grey areas in both religions. But 
dialogue is not possible without religious liberty to stimulate engagement. It is only in an 
atmosphere of freedom that meaningful discussions can flow towards a desirable consensus. This 
further requires utmost caution in proselytizing and the need to emphasize more on the areas of 
similarities between the two religions. Far more important is for religious leaders to demonstrate 
vigilance in identifying excesses and refrain from abuse of religious power and its misuse.
 Accomplishment of these tasks depends on the level of tolerance to be exercised or 
observed by adherents of both religions. Islam for instance evokes its teaching as part of a peace 
package. Quran 2:30 requires that man should maintain peace with Allah, his creator and sustainer, 
fellow men as well as other creatures he comes in contact with.  This is presented as the core 
responsibility of man. This duty is essential within the context of religious pluralism that must be 
embraced within the belief in the fundamentality of humanity. Differentiation in humanity and 
religion is God's creation and was designed to promote the virtue of tolerance. The Quran (2:213) 
draws out this pluralism when it states that God sent off different Prophets to different people at 

different times to teach the same truth of the Oneness of God. Diversity must be tolerated because 
it is at the heart of achieving harmonious community life. The Quran states:

Had God willed, He would have made you into one community; but (it was His 
will) to test you in what He gave you. So, compete with each other in doing good 
works. To God you are all returning, and He will inform you about how you 
differed. (5:48)

 As noted succinctly by Sachedina (2001), religious pluralism is a prerequisite for a 
peaceful accommodation of differences in the individual and the communal sense of the highest 
good. Rejection of pluralism is challenging the wisdom of the Almighty God in promoting 
tolerance. The notion of tolerance is therefore ineluctable in managing diversity and promoting 
and preserving pluralism. Muslims are encouraged to interact respectfully and gently with 
non-Muslims through dialogue on religion. This is possible only in the activation of tolerance.

Conclusion

Islam and Christianity, two of the world's dominant religions have enduring and shared 
values rooted in their fundamental dogmatics and principles. These values are relative and 
progressive in nature. They are divine in origin and are in complete harmony. Christianity and 
Islam subscribe to a one God, Prophecy, sacred history and basic ethical standards of sanctity of 
life, compassionate treatment of others and the application of justice for the sake of love of God. 

These teachings are summed up in the Golden Rule as the basis for sharing the same 
values. The Golden Rule acknowledges our human divinity and diversity which is impossible to 
eliminate. To live with it and achieve peace and harmony, religious leaders must develop 
concerted efforts to reorient adherents on the essence of tolerance to achieve religious liberty that 
would enhance meaningful dialogue. Both adherents need to increase the tempo and avenues of 
interaction to promote understanding and check misinterpretation of religious passages. 

It is this abuse of interpretation and wrongful exercise of religious power that is expanding 
the arena for fanaticism and bigotry. Growing economic inequality is raising a pool of religious 
entrepreneurs hence the commercialization of religious movements is fanning schism and 
intolerance globally. 

Political and religious leaders must step back and reflect creatively on our common 
humanity in the midst of its pluralism and divinity in relation to the universality of the Golden Rule 
as a fundamental shared value for the realization of religious harmony through dialogue. Human 
understanding of the truth may never be perfect and disagreement on values should be treated with 
restraint by being open to other views.
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Abstract

In response to the history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there is a strong commitment 
from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and creatively 
address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take a strong 
stance against radicalization. One of the most effective tools used to work toward this end is 
interfaith dialogue. This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool in 
Indonesia, which has been effectively used to build counternarratives of ethno-religious identity. 
Storytelling, in the context of dialogue, operates as a peacebuilding process that forges common 
ground, and ultimately co-creates emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As 
such, storytelling creates an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost 
during conflict, and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. The conclusions 
situate interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, 
and as a possible means to prevent future atrocities. 

Keywords: interfaith dialogue, storytelling as peacebuilding, religious pluralism, 
de-radicalization, Indonesia

 

Introduction

Indonesia is home to the largest population of Muslims in the world, but rather than 
mimicking the trend toward extremist beliefs, Indonesian Islam remains overwhelmingly steeped 
in a longstanding tradition of religious pluralism and religious tolerance. The Indonesian 
constitution was written in 1945 to guarantee all Indonesians the right to worship according to the 
beliefs of Islam, Buddhism, Protestantism, Catholicism, Hinduism, and Confucianism. While this 
legacy has not been successful in deterring ethno-religious conflict, it nonetheless provides an 
excellent building block for interfaith peacebuilding. 

As a result of a long history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there are strong 
commitments from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and 
creatively address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take an 
effective stand against radicalization. One of the tools widely recognized as being effective in 
working toward these goals is interfaith dialogue.

This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool, and draws largely 
from the experiences in Indonesia, where it has been effectively used in religious schools and 
institutions, and as part of post conflict reconciliation processes. One of the goals of interfaith 
dialogue is to build appealing counternarratives that encourage acceptance of diverse stakeholder 
groups. Storytelling –– specifically the part of dialogue where stories are shared, heard, and 
re-crafted –– is examined as a peacebuilding process that forges common ground, and ultimately 
co-creates new/emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As such, storytelling is 
considered an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost during conflict, 
and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. 

Interfaith Dialogue

The United Nations General Assembly President recognized that, ‘‘promoting a true 
dialogue among civilizations and religions is perhaps the most important political instrument that we 
can use to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace and hope’’ (as quoted in Neufeldt, 2011, 
p. 344). With a mixture of support and suspicion, interfaith dialogue has gained currency as a viable 
strategy to address religious tensions, and as a means to rebuild communities that have become rifted 
along religious lines. In order to maximize the potential of interfaith dialogue, it is important to 
understand what is intended and entailed in an effective process. 

Neufeldt (2011) offers three broad approaches to Interfaith Dialogue, each of which serves a 
distinct purpose and works toward a deliberate end, with unique contributions to “personal, relational, 
and structural change” (p. 344). She distinguishes between Theological, Political and Peacebuilding 
approaches, with particular attention to their varying theories of change. In brief, theological interfaith 
dialogue intends to build understanding and mutual respect between individual actors of different 
faiths, whereas political interfaith dialogue is designed to educate each other, and through that 
education, legitimize and/or de-legitimize political actors and actions. The peacebuilding approach to 
interfaith dialogue, in contrast, is focused on transforming attitudes and perception of one another in 
service to the fulfillment of common goals, joint actions, and conflict resolution. 

Neufeldt (2011) recognizes that there is an absence of conclusive research on the influence 
and consequence of interfaith dialogue, and finds that this lack of depth in our understanding 
encourages unfounded judgments towards its religious actors, and can also minimize perceptions 
of overall success.

When interfaith dialogue fails, it reinforces arguments that religious-based actors have no 
bearing on peace processes and religion is more effective at mobilizing people for violence 
than for peace. When it succeeds, it is seen as a minor footnote to a major political peace 
process. (Neufeldt, 2011, p. 345)

The theory of change attributed to the peacebuilding method of interfaith dialogue, which 
is focused on the potential of transforming participants’ perspectives of the “other,” is reminiscent 
of intergroup contact theory, also known as the contact hypothesis, which stems from the discipline 
of psychology (Allport, 1962). The contact hypothesis has been widely regarded as “one of 
psychology’s most effective strategies for improving intergroup relations” (Dovidio, Gaertner & 
Kawakami, 2003, p. 5). Contact theory suggests that intergroup prejudice can be reduced when 
different group members have the opportunity to interact with one other.  In the absence of 
definitive findings about interfaith dialogue, the extensive study of contact theory provides a fair 
amount of both encouragement and caution. 

Intergroup contact theory is predicated on the idea that our dislike of the other, or hatred of 
the enemy, is based on inaccurate attribution of their character. The chance to meet someone who 
identifies with the “other,” or as an outgroup member, provides an opportunity to remedy or rectify 
those inaccuracies, and to find the humanity of that person/group despite their differences. While 
this makes great intuitive sense, deeper study has revealed that if the circumstances and support 
network shaping the contact are inadequate, the contact experience has the capacity to confirm a 
sense of dislike or hatred. 

Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2005) analyzed the research on contact theory to ascertain 
what the optimal circumstances and contexts for contact are. They were looking for concrete 
examples of what can increase the likelihood of transformed attitudes and perceptions, and as a 
result, increase social harmony. The majority of research on contact theory has been conducted in 
the United States, and with the specific focus on racial integration and acceptance. This scenario is 
only one of many scenarios that might benefit from contact, and may not have the intentions of 
social harmony that are typical in transformative interfaith dialogue. 

Like most social psychological work on prejudice…contact research has focused primarily 
on the problem of transforming White racism and, as a result, has often neglected the 
possibility that the lived experience of contact and desegregation may differ according to 
one’s race group membership and historical location within a social system. (Dixon, 
Durrheim & Tredoux, 2005, p. 708)

Using contact theory, which is understood through the lens of white prejudice, to 
understand other experiences of segregated or divided societies is problematic, although some of 
the learning from contact theory is helpful in orienting toward a constructive experience of 

engagement. Through their research on the limitations of contact theory, Dixon, Durrheim and 
Tredoux (2005) are able to pinpoint what is needed for contact to be constructive. Among many 
important directives, their list includes the need to meet with regularity and frequency, to maintain 
a balanced ratio of group members who have comparable status with one another, to offer a variety 
of social settings and situations, to monitor and manage any competition or destructive emotions 
between groups, and to emphasize the importance of the work participants are doing by engaging 
in contact.

These factors are easily applied to the peacebuilding process of interfaith dialogue, where 
there are similar standards of constructive contact, and pitfalls of destructive contact. Powers 
(2010) describes religious peacebuilding as including the beliefs, norms, and rituals that pertain to 
peacemaking, as well as a “range of actors, from religious institutions, faith-based voluntary 
organizations that are not formally part of a religious institution, and individuals and groups for 
whom religion is a significant motivation for their peacebuilding” (p. 361). Building on that 
understanding, Al Qurtuby (2013) describes interfaith dialogue as “a way of rebuilding social 
capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and community focus” (p. 
350).

De-Radicalization

The study of radicalization and de-radicalization has been undertaken by multiple 
disciplines, which means a diverse range of tools have been used for analysis and an equally varied 
range of insights have been garnered. Despite these variations, and the resulting difficulty of 
synthesizing a coherent understanding, the primary focus of radicalization research over the past 
15 years has been on terrorism, and specifically Islamic political violence. There has been little 
emphasis on other geographic and ideological areas, and even less consideration of the 
corresponding counterpoint of de-radicalization (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). How the topic is 
defined, however, remains consistent.

Radicalization may be understood as a process leading towards the increased use of 
political violence, while deradicalization, by contrast, implies reduction in the use of 
political violence. Taken together, the study of radicalization and de-radicalization is 
central to answering the question of how political violence emerges, how it can be 
prevented, and how it can be contained. (p. 5)

Della Porta and LaFree (2012) recognize that de-radicalization, like radicalization, depends 
largely on the “legitimacy the audience may bestow on, or withhold from transforming radical 
groups” (p. 8). This acknowledgement places the de-radicalization process firmly in the hands of 
community, and affirms the vital role of dialogue and other citizen-based efforts in the 
peacebuilding process. If a community is committed to harmonious co-existence, despite their 
differences, efforts toward radicalization will be more easily recognized as divisive, and a natural 
movement toward de-radicalization can evolve. Because of the historic pluralism in Indonesia, and 
the tolerant version of Islam that the majority of Muslims practice within Indonesia, a hopeful 
scenario for de-radicalization exists. 

Indonesian Example

Despite the fact that Indonesia has the largest Muslim population of any single country in 
the world, Indonesia has never had voter support to shift from a secular state to a religious one 
under Islamic law (Heiduk, 2012). Furthermore, while political scientists typically find a 
correlation between the regime type and Islamist political strategy, that relationship doesn’t hold 
up in the Indonesian example. When the country embraced Democracy in 1998, it opened up new 
opportunities for all kinds of freedoms.

The Indonesian example is unique in many ways. First and foremost, the religious 
pluralism that is an intrinsic part of Indonesian identity validates the possibility of harmonized 
co-existence, even if it requires a reach into the past for solid footing, and a stretch into the future 
for a shared vision of moving forward. Much of the literature on interfaith dialogue in Indonesia 
focuses on exemplary efforts that have transpired in the Malukus of Eastern Indonesia, more 
commonly known as the Spice Islands, where since 1999 there have been several eruptions of 
religious-based violence and several remarkable community responses that work toward 
reconciliation.   

The move toward interfaith dialogue in Maluku was described as “an attempt to raise 
awareness about the commonalities between the religions and to teach the positive values inherent 
in each faith that guarantee peaceful co-existence” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164). There was work to 
be done to remedy the harm done by the religious narratives of violence that were commonly 
woven into sermons within Mosques and Churches during the times of active conflict (De Juan, 
Pierskalla, & Vüllers, 2015). In the aftermath of the conflict, it became clear that both groups, 
Christians and Muslims, lacked sufficient understanding about the other’s religion, which impeded 
the development of mutual respect. A council was formed as a way to provide “a forum for 
religious leaders to meet and discuss pressing socio-economic and political issues and to respond 
to any arising communal tensions” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164), and as a proactive way to build 
interfaith relationships and promote interfaith education. 

There are two main organizations recognized for their work toward interfaith peace 
building in the Maluku example. Tim 20 Wayame, or The Peace Team of Wayame, was comprised 
of people from the Village of Wayame, near Ambon City, and was extremely successful in 
engaging interreligious peacemaking during the violence that transpired in both 1999 and 2004 (Al 
Qurtuby, 2013). Manaputty, one of the founders of Tim 20 Wayame, described his relationship 
building work as employing a strategy of weaving a mat. His faith in the power of relationship 
building proved to be an effective way of generating a wide and resilient “web of peacemakers” 
(Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 358).

Provokator Perdamaian, or Peace Provocateurs, includes a coordinated group of 
Christians and Muslims representing a diverse range of ethnic, professional and socio-economic 
backgrounds. Provokator Perdamaian galvanized post conflict efforts toward reconciliation 
through “rebuilding social capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and 
community focus” (Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 350). The peace agreements didn’t stop the fighting, 
which is why a more intrinsic and grassroots change was pursued. The interfaith dialogue process 
was one, in particular, where all voices could be honored in the process of forging a common 

ground, from which a new and coordinated narrative could be crafted about the past, and new 
possibilities of a harmonized future could be forged (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006). 

Storytelling as Peacebuilding

 While storytelling is used to draw out a diversity of voices and perspectives on a given 
topic (Bell, 2010; Caromina & Luschen, 2014; Hooks, 1994; Kuyvenhoven, 2009; McEwan & 
Egan, 1995; Palmer, 1998; Solinger, Fox, & Irani, 2008), it is also used to find connections that 
underlie superficial diversities and to link “between past and future, between people and place, 
among people whose opinions diverge” (Cruikshank, 1998, p. 2). There are numerous ways to 
define storytelling, and many more treatises on how to operationalize it. Senehi (2009) offers a 
general definition of storytelling as “a universal way human beings deal with knowledge” (p. 203). 
She describes the process of telling and receiving stories as continually forming, reproducing, 
negotiating, resisting, and changing our view of the world (Senehi, 2009, p. 202). Similarly, 
Michel de Certeau (1984) portrays storytelling as authorizing, founding, and settling in place the 
way people experience and understand the world. These definitions indicate the important role 
stories play in shaping our understanding of the world, and contributing to our sense of what is 
possible within that world.

In Dialogic Civility in a Cynical Age: Community, Hope, and Interpersonal Relationships, 
Arnett and Arneson (1999) describe the goal of dialogue as providing a means to establish new 
relationships where a common story can be co-created by the whole community, which is of 
particular importance in communities that have been steeped in conflicting and competing 
narratives. Della Porta and LaFree (2012) acknowledge that trends of polarization and 
radicalization continue when violence-legitimizing narratives remain unchallenged. The 
storytelling that unfolds within the context of dialogue invites new story making, which has the 
potential to bridge the gap between groups and challenge the stories that underlie radicalized and 
polarized identities. The dialogue, in this case, serves as the vehicle for keeping transformative 
conversation in play. Based on their experience with interfaith dialogue in Indonesia, Lowry and 
Littlejohn (2006) reassure that, “as long as we keep dialogue active, we continue to learn, 
understand, and create a relationship of sustainable security” (p. 410).

Synthesis

 The public health prevention model offers an effective tool to make sense of the 
relationship between interfaith dialogue, de-radicalization, and the objective of preventing 
violence. This model was created as a disease and injury prevention framework, but its 
epidemiological framework has been found to be extremely applicable to violence prevention 
(Centers for Disease Control, 1992). Within this system, primary prevention focuses on education 
for change, and aligns with the Peacebuilding Approach to Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). 
Pressman (2009) has discovered concrete protective factors that assist the de-radicalization 
process at this stage. Secondary prevention is focused on decreasing risk, and relates to the 
Political Approach of Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). Pressman (2009) lists proven 
dis-engagement factors that can support the reduction of risk for radicalization. Tertiary prevention 
includes attempts to fix what is broken, and aligns with the Theological Approach to Interfaith 

future atrocities. The success of interfaith dialogue in Indonesia has spurred an international 
conversation about the promise this remedy offers as a peacemaking tool, as a means to exercise 
the constructive potential of contact theory, and as an active and humanitarian strategy to counter 
trends in radicalization. 

Buber (1958) shared a vision of learning to be with one another with empathy and 
compassion, despite whatever struggle we may be facing. This was exemplified in his distinction 
between an I-It model of engagement, compared with an I-Thou relationship, which serve as 
excellent predictors of success of interfaith dialogue. The I-It relationship describes what happens 
when we fail to acknowledge the complexity of others, when we treat others as objects of our 
discontent rather than the subjects of their own rich lives and experiences. Dialogue invites 
participants into the I-Thou relationship, where the other becomes a valued human, worthy of our 
curiosity about why they are who they are, and what beliefs and attitudes have shaped their 
experiences in our shared world (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006).

The research that has been done on radicalization and de-radicalization draws heavily from 
the literature of social movements (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). Perhaps more deliberate attention 
to the social movement of peacebuilding can provide us with new focus on interfaith dialogue, and 
the opportunity it presents for revised hindsight, enlivened insight, and accurate foresight in 
re-crafting the narratives of past, present and future. 
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Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). The following figure provides a prevention matrix that contextualizes 
how De-Radicalization and Interfaith Dialogue line up to meet common objectives.

 

Conclusion

In conclusion, this exploration situates interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in 
the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, and through the de-radicalization that occurs in 
dialogue’s deepened humanization of the “other,” dialogue can be an effective means to prevent 
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Abstract

Violent activities of extremist groups like ISIS, Al Shabab and Boko Haram are at the center of 
contemporary threat to global peace and religious harmony. They put Christian populations under 
tension. These activities help to sustain the impression that Islam is a violent religion especially 
against Christianity. Erroneous as this image is, it is difficult to erase it from the minds of many 
Christians and even moderate Muslims especially those that have been victims of religiously 
instigated violence. This paper seeks to identify enduring and shared values of both religions such 
as charity and love of neighbor at the heart of a shared humanity accepted and propagated by both 
religions. It is argued therefore that projected as core values of both religions, inter-religious 
dialogue and harmony are achievable in the interest of global peace and stability.

Keywords: Christianity, Islam, religious harmony, shared values

Introduction

At the heart of Islam and Christianity is the reality of one Great God, all powerful ‘father’, 
Omniscience, Omnipresent; one God that is absolute, infinite and merciful; greater than all 
mankind can imagine. To acknowledge and give credence to this greatness is expected of God's 
creation of which humankind is the highest expression of that creativity involving God himself as 
proclaimed by the Holy Bible: ‘’man is made in the image and likeness of the creator’’ (Genesis 
1:14).  This is the source of human divinity with all the powers, knowledge and wisdom above 
other creatures to be used to oversee the rest of creation.
 This shared unity in the acknowledgement of the One True God permeates all religions, the 
plurality of which does not diminish the supremacy of God the ‘Father’.  In this lies the essence of 
religion as a transcendent relationship between man and God; the unseen power with control over 
man's destiny deserving obedience, reverence and worship (Ikenga-Metuh, 1992). Man, thus owes 
total submission and absolute obedience to God. In an attempt to observe these elements of 
responsibility to God, man had inadvertently often reached beyond limit to again erroneously 
assume control of others by deciding on the basis of ‘monopoly of truth’ in relation to any issue. It 
is here that religious bigotry and spiritual arrogance erupt and find expression as key causes of 
conflicts and disharmony (Ikenga - Metuh, 1992). The grand illusion is that some religionists 
claim to have the prerogative to uphold the divine truth while others have limited knowledge of 
God's revelation.  Put differently, enforcement of the supreme will of God is their responsibility 
even when they have scant understanding of that will.
 The pernicious presumption of knowing the position of the One God on all issues by 
extremists is at the root of inter-faith disruptions and the concomitant upheavals being witnessed 
around the world. The central premise of Islam and Christianity is embedded in the Golden Rule. 
It is privileged as a salient religious value from which all other morally sound values that uphold 
the divinity of mankind derives. While it is accepted universally that religious values are relative 
and never absolute, the end of those values are absolute; the preservation and protection of the 
human divinity. Islam and Christianity teach appreciation of values in a progressive manner and 
are seen as basic principles of daily existence and are in complete harmony. This harmonious unity 
is derived from the Golden Rule that radiates values of justice, mercy, compassion, love, and 
includes virtues of beneficence, charity, truthfulness, trustworthiness, courtesy, self- sacrifice, the 
defense of others and piety (Effendi, 1980).
 Overlooking these shared values or an extreme interpretation of these has led to extremism 
or fanaticism creating inter- and intra- religious upheavals seen around the world. The Middle East 
demonstrates an exemplar of this extremism with several intolerant or very hostile groups even 
within Islam. Other parts of the world have witnessed similar violent uprisings such as the case of 
Boko Haram in Nigeria that evolved from the Maitatsine riots of the 1980s to the Kafanchan 
religious violence in Kaduna in 1987 (Bako, 1992; Genyi, 2016). Again, in the 2000s had arisen 
series of clashes between adherents of the two religions on the implementation of Sharia law in 
northern states in Nigeria. The Arab World has and remains the hot bed of religious extremism that 
seems to endanger other religions in Syria, Iraq and Iran. The presence of Al Qaeda, ISIL in 
Afghanistan and Syria, and Al Qaeda in Yemen tell the extremist story more loudly. Somalia and 

Kenya have had a fair share of this extremism through the activities of Al Shabab (Genyi, 2016). 
September 11, 2001 appears to have heralded their reach of religious hatred to all parts of the 
world when the USA played host to Al Qaeda led attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade 
Center.
 These exemplars of religious intolerance have overshadowed the possibility of religious 
harmony in an overarching religiously plural world. The extent of this global religious diversity 
suggests that it cannot be eliminated. What is reasonable is to live with it in the best possible way. 
One way to do so is to identify shared values that have endured centuries of religious practices by 
Islam and Christianity, two of the world’s dominant religions. It is argued here that the shared 
values of charity and love, the cornerstone of the Golden Rule offers the pragmatic platform for 
interfaith dialogue for religious harmony for enhanced peace and stability on a global scale.

Value as a Concept in Religion

It is pertinent to explore the meaning of value in order to come to a clear perspective on the 
relevance and impact of the concept in a religious context. Value is indisputably a complex 
concept in terms of its relativity and a shy away from absoluteness (Mazrui, 2005). Values are 
simply rules by which we make decisions about right or wrong, should and shouldn't, good or bad. 
These decisions on the basis of values inform us about which is ‘’more or less important, which is 
useful, when we have to’’ (Mazrui, 2005) trade off meeting one value over another. Put broadly, 
values can be taken as beliefs of a person or social group in which they have an emotional 
investment in favor of or against something. To the extent of perceiving values as the basis of 
decisions and belief, Inlow (1956) conceives values as 'the determiners in man that influence his 
choices in life and that thus decide his behavior'.  Human behavior is therefore entirely shaped by 
a value system well often informed by life experiences, which in turn constitutes general guides to 
behavior (Raths, Harmin and Simon (1966). Informed human experiences therefore influence 
preferences in life which suggest that value in itself is a tendency to prefer (Rogers, 1969). These 
conceptions are utilitarian in nature (Manus, 1992). In making choices, human beings tend to be 
rational in considering the utility of a given activity or thing. In a functional sense, Kluckhohn 
(1961) has noted that ‘’a value is a selective orientation toward experience, implying deep 
commitment or repudiation, which influence the ordering of choices between possible alternatives 
in action.’’ From a religious perspective, values are hierarchically stratified and dichotomized 
between material and spiritual existence. The latter is considered superior and the former to be 
absolutely subordinated to the latter at all given times. Spiritual values are designed to assist 
human beings in attaining the ultimate aim in creation. Religious authorities therefore believe that 
given the primacy of this ultimate goal of unity with the spiritual order of reality, religious values 
must be considered superior to natural values (Manus, 1992, p.41).
 Values are central in religion and constitute the cornerstone of any. They shape and guide 
behavior of adherents. They constitute things that are considered important and order preferences 
shared among members of a given social group at any given time or the other in favor of other 
things. In all religions, values deal with what is good and bad, normal and abnormal or appropriate 
and unacceptable. Muslims and Christians hold tenaciously to values considered absolute and 
superior and hence must be adhered to and protected at all times in all circumstances. Their 

observance reflects the true attitude of a believer in any of the faith. The absoluteness of these 
values constitutes inviolable beliefs in both religions. Justice, love and the divinity of humanity are 
some of these absolute values. These values are viewed as the means for the attainment of higher 
goals such as eternal bliss (Riukas, n.d). Strict observance of religious values is a necessary 
condition for the realization of eternal happiness promised by Christianity and Islam.

Shared Values in Islam and Christianity

A shared value is a notion that attempts to establish commonality of beliefs and preferences 
among the adherents of the world's most dominant religions. The idea of a commonality in values 
goes to the logical connectivity in the power of similarities which support likely behavior. This 
may be contagious and tend to reduce tension and anxiety that would likely result in adverse and 
harmful conduct against members of another group.
 The belief in one supreme God the ‘Father’ creates a source of flow of shared values. For 
Christians, the Decalogue (ten commandments) points to two forms of behavior primed to appeal 
to God through love of Him and love of one another; all made in his image and likeness. The first 
three commandments of God address the servant - God relationship that upholds the supremacy of 
God the ‘Father’.  This supremacy detests any form of behavior or activity that undermines God in 
any way possible.  Christians are told in no ambiguous terms about the place of God in their entire 
life.  Exodus 20:1-6 states that "I am the Lord your God … you shall have no other gods before 
me…. You shall not bow down to them nor serve them… you shall not take the name of the Lord 
your God in vain." These commandments have established the supremacy of God and will not 
accept attempts to have rivals likely; even inappropriate use of His name is strongly forbidden. To 
worship him alone is the only prescribed activity to the extent of setting aside a full day for that 
purpose in honor of Him.
 Similarly, Islam upholds Allah in Surah: 1a, as ‘’Beneficent’’, ‘’Merciful’’, ‘’Lord of the 
Worlds’’, ‘’Owner of the Day of Judgment’’ and one who points to ‘’the straight path’’, and shows 
favor or anger. To further demonstrates the supremacy of Allah, Surah 5:18 states that "Allah is the 
sovereignty of the heavens and the earth and all that is between them."   Saleeb and Geslen (2011) 
have recollected the supremacy of Allah as an absolute, independent, unique and sovereign, and 
hold that:

He is the first and the last.  He is unique, and nothing resembles Him in any respect. He is 
One and the One. He is self-sustained and does not need anything, but everything needs 
Him… He is the Willer of existing things and the things that will exist, and nothing 
happens apart from his will. He is the knower of all that can be known. His knowledge 
encompasses the whole universe that he has created, and he alone sustains. God is 
completely sovereign over all creation. (p. 41)

 This powerful, all-encompassing picture of Allah without any equivocation depicts 
humans as finite inconsequential beings totally incapable of doing anything worthy for God 
especially to the extent of adding anything for or seeking to protect God's interest in any form. This 
means that the use of violence by extremists to protect Allah's name or so-called interest is 
unnecessary. If the entire humanity depends on God for survival, then it is rather absurd that a 
helpless humanity would turn against itself in defense of God! For both Christians and Muslims, 

the supremacy of God’s belief as a value should humble adherents of the two religions to learn to 
be submissive to the will of the creator and appreciate their common divinity in a harmonious and 
peaceful co-existence.
 Another basis of an interfaith accord between Muslims and Christians is the Golden Rule. 
The Golden Rule is sharply at point as a shared value. It further radiates other values as justice, 
mercy, compassion and love (Buck, 2013). By upholding virtues such as truthfulness or, 
trustworthiness as elements of integrity, it underscores the essential quality of interpersonal 
relations in a mutually reinforcing manner. The Golden Rule is ultimately taken as a fundamental 
shared value. In Christendom, the Golden Rule is a summation of the latter six pieces of the 
Decalogue. "You shall not murder, commit adultery, steal, bear false witness against your 
neighbor, covet your neighbor’s house, wife, male servant, female servant, ox, donkey… anything 
that is your neighbor (Exodus 20:13-17) invoke the feeling of doing unto others what you would 
love them to do unto you. This is the Golden Rule widely accepted and preached to all adherents 
as the basis of the entire summation of one’s religious life. This underscores the peaceful, cordial 
and harmless relations with one another in deference to God. The common tenet in faith traditions, 
least Islam and Christianity, is that "we should treat others as we would have them treat us" (Buck, 
2013, p.3). As a shared value, religious adherents would take from it a capacity of service for the 
common good. Religious leaders would therefore find in its invocation fulfilling a standard of 
mutual and reciprocal care. The Rule is neutral without distinction among humanity. The 
reciprocal care is devoid of relativity of faith.  Muslims would not fail to treat Christians with 
respect and love because they are not Muslims and vice versa. The common denominator in the 
Golden Rule philosophy is humanity accepted by both religions as divine.
 The holy books of the Bible and Quran are abounding with exhortations in respect of the 
Golden Rule. For instance, in Matthew 7:12, Jesus Christ affirms: "therefore, whatever you want 
men to do to you, do also to them, for this is the Law and the prophets." Also, Matthew 22:39 
clearly underscores the importance of love: "thou shall love your neighbor as yourself; on these 
two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”
 In a similar way, renowned Islamic leaders have invoked this rule copiously. Sahih Muslim 
Mohammad states that "whoever wishes to be delivered from the fire and enter the garden should 
die with faith in Allah… and should treat the people as he wishes to be treated by them." Also, 
An-Nawawi states that "None of you (truly) believes until he wishes for his brother what he wishes 
for himself." The law of reciprocity is the bedrock of interpersonal relation lubricated by faith 
through respect for God. It is in humans that we find opportunities for attesting to our belief in God 
through acts of love for one another.
 Discussions about shared values point to the ultimate goal of achieving harmony between 
the Christian and Muslim communities around the world. Put differently, the absence of peace 
between adherents of these faiths hurts the world as it affects every progress towards a prosperous 
society. But peace is founded instrumentally on love and justice; surprisingly both Islam and 
Christianity invoke peace as an essential ingredient in their dogma (Manus, 1992).
 The epitomic place of love in Christianity reveals the contradiction among early Christians 
between authentic worship of God and mistreatment of others. In this practice was a violation of 
the principle of justice and fairness. Justice is seen as "a moral virtue that consists in the constant 

and firm will to give one’s due to God and neighbor" (Catechism of the Catholic Church). To God, 
the Catechism of the Catholic Church calls justice "virtue of Religion." Justice toward men 
disposes one to respect the right of everyone and "to establish in human relationships the harmony 
that promotes equity with regards to persons and to the common good." To be just means one has 
to be habitually right in thinking and acts that are upright towards one’s neighbor. Love and justice 
thus flow together and especially acts that clearly favor others in an impartial manner seal the 
synergy. Christian love is true reflection of sacrifice of oneself in love of God for humanity that 
Jesus exemplified. Adherents of Christianity are enjoined to express their faith in volitional, 
respectful and unconditional love for God with one another as Paul records in 1Corinthians 10:24 
(Kunkle, n.d). Paul notes: "Be imitators of God as beloved children and live in love as Christ loved 
us and gave himself up for us."  In practicalizing this, it is expected to permeate all social platforms 
of interaction including friendship, marriage and family. Love of God is expressed in human 
response to God's love through the love of neighbor.
 Christian teaching portrays love of neighbor irrespective of religion or tribe or race or any 
other form of identity. Indeed, one is taught to care for one’s enemies through charitable acts of 
prayer and to refrain from revenge. This principle is elaborated thus:

If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you?  Even 'sinners' love those who 
love them. And if you do good to those who are good to you, what credit is that to you? 
Even 'sinners' do that. And if you lend to those from whom you expect repayment, what 
credit is that to you? Even 'sinners' lend to 'sinners', expecting to be repaid in full. But love 
your enemies, do good to them, and lend to them without expecting to get anything back. 
Then your reward will be great, and you will be sons of the Most High, because He is kind 
to the ungrateful and wicked. Be merciful and just as your father is merciful. (Luke 6: 32 – 
36)

These tendencies are to enhance peace and had been clearly reinforced by the strong admonition 
to refrain from revenge. Christ condemned the principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth 
(Matthew 5:38-41). Paul exhorts the Romans to bless those who persecute them and never pay evil 
for evil. To live peaceably he advices: 

Beloved, never revenge yourselves, but leave room for the wrath of God; for it is written, 
vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord.  No, If your enemies are hungry, feed them; 
if they are thirsty, give them something to drink; for by doing this you will heap burning 
coals on their heads. Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good. (Romans 
12:18-21)

 These teachings sought to eliminate violence as an alternative form of behavior in the 
interest of peace through love and justice. To furnish the acts of love, charity, through generous 
sharing with the needy, is taught by Christianity as a very high virtue.  Christians are enjoined to 
share their wealth with the poor to check the vices of greed, covetousness, pride and gluttony.  
Luke 6:38 urges Christians: "give and it will be given to you." Rich people like Zachaeus heeded 
the teaching on wealth sharing and redistributed his riches with the poor (Luke 19:8-10). Jesus 
urged the Christian community to be generous and charitable with their resources, time, talent and 
treasure to the benefit of the poor, sick, prisoners and indeed the needy (Matthew 25:7). Christ 

invited the generous and charitable and said unto them:

Come, you that are blessed by my father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you… I was 
hungry, and you gave me food, I was thirsty, and you gave something to drink, I was a 
stranger and you welcomed me, I was naked, and you gave me clothing, I was sick, and you 
took care of me…. (Matthew 25:34)

 These acts of generosity and charity are at the very heart of Christianity and by extension 
Islamic practice. These acts demonstrate in no uncertain terms worship and love of God expressed 
through love of the needy and poor fellow human beings. In these acts, love and justice are 
activated for the sake of peace. These acts know no religion or tribe or race.
 In Islam, a true Muslim is required to believe in the one God, Angels, the Prophets, the 
Scripture and the Day of Judgment (Nazeer, 2000). These beliefs have to be translated into actions 
of faith, indicative of religious practice. The most important Islamic social values are articulated 
in the Quran and reinforced by the life-style of the Prophet. In Medina where the first Muslim 
community was founded, it was characterized by an affirmation of human dignity and social 
justice (Kunkle, n.d). All Islamic values have therefore been derived from the Quran, the personal 
examples of the Prophet and the writings that followed his teaching. The Hadiths are a 
compendium of the Prophets personal examples and the Sunnah, the Muslim way of life. In these 
documents including the Quran are found fundamental issues of social justice. The whole essence 
is to bring the individual closer to God by creating a just society.
 Justice is the cornerstone of Islamic faith. It informs Islamic theology and social values. 
The Quran affirms that justice is a command from God (16:90, 5:8). It enjoins believers to adhere 
to what is just and kind and forbidding that which is unjust (72:15, 60:8). Justice is expected to 
permeate all actions, speech and thoughts of Muslims. For example, "when you speak, speak with 
justice, even if it is against someone close, to you… (6:152). The practice of justice is not restricted 
to familiar persons and must be extended to strangers as well. This form of justice is laced with the 
principle of equality as a basis for peace. The Quran asserts that the only basis for differentiation 
is piety (Taqwa) or righteousness (Birr). It states:

O mankind! We created you from a single (pair) of male and a female, and made you into 
nations and tribes, that ye may know each other (not that ye may despise (each other). 
Verily the most honored in the sight of Allah is (who is) the most righteous of you… 
(49:13)

 Verses like these from the Holy Quran demonstrate shared historical similarities between 
Christianity and Islam with a common root in the faith of Abraham and Isaac. In this sense both 
religions "tend to be universalistic in their outlook’’ (Blankenhorn, 2009, p.1).
 This universalism takes bearing from the five pillars of Islam: The Creed (Shahada); 
Prayer (Salat), Almsgiving (Zakat), Ramadan: Fast (Sawm) and Pilgrimage (Hajj) (Ritcher, 2001). 
At the apex of these pillars is God while the individual is at the base linked inextricably through 
these pillars that are manifested in the activities of the individual within the social setting of the 
community. Without activating these pillars in concrete actions to be felt by the community, the 
individual would have no vital link with God.  Hence of the five pillars only the Shahada can be 

accomplished alone, the profession of faith (Kunkle, n.d). The other pillars are accomplished only 
by the participation in community life. The community is instituted by God to serve as a true 
example of fraternity and social justice (2:143). This does not confer superiority but rather a 
commonality of shared humanity. All believers are "brothers in religion and must not oppress one 
another, nor abandon assisting each other, nor hold one another in contempt." This Hadith 
teaching intones that the seat of righteousness is the heart which the righteous does not 
discriminate nor demean a fellow Muslim.
 The Golden Rule is found elaborately expressed in Islam underscoring fraternity and care 
for one another. The Prophet had said "No man is a believer until he wishes for his brother that 
which he wishes for himself" (Hadith No. 12). The Prophet affirmed this by asserting that the most 
important aspect of faith (Imam) in addition to worshipping God is "To do unto all men as you 
would wish to have done unto you, and to reject for others what you would reject for yourself 
(Hadith No. 12).
 The Prophet's teaching reflected great compassion as an ideal way of pursuing social 
justice. The needs of the weak and the poor were to be taken care of. The Prophet taught that "He 
who helps his fellow creature in the hour of need, and he who helps the oppressed, him will God 
help in the Day of Travail." The Prophet identified compassionate acts as the most excellent form 
of behavior before the creator. He stated that: 

To gladden the heart of a human being; to feed the hungry, to help the afflicted, to 
lighten the sorrow of the sorrowful, and to remove the wrongs of the injured. Feed 
the hungry and visit the sick, and free the captive if he is unjustly confined, assist 
any person oppressed … whether Muslim or non-Muslim.

 These compassionate acts are further simplified in the third pillar of Islam - compulsory 
charity - almsgiving (Zakat). It is not just recommended, it is required of every financially stable 
Muslim. Zakat is viewed as "compulsory charity."  It is an obligation for those who have received 
their wealth from God to respond to those members of the community in need (Mufti, 2006, p.1). 
Zakat is designed to meet the needs of the poor and is also a means to cleanse the Muslim of greed 
and selfishness while exacting the equitable distribution of goods to the entire community. It is 
intended to bring unity and betterment to the society as a whole (Caner & Caner, 2001, p.123-124).
 Shared community life is the hallmark of both Christianity and Islam. The value is 
gainfully and widely disaggregated into socially justified acts of love that emphasize compassion 
for the less privileged. Both the Quran and the Bible have ample theological and scriptural 
recommendations amplified by the personal examples of the Prophet and Christ.

Tolerance: Means for Interreligious Dialogue, Harmony and Peace

 Sufficient evidence has been established so far about the shared values of Islam and 
Christianity. Muslims and Christians exhorted by Holy Scripture are obliged to activate religious 
faith through community engagement in demonstrating worship and love for God through acts of 
human kindness. On charity, fraternity, social justice and love of neighbor, Christians and 
Muslims all agree. In broader terms, the two religions are in agreement on the oneness of God, 
Prophecy, Sacred Scripture and much of sacred history. On ethical norms too are shared agreement 

on the sanctity of life, humane treatment of others, honesty in all human dealings, kindness 
towards a neighbor and application of justice (Pell, 2006; Nasr, 2004,).
 Despite the permeation of these common values, adherents of the two religions have had 
cause to rise against each other. In the cause of history, violent outburst has characterized 
Muslim-Christian relationship. With higher and widespread level of education, easy access to 
information, courtesy of technology, rather than enhance inter-religious harmony, the 21st Century 
has witnessed more intra- and inter- religious schisms resulting in open expression of violence. 
From Iraq to Syria, Yemen and Afghanistan, intra-religious schisms have dominated world 
headlines. ISIL and Al Qaeda in the Middle East, Al Shabaab in the horn of Africa and Boko 
Haram in Nigeria have taken to violence to establish or enforce their own presumed version of 
Islamic values considered 'pure'. In Nigeria since 2001, when Sharia law was introduced in 
selected states in the North, both Muslims and Christians have violently clashed on different 
occasions. The cities of Kaduna, Kano, Bauchi and Jos have played host to several occasions of 
carnage. The lynching of Christians for blasphemy occurred in Kano, Gusau and Abuja in 2016. 
These and many more instances are sufficient evidence of inter-religious disharmony being 
experienced in other parts of the world.
 The failure of the impact of shared values on adherents of both religions, particularly, the 
failure to work together through dialogue for harmony and peace is partly due to how often 
believers of the faiths are blind, arrogant and narrow in their thinking and worldview 
(Blankenhorn, n.d). Practitioners of these religions have often demonstrated ignorance of the very 
tenets of their faith. This has the tendency to lead to contemporary extremism or fanaticism of the 
kind being witnessed around the world.  This may seem that we may be notoriously religious but 
less pious. For instance, Nigerians have been ranked as highly religious, but inter-religious fracas 
have continued to occur in the country.
 Closely related to lack of understanding is the effect of misinterpretation of Holy Scripture. 
Kenny (1992) notes that there is a significant number of passages in Holy Scriptures that are both 
hostile and unfriendly to other religions. The misinterpretation of these by teachers and adherents 
creates tension and may result in violence hurting any form of harmony between Christianity and 
Islam. Dialogue is at issue here when creating a consensus on grey areas in both religions. But 
dialogue is not possible without religious liberty to stimulate engagement. It is only in an 
atmosphere of freedom that meaningful discussions can flow towards a desirable consensus. This 
further requires utmost caution in proselytizing and the need to emphasize more on the areas of 
similarities between the two religions. Far more important is for religious leaders to demonstrate 
vigilance in identifying excesses and refrain from abuse of religious power and its misuse.
 Accomplishment of these tasks depends on the level of tolerance to be exercised or 
observed by adherents of both religions. Islam for instance evokes its teaching as part of a peace 
package. Quran 2:30 requires that man should maintain peace with Allah, his creator and sustainer, 
fellow men as well as other creatures he comes in contact with.  This is presented as the core 
responsibility of man. This duty is essential within the context of religious pluralism that must be 
embraced within the belief in the fundamentality of humanity. Differentiation in humanity and 
religion is God's creation and was designed to promote the virtue of tolerance. The Quran (2:213) 
draws out this pluralism when it states that God sent off different Prophets to different people at 

different times to teach the same truth of the Oneness of God. Diversity must be tolerated because 
it is at the heart of achieving harmonious community life. The Quran states:

Had God willed, He would have made you into one community; but (it was His 
will) to test you in what He gave you. So, compete with each other in doing good 
works. To God you are all returning, and He will inform you about how you 
differed. (5:48)

 As noted succinctly by Sachedina (2001), religious pluralism is a prerequisite for a 
peaceful accommodation of differences in the individual and the communal sense of the highest 
good. Rejection of pluralism is challenging the wisdom of the Almighty God in promoting 
tolerance. The notion of tolerance is therefore ineluctable in managing diversity and promoting 
and preserving pluralism. Muslims are encouraged to interact respectfully and gently with 
non-Muslims through dialogue on religion. This is possible only in the activation of tolerance.

Conclusion

Islam and Christianity, two of the world's dominant religions have enduring and shared 
values rooted in their fundamental dogmatics and principles. These values are relative and 
progressive in nature. They are divine in origin and are in complete harmony. Christianity and 
Islam subscribe to a one God, Prophecy, sacred history and basic ethical standards of sanctity of 
life, compassionate treatment of others and the application of justice for the sake of love of God. 

These teachings are summed up in the Golden Rule as the basis for sharing the same 
values. The Golden Rule acknowledges our human divinity and diversity which is impossible to 
eliminate. To live with it and achieve peace and harmony, religious leaders must develop 
concerted efforts to reorient adherents on the essence of tolerance to achieve religious liberty that 
would enhance meaningful dialogue. Both adherents need to increase the tempo and avenues of 
interaction to promote understanding and check misinterpretation of religious passages. 

It is this abuse of interpretation and wrongful exercise of religious power that is expanding 
the arena for fanaticism and bigotry. Growing economic inequality is raising a pool of religious 
entrepreneurs hence the commercialization of religious movements is fanning schism and 
intolerance globally. 

Political and religious leaders must step back and reflect creatively on our common 
humanity in the midst of its pluralism and divinity in relation to the universality of the Golden Rule 
as a fundamental shared value for the realization of religious harmony through dialogue. Human 
understanding of the truth may never be perfect and disagreement on values should be treated with 
restraint by being open to other views.
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Abstract

In response to the history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there is a strong commitment 
from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and creatively 
address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take a strong 
stance against radicalization. One of the most effective tools used to work toward this end is 
interfaith dialogue. This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool in 
Indonesia, which has been effectively used to build counternarratives of ethno-religious identity. 
Storytelling, in the context of dialogue, operates as a peacebuilding process that forges common 
ground, and ultimately co-creates emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As 
such, storytelling creates an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost 
during conflict, and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. The conclusions 
situate interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, 
and as a possible means to prevent future atrocities. 

Keywords: interfaith dialogue, storytelling as peacebuilding, religious pluralism, 
de-radicalization, Indonesia

 

Introduction

Indonesia is home to the largest population of Muslims in the world, but rather than 
mimicking the trend toward extremist beliefs, Indonesian Islam remains overwhelmingly steeped 
in a longstanding tradition of religious pluralism and religious tolerance. The Indonesian 
constitution was written in 1945 to guarantee all Indonesians the right to worship according to the 
beliefs of Islam, Buddhism, Protestantism, Catholicism, Hinduism, and Confucianism. While this 
legacy has not been successful in deterring ethno-religious conflict, it nonetheless provides an 
excellent building block for interfaith peacebuilding. 

As a result of a long history of ethno-religious conflict in Indonesia, there are strong 
commitments from governmental and non-governmental organizations alike to constructively and 
creatively address such conflict as a way to preserve support for religious pluralism, and to take an 
effective stand against radicalization. One of the tools widely recognized as being effective in 
working toward these goals is interfaith dialogue.

This paper explores the use of interfaith dialogue as a peacebuilding tool, and draws largely 
from the experiences in Indonesia, where it has been effectively used in religious schools and 
institutions, and as part of post conflict reconciliation processes. One of the goals of interfaith 
dialogue is to build appealing counternarratives that encourage acceptance of diverse stakeholder 
groups. Storytelling –– specifically the part of dialogue where stories are shared, heard, and 
re-crafted –– is examined as a peacebuilding process that forges common ground, and ultimately 
co-creates new/emergent narratives of collaboration and reconstruction. As such, storytelling is 
considered an invitation for the restoration of dignity, something that is easily lost during conflict, 
and something that must be regained for resolution to take root. 

Interfaith Dialogue

The United Nations General Assembly President recognized that, ‘‘promoting a true 
dialogue among civilizations and religions is perhaps the most important political instrument that we 
can use to reach out across borders and build bridges of peace and hope’’ (as quoted in Neufeldt, 2011, 
p. 344). With a mixture of support and suspicion, interfaith dialogue has gained currency as a viable 
strategy to address religious tensions, and as a means to rebuild communities that have become rifted 
along religious lines. In order to maximize the potential of interfaith dialogue, it is important to 
understand what is intended and entailed in an effective process. 

Neufeldt (2011) offers three broad approaches to Interfaith Dialogue, each of which serves a 
distinct purpose and works toward a deliberate end, with unique contributions to “personal, relational, 
and structural change” (p. 344). She distinguishes between Theological, Political and Peacebuilding 
approaches, with particular attention to their varying theories of change. In brief, theological interfaith 
dialogue intends to build understanding and mutual respect between individual actors of different 
faiths, whereas political interfaith dialogue is designed to educate each other, and through that 
education, legitimize and/or de-legitimize political actors and actions. The peacebuilding approach to 
interfaith dialogue, in contrast, is focused on transforming attitudes and perception of one another in 
service to the fulfillment of common goals, joint actions, and conflict resolution. 

Neufeldt (2011) recognizes that there is an absence of conclusive research on the influence 
and consequence of interfaith dialogue, and finds that this lack of depth in our understanding 
encourages unfounded judgments towards its religious actors, and can also minimize perceptions 
of overall success.

When interfaith dialogue fails, it reinforces arguments that religious-based actors have no 
bearing on peace processes and religion is more effective at mobilizing people for violence 
than for peace. When it succeeds, it is seen as a minor footnote to a major political peace 
process. (Neufeldt, 2011, p. 345)

The theory of change attributed to the peacebuilding method of interfaith dialogue, which 
is focused on the potential of transforming participants’ perspectives of the “other,” is reminiscent 
of intergroup contact theory, also known as the contact hypothesis, which stems from the discipline 
of psychology (Allport, 1962). The contact hypothesis has been widely regarded as “one of 
psychology’s most effective strategies for improving intergroup relations” (Dovidio, Gaertner & 
Kawakami, 2003, p. 5). Contact theory suggests that intergroup prejudice can be reduced when 
different group members have the opportunity to interact with one other.  In the absence of 
definitive findings about interfaith dialogue, the extensive study of contact theory provides a fair 
amount of both encouragement and caution. 

Intergroup contact theory is predicated on the idea that our dislike of the other, or hatred of 
the enemy, is based on inaccurate attribution of their character. The chance to meet someone who 
identifies with the “other,” or as an outgroup member, provides an opportunity to remedy or rectify 
those inaccuracies, and to find the humanity of that person/group despite their differences. While 
this makes great intuitive sense, deeper study has revealed that if the circumstances and support 
network shaping the contact are inadequate, the contact experience has the capacity to confirm a 
sense of dislike or hatred. 

Dixon, Durrheim and Tredoux (2005) analyzed the research on contact theory to ascertain 
what the optimal circumstances and contexts for contact are. They were looking for concrete 
examples of what can increase the likelihood of transformed attitudes and perceptions, and as a 
result, increase social harmony. The majority of research on contact theory has been conducted in 
the United States, and with the specific focus on racial integration and acceptance. This scenario is 
only one of many scenarios that might benefit from contact, and may not have the intentions of 
social harmony that are typical in transformative interfaith dialogue. 

Like most social psychological work on prejudice…contact research has focused primarily 
on the problem of transforming White racism and, as a result, has often neglected the 
possibility that the lived experience of contact and desegregation may differ according to 
one’s race group membership and historical location within a social system. (Dixon, 
Durrheim & Tredoux, 2005, p. 708)

Using contact theory, which is understood through the lens of white prejudice, to 
understand other experiences of segregated or divided societies is problematic, although some of 
the learning from contact theory is helpful in orienting toward a constructive experience of 

engagement. Through their research on the limitations of contact theory, Dixon, Durrheim and 
Tredoux (2005) are able to pinpoint what is needed for contact to be constructive. Among many 
important directives, their list includes the need to meet with regularity and frequency, to maintain 
a balanced ratio of group members who have comparable status with one another, to offer a variety 
of social settings and situations, to monitor and manage any competition or destructive emotions 
between groups, and to emphasize the importance of the work participants are doing by engaging 
in contact.

These factors are easily applied to the peacebuilding process of interfaith dialogue, where 
there are similar standards of constructive contact, and pitfalls of destructive contact. Powers 
(2010) describes religious peacebuilding as including the beliefs, norms, and rituals that pertain to 
peacemaking, as well as a “range of actors, from religious institutions, faith-based voluntary 
organizations that are not formally part of a religious institution, and individuals and groups for 
whom religion is a significant motivation for their peacebuilding” (p. 361). Building on that 
understanding, Al Qurtuby (2013) describes interfaith dialogue as “a way of rebuilding social 
capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and community focus” (p. 
350).

De-Radicalization

The study of radicalization and de-radicalization has been undertaken by multiple 
disciplines, which means a diverse range of tools have been used for analysis and an equally varied 
range of insights have been garnered. Despite these variations, and the resulting difficulty of 
synthesizing a coherent understanding, the primary focus of radicalization research over the past 
15 years has been on terrorism, and specifically Islamic political violence. There has been little 
emphasis on other geographic and ideological areas, and even less consideration of the 
corresponding counterpoint of de-radicalization (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). How the topic is 
defined, however, remains consistent.

Radicalization may be understood as a process leading towards the increased use of 
political violence, while deradicalization, by contrast, implies reduction in the use of 
political violence. Taken together, the study of radicalization and de-radicalization is 
central to answering the question of how political violence emerges, how it can be 
prevented, and how it can be contained. (p. 5)

Della Porta and LaFree (2012) recognize that de-radicalization, like radicalization, depends 
largely on the “legitimacy the audience may bestow on, or withhold from transforming radical 
groups” (p. 8). This acknowledgement places the de-radicalization process firmly in the hands of 
community, and affirms the vital role of dialogue and other citizen-based efforts in the 
peacebuilding process. If a community is committed to harmonious co-existence, despite their 
differences, efforts toward radicalization will be more easily recognized as divisive, and a natural 
movement toward de-radicalization can evolve. Because of the historic pluralism in Indonesia, and 
the tolerant version of Islam that the majority of Muslims practice within Indonesia, a hopeful 
scenario for de-radicalization exists. 

Indonesian Example

Despite the fact that Indonesia has the largest Muslim population of any single country in 
the world, Indonesia has never had voter support to shift from a secular state to a religious one 
under Islamic law (Heiduk, 2012). Furthermore, while political scientists typically find a 
correlation between the regime type and Islamist political strategy, that relationship doesn’t hold 
up in the Indonesian example. When the country embraced Democracy in 1998, it opened up new 
opportunities for all kinds of freedoms.

The Indonesian example is unique in many ways. First and foremost, the religious 
pluralism that is an intrinsic part of Indonesian identity validates the possibility of harmonized 
co-existence, even if it requires a reach into the past for solid footing, and a stretch into the future 
for a shared vision of moving forward. Much of the literature on interfaith dialogue in Indonesia 
focuses on exemplary efforts that have transpired in the Malukus of Eastern Indonesia, more 
commonly known as the Spice Islands, where since 1999 there have been several eruptions of 
religious-based violence and several remarkable community responses that work toward 
reconciliation.   

The move toward interfaith dialogue in Maluku was described as “an attempt to raise 
awareness about the commonalities between the religions and to teach the positive values inherent 
in each faith that guarantee peaceful co-existence” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164). There was work to 
be done to remedy the harm done by the religious narratives of violence that were commonly 
woven into sermons within Mosques and Churches during the times of active conflict (De Juan, 
Pierskalla, & Vüllers, 2015). In the aftermath of the conflict, it became clear that both groups, 
Christians and Muslims, lacked sufficient understanding about the other’s religion, which impeded 
the development of mutual respect. A council was formed as a way to provide “a forum for 
religious leaders to meet and discuss pressing socio-economic and political issues and to respond 
to any arising communal tensions” (Brauchler, 2014, p. 164), and as a proactive way to build 
interfaith relationships and promote interfaith education. 

There are two main organizations recognized for their work toward interfaith peace 
building in the Maluku example. Tim 20 Wayame, or The Peace Team of Wayame, was comprised 
of people from the Village of Wayame, near Ambon City, and was extremely successful in 
engaging interreligious peacemaking during the violence that transpired in both 1999 and 2004 (Al 
Qurtuby, 2013). Manaputty, one of the founders of Tim 20 Wayame, described his relationship 
building work as employing a strategy of weaving a mat. His faith in the power of relationship 
building proved to be an effective way of generating a wide and resilient “web of peacemakers” 
(Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 358).

Provokator Perdamaian, or Peace Provocateurs, includes a coordinated group of 
Christians and Muslims representing a diverse range of ethnic, professional and socio-economic 
backgrounds. Provokator Perdamaian galvanized post conflict efforts toward reconciliation 
through “rebuilding social capital and restoring trust through dialogue, friendship networking, and 
community focus” (Al Qurtuby, 2013, p. 350). The peace agreements didn’t stop the fighting, 
which is why a more intrinsic and grassroots change was pursued. The interfaith dialogue process 
was one, in particular, where all voices could be honored in the process of forging a common 

ground, from which a new and coordinated narrative could be crafted about the past, and new 
possibilities of a harmonized future could be forged (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006). 

Storytelling as Peacebuilding

 While storytelling is used to draw out a diversity of voices and perspectives on a given 
topic (Bell, 2010; Caromina & Luschen, 2014; Hooks, 1994; Kuyvenhoven, 2009; McEwan & 
Egan, 1995; Palmer, 1998; Solinger, Fox, & Irani, 2008), it is also used to find connections that 
underlie superficial diversities and to link “between past and future, between people and place, 
among people whose opinions diverge” (Cruikshank, 1998, p. 2). There are numerous ways to 
define storytelling, and many more treatises on how to operationalize it. Senehi (2009) offers a 
general definition of storytelling as “a universal way human beings deal with knowledge” (p. 203). 
She describes the process of telling and receiving stories as continually forming, reproducing, 
negotiating, resisting, and changing our view of the world (Senehi, 2009, p. 202). Similarly, 
Michel de Certeau (1984) portrays storytelling as authorizing, founding, and settling in place the 
way people experience and understand the world. These definitions indicate the important role 
stories play in shaping our understanding of the world, and contributing to our sense of what is 
possible within that world.

In Dialogic Civility in a Cynical Age: Community, Hope, and Interpersonal Relationships, 
Arnett and Arneson (1999) describe the goal of dialogue as providing a means to establish new 
relationships where a common story can be co-created by the whole community, which is of 
particular importance in communities that have been steeped in conflicting and competing 
narratives. Della Porta and LaFree (2012) acknowledge that trends of polarization and 
radicalization continue when violence-legitimizing narratives remain unchallenged. The 
storytelling that unfolds within the context of dialogue invites new story making, which has the 
potential to bridge the gap between groups and challenge the stories that underlie radicalized and 
polarized identities. The dialogue, in this case, serves as the vehicle for keeping transformative 
conversation in play. Based on their experience with interfaith dialogue in Indonesia, Lowry and 
Littlejohn (2006) reassure that, “as long as we keep dialogue active, we continue to learn, 
understand, and create a relationship of sustainable security” (p. 410).

Synthesis

 The public health prevention model offers an effective tool to make sense of the 
relationship between interfaith dialogue, de-radicalization, and the objective of preventing 
violence. This model was created as a disease and injury prevention framework, but its 
epidemiological framework has been found to be extremely applicable to violence prevention 
(Centers for Disease Control, 1992). Within this system, primary prevention focuses on education 
for change, and aligns with the Peacebuilding Approach to Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). 
Pressman (2009) has discovered concrete protective factors that assist the de-radicalization 
process at this stage. Secondary prevention is focused on decreasing risk, and relates to the 
Political Approach of Interfaith Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). Pressman (2009) lists proven 
dis-engagement factors that can support the reduction of risk for radicalization. Tertiary prevention 
includes attempts to fix what is broken, and aligns with the Theological Approach to Interfaith 

future atrocities. The success of interfaith dialogue in Indonesia has spurred an international 
conversation about the promise this remedy offers as a peacemaking tool, as a means to exercise 
the constructive potential of contact theory, and as an active and humanitarian strategy to counter 
trends in radicalization. 

Buber (1958) shared a vision of learning to be with one another with empathy and 
compassion, despite whatever struggle we may be facing. This was exemplified in his distinction 
between an I-It model of engagement, compared with an I-Thou relationship, which serve as 
excellent predictors of success of interfaith dialogue. The I-It relationship describes what happens 
when we fail to acknowledge the complexity of others, when we treat others as objects of our 
discontent rather than the subjects of their own rich lives and experiences. Dialogue invites 
participants into the I-Thou relationship, where the other becomes a valued human, worthy of our 
curiosity about why they are who they are, and what beliefs and attitudes have shaped their 
experiences in our shared world (Lowry & Littlejohn, 2006).

The research that has been done on radicalization and de-radicalization draws heavily from 
the literature of social movements (Della Porta & LaFree, 2012). Perhaps more deliberate attention 
to the social movement of peacebuilding can provide us with new focus on interfaith dialogue, and 
the opportunity it presents for revised hindsight, enlivened insight, and accurate foresight in 
re-crafting the narratives of past, present and future. 
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Dialogue (Neufeldt, 2011). The following figure provides a prevention matrix that contextualizes 
how De-Radicalization and Interfaith Dialogue line up to meet common objectives.

 

Conclusion

In conclusion, this exploration situates interfaith dialogue as both a transformative tool in 
the aftermath of ethno-religious conflict, and through the de-radicalization that occurs in 
dialogue’s deepened humanization of the “other,” dialogue can be an effective means to prevent 
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Interfaith Dialogue to De-Radicalize 
Radicalization: Storytelling as 
Peacebuilding in Indonesia

Abstract

Violent activities of extremist groups like ISIS, Al Shabab and Boko Haram are at the center of 
contemporary threat to global peace and religious harmony. They put Christian populations under 
tension. These activities help to sustain the impression that Islam is a violent religion especially 
against Christianity. Erroneous as this image is, it is difficult to erase it from the minds of many 
Christians and even moderate Muslims especially those that have been victims of religiously 
instigated violence. This paper seeks to identify enduring and shared values of both religions such 
as charity and love of neighbor at the heart of a shared humanity accepted and propagated by both 
religions. It is argued therefore that projected as core values of both religions, inter-religious 
dialogue and harmony are achievable in the interest of global peace and stability.

Keywords: Christianity, Islam, religious harmony, shared values

Introduction

At the heart of Islam and Christianity is the reality of one Great God, all powerful ‘father’, 
Omniscience, Omnipresent; one God that is absolute, infinite and merciful; greater than all 
mankind can imagine. To acknowledge and give credence to this greatness is expected of God's 
creation of which humankind is the highest expression of that creativity involving God himself as 
proclaimed by the Holy Bible: ‘’man is made in the image and likeness of the creator’’ (Genesis 
1:14).  This is the source of human divinity with all the powers, knowledge and wisdom above 
other creatures to be used to oversee the rest of creation.
 This shared unity in the acknowledgement of the One True God permeates all religions, the 
plurality of which does not diminish the supremacy of God the ‘Father’.  In this lies the essence of 
religion as a transcendent relationship between man and God; the unseen power with control over 
man's destiny deserving obedience, reverence and worship (Ikenga-Metuh, 1992). Man, thus owes 
total submission and absolute obedience to God. In an attempt to observe these elements of 
responsibility to God, man had inadvertently often reached beyond limit to again erroneously 
assume control of others by deciding on the basis of ‘monopoly of truth’ in relation to any issue. It 
is here that religious bigotry and spiritual arrogance erupt and find expression as key causes of 
conflicts and disharmony (Ikenga - Metuh, 1992). The grand illusion is that some religionists 
claim to have the prerogative to uphold the divine truth while others have limited knowledge of 
God's revelation.  Put differently, enforcement of the supreme will of God is their responsibility 
even when they have scant understanding of that will.
 The pernicious presumption of knowing the position of the One God on all issues by 
extremists is at the root of inter-faith disruptions and the concomitant upheavals being witnessed 
around the world. The central premise of Islam and Christianity is embedded in the Golden Rule. 
It is privileged as a salient religious value from which all other morally sound values that uphold 
the divinity of mankind derives. While it is accepted universally that religious values are relative 
and never absolute, the end of those values are absolute; the preservation and protection of the 
human divinity. Islam and Christianity teach appreciation of values in a progressive manner and 
are seen as basic principles of daily existence and are in complete harmony. This harmonious unity 
is derived from the Golden Rule that radiates values of justice, mercy, compassion, love, and 
includes virtues of beneficence, charity, truthfulness, trustworthiness, courtesy, self- sacrifice, the 
defense of others and piety (Effendi, 1980).
 Overlooking these shared values or an extreme interpretation of these has led to extremism 
or fanaticism creating inter- and intra- religious upheavals seen around the world. The Middle East 
demonstrates an exemplar of this extremism with several intolerant or very hostile groups even 
within Islam. Other parts of the world have witnessed similar violent uprisings such as the case of 
Boko Haram in Nigeria that evolved from the Maitatsine riots of the 1980s to the Kafanchan 
religious violence in Kaduna in 1987 (Bako, 1992; Genyi, 2016). Again, in the 2000s had arisen 
series of clashes between adherents of the two religions on the implementation of Sharia law in 
northern states in Nigeria. The Arab World has and remains the hot bed of religious extremism that 
seems to endanger other religions in Syria, Iraq and Iran. The presence of Al Qaeda, ISIL in 
Afghanistan and Syria, and Al Qaeda in Yemen tell the extremist story more loudly. Somalia and 

Kenya have had a fair share of this extremism through the activities of Al Shabab (Genyi, 2016). 
September 11, 2001 appears to have heralded their reach of religious hatred to all parts of the 
world when the USA played host to Al Qaeda led attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade 
Center.
 These exemplars of religious intolerance have overshadowed the possibility of religious 
harmony in an overarching religiously plural world. The extent of this global religious diversity 
suggests that it cannot be eliminated. What is reasonable is to live with it in the best possible way. 
One way to do so is to identify shared values that have endured centuries of religious practices by 
Islam and Christianity, two of the world’s dominant religions. It is argued here that the shared 
values of charity and love, the cornerstone of the Golden Rule offers the pragmatic platform for 
interfaith dialogue for religious harmony for enhanced peace and stability on a global scale.

Value as a Concept in Religion

It is pertinent to explore the meaning of value in order to come to a clear perspective on the 
relevance and impact of the concept in a religious context. Value is indisputably a complex 
concept in terms of its relativity and a shy away from absoluteness (Mazrui, 2005). Values are 
simply rules by which we make decisions about right or wrong, should and shouldn't, good or bad. 
These decisions on the basis of values inform us about which is ‘’more or less important, which is 
useful, when we have to’’ (Mazrui, 2005) trade off meeting one value over another. Put broadly, 
values can be taken as beliefs of a person or social group in which they have an emotional 
investment in favor of or against something. To the extent of perceiving values as the basis of 
decisions and belief, Inlow (1956) conceives values as 'the determiners in man that influence his 
choices in life and that thus decide his behavior'.  Human behavior is therefore entirely shaped by 
a value system well often informed by life experiences, which in turn constitutes general guides to 
behavior (Raths, Harmin and Simon (1966). Informed human experiences therefore influence 
preferences in life which suggest that value in itself is a tendency to prefer (Rogers, 1969). These 
conceptions are utilitarian in nature (Manus, 1992). In making choices, human beings tend to be 
rational in considering the utility of a given activity or thing. In a functional sense, Kluckhohn 
(1961) has noted that ‘’a value is a selective orientation toward experience, implying deep 
commitment or repudiation, which influence the ordering of choices between possible alternatives 
in action.’’ From a religious perspective, values are hierarchically stratified and dichotomized 
between material and spiritual existence. The latter is considered superior and the former to be 
absolutely subordinated to the latter at all given times. Spiritual values are designed to assist 
human beings in attaining the ultimate aim in creation. Religious authorities therefore believe that 
given the primacy of this ultimate goal of unity with the spiritual order of reality, religious values 
must be considered superior to natural values (Manus, 1992, p.41).
 Values are central in religion and constitute the cornerstone of any. They shape and guide 
behavior of adherents. They constitute things that are considered important and order preferences 
shared among members of a given social group at any given time or the other in favor of other 
things. In all religions, values deal with what is good and bad, normal and abnormal or appropriate 
and unacceptable. Muslims and Christians hold tenaciously to values considered absolute and 
superior and hence must be adhered to and protected at all times in all circumstances. Their 

observance reflects the true attitude of a believer in any of the faith. The absoluteness of these 
values constitutes inviolable beliefs in both religions. Justice, love and the divinity of humanity are 
some of these absolute values. These values are viewed as the means for the attainment of higher 
goals such as eternal bliss (Riukas, n.d). Strict observance of religious values is a necessary 
condition for the realization of eternal happiness promised by Christianity and Islam.

Shared Values in Islam and Christianity

A shared value is a notion that attempts to establish commonality of beliefs and preferences 
among the adherents of the world's most dominant religions. The idea of a commonality in values 
goes to the logical connectivity in the power of similarities which support likely behavior. This 
may be contagious and tend to reduce tension and anxiety that would likely result in adverse and 
harmful conduct against members of another group.
 The belief in one supreme God the ‘Father’ creates a source of flow of shared values. For 
Christians, the Decalogue (ten commandments) points to two forms of behavior primed to appeal 
to God through love of Him and love of one another; all made in his image and likeness. The first 
three commandments of God address the servant - God relationship that upholds the supremacy of 
God the ‘Father’.  This supremacy detests any form of behavior or activity that undermines God in 
any way possible.  Christians are told in no ambiguous terms about the place of God in their entire 
life.  Exodus 20:1-6 states that "I am the Lord your God … you shall have no other gods before 
me…. You shall not bow down to them nor serve them… you shall not take the name of the Lord 
your God in vain." These commandments have established the supremacy of God and will not 
accept attempts to have rivals likely; even inappropriate use of His name is strongly forbidden. To 
worship him alone is the only prescribed activity to the extent of setting aside a full day for that 
purpose in honor of Him.
 Similarly, Islam upholds Allah in Surah: 1a, as ‘’Beneficent’’, ‘’Merciful’’, ‘’Lord of the 
Worlds’’, ‘’Owner of the Day of Judgment’’ and one who points to ‘’the straight path’’, and shows 
favor or anger. To further demonstrates the supremacy of Allah, Surah 5:18 states that "Allah is the 
sovereignty of the heavens and the earth and all that is between them."   Saleeb and Geslen (2011) 
have recollected the supremacy of Allah as an absolute, independent, unique and sovereign, and 
hold that:

He is the first and the last.  He is unique, and nothing resembles Him in any respect. He is 
One and the One. He is self-sustained and does not need anything, but everything needs 
Him… He is the Willer of existing things and the things that will exist, and nothing 
happens apart from his will. He is the knower of all that can be known. His knowledge 
encompasses the whole universe that he has created, and he alone sustains. God is 
completely sovereign over all creation. (p. 41)

 This powerful, all-encompassing picture of Allah without any equivocation depicts 
humans as finite inconsequential beings totally incapable of doing anything worthy for God 
especially to the extent of adding anything for or seeking to protect God's interest in any form. This 
means that the use of violence by extremists to protect Allah's name or so-called interest is 
unnecessary. If the entire humanity depends on God for survival, then it is rather absurd that a 
helpless humanity would turn against itself in defense of God! For both Christians and Muslims, 

the supremacy of God’s belief as a value should humble adherents of the two religions to learn to 
be submissive to the will of the creator and appreciate their common divinity in a harmonious and 
peaceful co-existence.
 Another basis of an interfaith accord between Muslims and Christians is the Golden Rule. 
The Golden Rule is sharply at point as a shared value. It further radiates other values as justice, 
mercy, compassion and love (Buck, 2013). By upholding virtues such as truthfulness or, 
trustworthiness as elements of integrity, it underscores the essential quality of interpersonal 
relations in a mutually reinforcing manner. The Golden Rule is ultimately taken as a fundamental 
shared value. In Christendom, the Golden Rule is a summation of the latter six pieces of the 
Decalogue. "You shall not murder, commit adultery, steal, bear false witness against your 
neighbor, covet your neighbor’s house, wife, male servant, female servant, ox, donkey… anything 
that is your neighbor (Exodus 20:13-17) invoke the feeling of doing unto others what you would 
love them to do unto you. This is the Golden Rule widely accepted and preached to all adherents 
as the basis of the entire summation of one’s religious life. This underscores the peaceful, cordial 
and harmless relations with one another in deference to God. The common tenet in faith traditions, 
least Islam and Christianity, is that "we should treat others as we would have them treat us" (Buck, 
2013, p.3). As a shared value, religious adherents would take from it a capacity of service for the 
common good. Religious leaders would therefore find in its invocation fulfilling a standard of 
mutual and reciprocal care. The Rule is neutral without distinction among humanity. The 
reciprocal care is devoid of relativity of faith.  Muslims would not fail to treat Christians with 
respect and love because they are not Muslims and vice versa. The common denominator in the 
Golden Rule philosophy is humanity accepted by both religions as divine.
 The holy books of the Bible and Quran are abounding with exhortations in respect of the 
Golden Rule. For instance, in Matthew 7:12, Jesus Christ affirms: "therefore, whatever you want 
men to do to you, do also to them, for this is the Law and the prophets." Also, Matthew 22:39 
clearly underscores the importance of love: "thou shall love your neighbor as yourself; on these 
two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”
 In a similar way, renowned Islamic leaders have invoked this rule copiously. Sahih Muslim 
Mohammad states that "whoever wishes to be delivered from the fire and enter the garden should 
die with faith in Allah… and should treat the people as he wishes to be treated by them." Also, 
An-Nawawi states that "None of you (truly) believes until he wishes for his brother what he wishes 
for himself." The law of reciprocity is the bedrock of interpersonal relation lubricated by faith 
through respect for God. It is in humans that we find opportunities for attesting to our belief in God 
through acts of love for one another.
 Discussions about shared values point to the ultimate goal of achieving harmony between 
the Christian and Muslim communities around the world. Put differently, the absence of peace 
between adherents of these faiths hurts the world as it affects every progress towards a prosperous 
society. But peace is founded instrumentally on love and justice; surprisingly both Islam and 
Christianity invoke peace as an essential ingredient in their dogma (Manus, 1992).
 The epitomic place of love in Christianity reveals the contradiction among early Christians 
between authentic worship of God and mistreatment of others. In this practice was a violation of 
the principle of justice and fairness. Justice is seen as "a moral virtue that consists in the constant 

and firm will to give one’s due to God and neighbor" (Catechism of the Catholic Church). To God, 
the Catechism of the Catholic Church calls justice "virtue of Religion." Justice toward men 
disposes one to respect the right of everyone and "to establish in human relationships the harmony 
that promotes equity with regards to persons and to the common good." To be just means one has 
to be habitually right in thinking and acts that are upright towards one’s neighbor. Love and justice 
thus flow together and especially acts that clearly favor others in an impartial manner seal the 
synergy. Christian love is true reflection of sacrifice of oneself in love of God for humanity that 
Jesus exemplified. Adherents of Christianity are enjoined to express their faith in volitional, 
respectful and unconditional love for God with one another as Paul records in 1Corinthians 10:24 
(Kunkle, n.d). Paul notes: "Be imitators of God as beloved children and live in love as Christ loved 
us and gave himself up for us."  In practicalizing this, it is expected to permeate all social platforms 
of interaction including friendship, marriage and family. Love of God is expressed in human 
response to God's love through the love of neighbor.
 Christian teaching portrays love of neighbor irrespective of religion or tribe or race or any 
other form of identity. Indeed, one is taught to care for one’s enemies through charitable acts of 
prayer and to refrain from revenge. This principle is elaborated thus:

If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you?  Even 'sinners' love those who 
love them. And if you do good to those who are good to you, what credit is that to you? 
Even 'sinners' do that. And if you lend to those from whom you expect repayment, what 
credit is that to you? Even 'sinners' lend to 'sinners', expecting to be repaid in full. But love 
your enemies, do good to them, and lend to them without expecting to get anything back. 
Then your reward will be great, and you will be sons of the Most High, because He is kind 
to the ungrateful and wicked. Be merciful and just as your father is merciful. (Luke 6: 32 – 
36)

These tendencies are to enhance peace and had been clearly reinforced by the strong admonition 
to refrain from revenge. Christ condemned the principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth 
(Matthew 5:38-41). Paul exhorts the Romans to bless those who persecute them and never pay evil 
for evil. To live peaceably he advices: 

Beloved, never revenge yourselves, but leave room for the wrath of God; for it is written, 
vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord.  No, If your enemies are hungry, feed them; 
if they are thirsty, give them something to drink; for by doing this you will heap burning 
coals on their heads. Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good. (Romans 
12:18-21)

 These teachings sought to eliminate violence as an alternative form of behavior in the 
interest of peace through love and justice. To furnish the acts of love, charity, through generous 
sharing with the needy, is taught by Christianity as a very high virtue.  Christians are enjoined to 
share their wealth with the poor to check the vices of greed, covetousness, pride and gluttony.  
Luke 6:38 urges Christians: "give and it will be given to you." Rich people like Zachaeus heeded 
the teaching on wealth sharing and redistributed his riches with the poor (Luke 19:8-10). Jesus 
urged the Christian community to be generous and charitable with their resources, time, talent and 
treasure to the benefit of the poor, sick, prisoners and indeed the needy (Matthew 25:7). Christ 

invited the generous and charitable and said unto them:

Come, you that are blessed by my father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you… I was 
hungry, and you gave me food, I was thirsty, and you gave something to drink, I was a 
stranger and you welcomed me, I was naked, and you gave me clothing, I was sick, and you 
took care of me…. (Matthew 25:34)

 These acts of generosity and charity are at the very heart of Christianity and by extension 
Islamic practice. These acts demonstrate in no uncertain terms worship and love of God expressed 
through love of the needy and poor fellow human beings. In these acts, love and justice are 
activated for the sake of peace. These acts know no religion or tribe or race.
 In Islam, a true Muslim is required to believe in the one God, Angels, the Prophets, the 
Scripture and the Day of Judgment (Nazeer, 2000). These beliefs have to be translated into actions 
of faith, indicative of religious practice. The most important Islamic social values are articulated 
in the Quran and reinforced by the life-style of the Prophet. In Medina where the first Muslim 
community was founded, it was characterized by an affirmation of human dignity and social 
justice (Kunkle, n.d). All Islamic values have therefore been derived from the Quran, the personal 
examples of the Prophet and the writings that followed his teaching. The Hadiths are a 
compendium of the Prophets personal examples and the Sunnah, the Muslim way of life. In these 
documents including the Quran are found fundamental issues of social justice. The whole essence 
is to bring the individual closer to God by creating a just society.
 Justice is the cornerstone of Islamic faith. It informs Islamic theology and social values. 
The Quran affirms that justice is a command from God (16:90, 5:8). It enjoins believers to adhere 
to what is just and kind and forbidding that which is unjust (72:15, 60:8). Justice is expected to 
permeate all actions, speech and thoughts of Muslims. For example, "when you speak, speak with 
justice, even if it is against someone close, to you… (6:152). The practice of justice is not restricted 
to familiar persons and must be extended to strangers as well. This form of justice is laced with the 
principle of equality as a basis for peace. The Quran asserts that the only basis for differentiation 
is piety (Taqwa) or righteousness (Birr). It states:

O mankind! We created you from a single (pair) of male and a female, and made you into 
nations and tribes, that ye may know each other (not that ye may despise (each other). 
Verily the most honored in the sight of Allah is (who is) the most righteous of you… 
(49:13)

 Verses like these from the Holy Quran demonstrate shared historical similarities between 
Christianity and Islam with a common root in the faith of Abraham and Isaac. In this sense both 
religions "tend to be universalistic in their outlook’’ (Blankenhorn, 2009, p.1).
 This universalism takes bearing from the five pillars of Islam: The Creed (Shahada); 
Prayer (Salat), Almsgiving (Zakat), Ramadan: Fast (Sawm) and Pilgrimage (Hajj) (Ritcher, 2001). 
At the apex of these pillars is God while the individual is at the base linked inextricably through 
these pillars that are manifested in the activities of the individual within the social setting of the 
community. Without activating these pillars in concrete actions to be felt by the community, the 
individual would have no vital link with God.  Hence of the five pillars only the Shahada can be 

accomplished alone, the profession of faith (Kunkle, n.d). The other pillars are accomplished only 
by the participation in community life. The community is instituted by God to serve as a true 
example of fraternity and social justice (2:143). This does not confer superiority but rather a 
commonality of shared humanity. All believers are "brothers in religion and must not oppress one 
another, nor abandon assisting each other, nor hold one another in contempt." This Hadith 
teaching intones that the seat of righteousness is the heart which the righteous does not 
discriminate nor demean a fellow Muslim.
 The Golden Rule is found elaborately expressed in Islam underscoring fraternity and care 
for one another. The Prophet had said "No man is a believer until he wishes for his brother that 
which he wishes for himself" (Hadith No. 12). The Prophet affirmed this by asserting that the most 
important aspect of faith (Imam) in addition to worshipping God is "To do unto all men as you 
would wish to have done unto you, and to reject for others what you would reject for yourself 
(Hadith No. 12).
 The Prophet's teaching reflected great compassion as an ideal way of pursuing social 
justice. The needs of the weak and the poor were to be taken care of. The Prophet taught that "He 
who helps his fellow creature in the hour of need, and he who helps the oppressed, him will God 
help in the Day of Travail." The Prophet identified compassionate acts as the most excellent form 
of behavior before the creator. He stated that: 

To gladden the heart of a human being; to feed the hungry, to help the afflicted, to 
lighten the sorrow of the sorrowful, and to remove the wrongs of the injured. Feed 
the hungry and visit the sick, and free the captive if he is unjustly confined, assist 
any person oppressed … whether Muslim or non-Muslim.

 These compassionate acts are further simplified in the third pillar of Islam - compulsory 
charity - almsgiving (Zakat). It is not just recommended, it is required of every financially stable 
Muslim. Zakat is viewed as "compulsory charity."  It is an obligation for those who have received 
their wealth from God to respond to those members of the community in need (Mufti, 2006, p.1). 
Zakat is designed to meet the needs of the poor and is also a means to cleanse the Muslim of greed 
and selfishness while exacting the equitable distribution of goods to the entire community. It is 
intended to bring unity and betterment to the society as a whole (Caner & Caner, 2001, p.123-124).
 Shared community life is the hallmark of both Christianity and Islam. The value is 
gainfully and widely disaggregated into socially justified acts of love that emphasize compassion 
for the less privileged. Both the Quran and the Bible have ample theological and scriptural 
recommendations amplified by the personal examples of the Prophet and Christ.

Tolerance: Means for Interreligious Dialogue, Harmony and Peace

 Sufficient evidence has been established so far about the shared values of Islam and 
Christianity. Muslims and Christians exhorted by Holy Scripture are obliged to activate religious 
faith through community engagement in demonstrating worship and love for God through acts of 
human kindness. On charity, fraternity, social justice and love of neighbor, Christians and 
Muslims all agree. In broader terms, the two religions are in agreement on the oneness of God, 
Prophecy, Sacred Scripture and much of sacred history. On ethical norms too are shared agreement 

on the sanctity of life, humane treatment of others, honesty in all human dealings, kindness 
towards a neighbor and application of justice (Pell, 2006; Nasr, 2004,).
 Despite the permeation of these common values, adherents of the two religions have had 
cause to rise against each other. In the cause of history, violent outburst has characterized 
Muslim-Christian relationship. With higher and widespread level of education, easy access to 
information, courtesy of technology, rather than enhance inter-religious harmony, the 21st Century 
has witnessed more intra- and inter- religious schisms resulting in open expression of violence. 
From Iraq to Syria, Yemen and Afghanistan, intra-religious schisms have dominated world 
headlines. ISIL and Al Qaeda in the Middle East, Al Shabaab in the horn of Africa and Boko 
Haram in Nigeria have taken to violence to establish or enforce their own presumed version of 
Islamic values considered 'pure'. In Nigeria since 2001, when Sharia law was introduced in 
selected states in the North, both Muslims and Christians have violently clashed on different 
occasions. The cities of Kaduna, Kano, Bauchi and Jos have played host to several occasions of 
carnage. The lynching of Christians for blasphemy occurred in Kano, Gusau and Abuja in 2016. 
These and many more instances are sufficient evidence of inter-religious disharmony being 
experienced in other parts of the world.
 The failure of the impact of shared values on adherents of both religions, particularly, the 
failure to work together through dialogue for harmony and peace is partly due to how often 
believers of the faiths are blind, arrogant and narrow in their thinking and worldview 
(Blankenhorn, n.d). Practitioners of these religions have often demonstrated ignorance of the very 
tenets of their faith. This has the tendency to lead to contemporary extremism or fanaticism of the 
kind being witnessed around the world.  This may seem that we may be notoriously religious but 
less pious. For instance, Nigerians have been ranked as highly religious, but inter-religious fracas 
have continued to occur in the country.
 Closely related to lack of understanding is the effect of misinterpretation of Holy Scripture. 
Kenny (1992) notes that there is a significant number of passages in Holy Scriptures that are both 
hostile and unfriendly to other religions. The misinterpretation of these by teachers and adherents 
creates tension and may result in violence hurting any form of harmony between Christianity and 
Islam. Dialogue is at issue here when creating a consensus on grey areas in both religions. But 
dialogue is not possible without religious liberty to stimulate engagement. It is only in an 
atmosphere of freedom that meaningful discussions can flow towards a desirable consensus. This 
further requires utmost caution in proselytizing and the need to emphasize more on the areas of 
similarities between the two religions. Far more important is for religious leaders to demonstrate 
vigilance in identifying excesses and refrain from abuse of religious power and its misuse.
 Accomplishment of these tasks depends on the level of tolerance to be exercised or 
observed by adherents of both religions. Islam for instance evokes its teaching as part of a peace 
package. Quran 2:30 requires that man should maintain peace with Allah, his creator and sustainer, 
fellow men as well as other creatures he comes in contact with.  This is presented as the core 
responsibility of man. This duty is essential within the context of religious pluralism that must be 
embraced within the belief in the fundamentality of humanity. Differentiation in humanity and 
religion is God's creation and was designed to promote the virtue of tolerance. The Quran (2:213) 
draws out this pluralism when it states that God sent off different Prophets to different people at 

different times to teach the same truth of the Oneness of God. Diversity must be tolerated because 
it is at the heart of achieving harmonious community life. The Quran states:

Had God willed, He would have made you into one community; but (it was His 
will) to test you in what He gave you. So, compete with each other in doing good 
works. To God you are all returning, and He will inform you about how you 
differed. (5:48)

 As noted succinctly by Sachedina (2001), religious pluralism is a prerequisite for a 
peaceful accommodation of differences in the individual and the communal sense of the highest 
good. Rejection of pluralism is challenging the wisdom of the Almighty God in promoting 
tolerance. The notion of tolerance is therefore ineluctable in managing diversity and promoting 
and preserving pluralism. Muslims are encouraged to interact respectfully and gently with 
non-Muslims through dialogue on religion. This is possible only in the activation of tolerance.

Conclusion

Islam and Christianity, two of the world's dominant religions have enduring and shared 
values rooted in their fundamental dogmatics and principles. These values are relative and 
progressive in nature. They are divine in origin and are in complete harmony. Christianity and 
Islam subscribe to a one God, Prophecy, sacred history and basic ethical standards of sanctity of 
life, compassionate treatment of others and the application of justice for the sake of love of God. 

These teachings are summed up in the Golden Rule as the basis for sharing the same 
values. The Golden Rule acknowledges our human divinity and diversity which is impossible to 
eliminate. To live with it and achieve peace and harmony, religious leaders must develop 
concerted efforts to reorient adherents on the essence of tolerance to achieve religious liberty that 
would enhance meaningful dialogue. Both adherents need to increase the tempo and avenues of 
interaction to promote understanding and check misinterpretation of religious passages. 

It is this abuse of interpretation and wrongful exercise of religious power that is expanding 
the arena for fanaticism and bigotry. Growing economic inequality is raising a pool of religious 
entrepreneurs hence the commercialization of religious movements is fanning schism and 
intolerance globally. 

Political and religious leaders must step back and reflect creatively on our common 
humanity in the midst of its pluralism and divinity in relation to the universality of the Golden Rule 
as a fundamental shared value for the realization of religious harmony through dialogue. Human 
understanding of the truth may never be perfect and disagreement on values should be treated with 
restraint by being open to other views.
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