Introduction
In the following, the relationship between scholars and activists in interfaith dialogue will be discussed. The discussion proceeds from the idea that ‘the scholar’ and ‘the activist’ represent different attitudes to dialogue, rather than fixed roles. It is argued that the respective perspectives of scholars and activists are not necessarily linked to a certain profession or activity, and that the same person may shift between these attitudes depending on different contexts and goals. It is also noted that the different perspectives of these ‘scholarly’ and ‘activist’ attitudes may inform largely different ideas about the significance and purpose of the same phenomenon, while possibly also obscuring other aspects of it. For this reason, it is argued that we may, in various ways, benefit from the exchange of insights and experiences generated by different perspectives. 

‘Descriptive’ and ‘prescriptive’ focuses of analyses; ‘outsider’ and ‘insider’ perspectives
Basic definitions of the word ‘scholar’ highlight the separate activity of studying, while an ‘activist’ is someone who partakes in activities aimed at facilitating some sort of change.[footnoteRef:1] The following essay proceeds from the standpoint that the separation between scholar and activist is not as simple as a categorisation based on, for example, the stated goals of different pursuits and occupations. A professional scholar at, for example, a university may become deeply involved in activist endeavours – using his/her scholarly credentials as part of that activism – while people striving for change will often study as part of their attempts at, for example, diagnosing problems and prognosing their possible solutions. In an age of feminist/gender research and post-colonial critiques, the boundaries between activism and scholarship can perhaps be regarded as especially blurry, as these endeavours are often connected to attempts at changing certain perceptions. Yet, numerous people have argued that research has, in some way or another, always been used to further certain agendas – whether consciously so, or in more implicit ways. In this, it is argued that Enlightenment-inspired ideals about ‘objectivity’ and ‘neutrality’ obscure the advancement of certain (Western, patriarchal, etc.) agendas; suggesting, perhaps, an ‘activist’ aspect of modern research.[footnoteRef:2] Thus, people can rarely be identified exclusively as either a ‘scholar’ or an ‘activist’, and our discussion on these categories may therefore benefit from identifying them as ideals/attitudes rather than as invariably fixed roles. It should nevertheless be stated that people often exhibit different degrees of the two attitudes. Such differences may depend upon their interests and professional status, so that most theologians and historians can be expected to lean more towards the attitude of the scholar, while a person who dedicates his/her life to organising help for the homeless naturally comes closer to the ideal image of a full-blown activist. With this said, however, one must always be wary of assuming a person’s basic attitude out of their activities; for there is no lack of theologians, historians, and other academics who are dedicated activists beside their scholarly endeavours – and thereby use their studies to advocate for change. For the same reason, a charity/social worker may very well be able to exhibit the figurative scholar’s attitude towards academic studies, and indeed use those as part of his/hr work. [1:  See, for example, the Cambridge Dictionary: https://dictionary.cambridge.org/ (accessed 2 March 2018).]  [2:  Dunbar 1998: 456-457; Hyman 2004: 197-204. ] 

To clarify what the respective attitudes of scholar and activist entail for interfaith dialogue, Scott Daniel Dunbar’s differentiation between ‘descriptive’ and ‘prescriptive’ focuses is a useful starting point.[footnoteRef:3] According to Dunbar, the descriptive task/focus strives toward neutrality; hoping to describe an interfaith encounter in ways which are largely devoid of the analyser’s subjective judgements on how to alter it. In an article which argues for the values of this approach, David Cheetham highlights the benefits of retaining some “distance” from the studied phenomenon, to allow for the proper evaluation of other perspectives than one’s own.[footnoteRef:4] Cheetham highlights what he calls “critical open-ness” in interfaith encounters, as something which is guided by the genuinely curious exploration of different perspectives and directions of dialogue, without much in the way of preconceived notions about the goals of the encounter. The purpose is rather to explore different ideas in the hope of generating new knowledge. In short, the descriptive focus of analysis, together with the ideals of ‘distance’ and ‘open-ness’, can be described as intimately linked to the figurative scholar’s primary interest in largely self-fulfilling studies of religious dialogue. This can be contrasted with what Dunbar terms the ‘prescriptive’ focus, which signals a guiding concern about the applicability of one’s analysis, coupled with an approach to dialogue which primarily views it as a means of change. Here, studies are conducted as part of an attempt at identifying and exploring problems, evaluating different solutions, and formulating judgements on the gathered data’s practical utility. The descriptive ideals of distance and objectivity are not central in the same sense, as the guiding principle is more explicitly utilitarian than that of mere curiosity. Studies are not to be conducted for their own sake alone, and dialogue should perhaps not serve the purpose of open-ended exploration, but rather be explicitly related to some form of prescription.  [3:  Dunbar 1998.]  [4:  Cheetham 2005.] 

One way of clarifying the ideal roles of the figurative scholar and activist would be to stress how the activities of the former are more clearly aligned with the descriptive task, while the latter’s motivations are primarily prescriptive. However, this definition can be characterised as somewhat biased, as both the descriptive and the prescriptive attitude is clearly related to the (scholarly) activities of study and evaluation.[footnoteRef:5] This is worth noting, since activism often moves beyond mere prescription; actively engaging with previously identified problems and practically implementing prescribed solutions. Given this, one may characterise the prescriptive task as a specific form in which the activist attitude may manifest itself in contexts of study/scholarship, rather than as the ‘essence’ of activism itself. The activist’s direct engagement with processes of change means that it is characterised by at least one more significant aspect, beyond that of a focused interest on prescription and problem-solving. Activists have an insider’s understanding of whatever activities for change they are involved in, which therefore differentiates them from the distanced (‘outsider’) analysis of the scholar. This difference is arguably crucial for a discussion on the relationship between scholars and activists, as it represents a fundamental aspect of the ways in which their various perspectives and experiences differ.  [5:  Both Dunbar and Cheetham address concerns about the role of ‘interfaith dialogue’ within an academic environment. Thus, their articles are primarily intended as contributions to discussions on the study of religion and dialogue.] 


The scholar and the activist in different types of interfaith dialogue
Eboo Patel has pointed out that the word ‘interfaith’ may mean largely different things for different people.[footnoteRef:6] Before proceeding, it may therefore be necessary to clarify what is meant by ‘interfaith dialogue’ in the context of this essay. Here, it should first be noted that ‘dialogue’ is itself a complicated concept, yet that this essay is not intended as a contribution to or comment on the wider philosophy of dialogue. To focus the discussion, it is simply argued that the word ‘dialogue’ signals a process through which an exchange of ideas between different people occurs – thereby recognising that dialogue may happen at many different levels, be expressed both consciously and unconsciously, either through language or other means, and that it involves the possibility of misunderstanding and reinterpretation.[footnoteRef:7] In a similar vein, the concept of ‘interfaith’ is also used in a wide sense, so that the specific relationship between attitudes here summarised as ‘scholar’ and ‘activist’ can be examined in relation to a host of different contexts. In simple terms, ‘interfaith’ is here understood as a context of interaction between people who identify themselves as part of different religions, so that ‘interfaith dialogue’ signals a process of exchange between religious individuals and/or communities. As per Edda Weigand’s (2010) understanding of dialogue, the multi-faceted nature of such exchanges should be recognised, yet the focus here is on some of its more specific expressions. Thus, I will proceed from attempts at formulating a typology of interfaith dialogue. This focus is motivated by a concern for the central question about the relationship between the scholar and activist, which is most easily illustrated through a discussion on more concrete forms of dialogue. [6:  Patel 2016: 89-90.]  [7:  Cf. Weigand 2010. ] 

Melanie Prideaux differentiates between formal and informal forms of interfaith dialogue, where formal dialogue has somehow been organised for an intended purpose, while informal dialogue does not presuppose organisation and rather occurs as part of everyday encounters between people of different faiths.[footnoteRef:8] In this, it can perhaps be argued that formal types of dialogue – given their orientation towards some sort of purpose – are ideally suited for the figurative activist. This is especially true for dialogue which intends to solve certain problems, reach ethical conclusions, or signal interreligious cohesion on specific issues; all of which may be regarded as pronouncedly ‘activist’ (or change-oriented) forms of dialogue. It should, however, be noted that such change-oriented forms of dialogue often depend upon understanding, and that the diagnoses and prognoses presented as part of their prescription need to be informed by more distanced forms of scholarship.[footnoteRef:9] This is because ‘distance’ enables for the problematisation of one’s basic assumptions, which in turn helps clarify both purpose and reasoning.[footnoteRef:10] This, then, leaves substantial room for the attitude represented by the scholar within formal dialogue.  [8:  Prideaux 2009: 462.]  [9:  Consider, for example, Eboo Patel’s concept of ‘appreciative knowledge’ (Patel 2016: 111-119). Patel argues that success in formalised interfaith encounters depend upon organisers’ who “does not take its knowledge about other religions primarily from the evening news […] developing a sympathetic understanding of where a different religious view is coming from [and having] the kind of knowledge that allows you to work effectively with a different community” (113-117). All these factors depend, to some extent, on the scholarly study of both traditions and their cultural context. ]  [10:  Tanner’s (1993) critique of ‘pluralist’ assumptions about dialogue can certainly be read as such a (scholarly) critique of how certain generalisations limit the scope and potential of dialogue. By criticising ways in which so-called pluralists highlight similarity as a precondition for dialogue, Tanner analyses how certain voices may be excluded in interfaith dialogue. While her criticism can be described as prescriptive, Tanner stresses an approach to dialogue which echoes some of the ideas presented by David Cheetham (2005, especially pp. 23-25). Her concept of common ‘creaturehood’ can be read as an alternative argument for the scholarly ideal of critical open-ness, whereby her critique has the characteristics of a scholar’s attempt at highlighting the limitations of a certain (‘activist’) framework for dialogue. ] 

The scholarly attitude may appear as part of someone’s interaction with formal dialogue, e.g. as a way of complementing preconceived (‘activist’) notions about a problem’s solution with a curious exploration of other perspectives, or as something which deeply characterises one’s entire interaction with it. In the latter case, the distanced evaluation of formal dialogue, either as part of academic analysis (‘for its own sake’) or organised attempts at practical improvement, represent a way in which the figurative scholar may deal with dialogue. It has, however, been widely argued that supposedly distanced/neutral forms of evaluation can not be easily separated from active participation in whatever one is evaluating.[footnoteRef:11] According to this (‘post-modern’) line of reasoning, evaluation/study itself represents a form of participation, which in turn is affected by the discursive position and wider interests of the evaluator. While this is most obviously true for scholarship which aims at the practical evaluation of interfaith dialogue, and especially so if they relate their analyses to an organisational agenda,[footnoteRef:12] it should also be acknowledged in relation to the supposedly more distanced forms of academic analysis – such as the sort of scholarship argued for by David Cheetham (2005).[footnoteRef:13] There, the ideals of ‘distance’ and ‘open-ness’ were stressed, which in turn motivates a concern about the nuances of one’s relationship with whatever one is studying (e.g. “how distant/open am I, really?”). Such nuances may be difficult to distinguish, as one may not be aware of how, for example, statuses ascribed to one’s personal characteristics (sex, ethnicity, official title, general temperament and disposition, etc.) affect the perceptions of others. In this, our evaluation of certain forms of dialogue may depend upon others to conduct critical analysis of our own assumptions and conclusions; i.e. critical evaluations of dialogue may, themselves, need to be critically evaluated. One consequence of such critiques is that they may highlight the inadvertent, inexplicit, or otherwise unclear ways in which a supposedly ‘distanced’ evaluation may contribute to, or itself serve as part, of an ‘activist’ narrative.  [11:  Leirvik 2014: 10-12, 21, 139-145. Also, both Hyman (2004) and Dunbar (1998) are worth considering in this context.]  [12:  E.g. United States Institute of Peace 2004.]  [13:  While a properly exhaustive account of ‘post-modern’ notions about the limitations of scholarly objectivity lie beyond the scope of this essay, they should nevertheless be highlighted as part of our discussion on the relationship between scholar and activist. Post-modern critiques often focus on attempts at highlighting ways in which a self-identified scholar may inadvertently turn him-/herself into the ‘activist’ of certain ideas. This happens through the supposed exposure of ways in which certain structures and dynamics in and around scholarship help support agendas of, for example, differentiation and hierarchy (cf. Harding 1998; Quayson 1998). Notably, the premises of such critiques are then, in turn, often problematised through additional analysis by other scholars, as part of the continuously ongoing process of philosophical evaluation (for specific evaluations of post-colonial critiques, see McLennan 2003; Lazarus 2011). ] 

To summarise some of the above, the relationship between scholar and activist is connected to ways in which descriptive studies help support change-oriented activities; providing engaged participants with necessary information and critiquing various aspects of their conduct. Here, together with most of what has been described above, the relationship may appear as somewhat one-sided, as the theoretical knowledge of the scholar serves to somehow inform the practices of the activist. There are, however, forms of interfaith dialogue in which the relationship might express itself differently. As was stated above, Prideaux differentiated between formal and informal forms of interfaith dialogue. The relationship characterised by the scholar informing the activist about nuances of both practice and context is perhaps more applicable to formal dialogue. This is because the organised nature and intentioned orientation of such efforts can be theoretically evaluated by distant observers. Questions regarding what sort of cultural/religious knowledge a specific engagement presupposes, what impact it manages to achieve, and what ‘blind-spots’ (cultural, theoretical, or otherwise) are/were demonstrated by participants can be evaluated by an outsider through descriptive analysis. In some cases, as when formal dialogue is both open for observers and clearly intentioned, such analysis can perhaps be carried out without the need for direct engagement with the studied ‘activists’ themselves. None of this is the case with informal dialogue. Given its nature, and especially because it is not guided by any conscious intention, the scholar is here the one who must be informed by the activist. Without delving too deep into philosophical nuances, it suffices to say that ‘descriptive’ and ‘outsider’ ideals are still largely relevant when dealing with informal dialogue, but that an understanding of, for example, the various things which motivate actively engaged participants in informal dialogue is not possible without us hearing from them themselves. They did not join the dialogue because of their attraction to some form of stated goal, but (perhaps) rather because they saw it as an opportunity to voice a highly specific/individual concern. Similarly, participant ‘motivation’ should not always be assumed, as an informal participant may have been swept up, either unwittingly or unwillingly, by a process of informal dialogue. No matter these nuances, the lack of clearly stated intention means that a wholly distanced outsider would have to formulate assumptions about how participants view their dialogical interaction. Given the inherent problems of such distanced assumption (such as the possibility for projecting one’s own ideas onto others), such analysis will always benefit from the perspectives of the ‘insiders’ themselves. Thus, informal dialogue represents a clear example of a context in which the theoretical knowledge of the scholar may benefit substantially from listening to those who have practical experiences of activism. 
Beyond ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ interfaith dialogue, one may also differentiate between more specific motivations/focuses; something which has been done in a variety of ways.[footnoteRef:14] Prideaux is among those who have developed such a typology, with hers arguably being more inclusive than some of the others; covering more issues related to our discussion on the relationship between scholar and activist.[footnoteRef:15] Beyond her differentiation between formal and informal forms of interfaith dialogue, Prideaux mentions more specific expressions of these. Two of these are theological and ethical dialogue, which are described as focused primarily on the exploration of doctrinal (or otherwise intellectual) issues; through interaction with religious texts, evaluation of doctrines, and discussions on ethical concepts.[footnoteRef:16] The scholarly focus of such endeavours may seem apparent, as they partially entail a description of textual content and/or ethical issues, coupled with a somehow distanced evaluation of their meaning. However, such evaluation almost invariably involves the process of interpretation, which in turn is profoundly affected by the individual disposition and concerns of the interpreter. Thus, the figurative ‘activism’ of an attempt at furthering a certain agenda (such as a specific form of interpretation) may permeate many forms of both theological and ethical dialogue, no matter the possibly intended purpose of analysing texts or concepts for what they ‘are’.[footnoteRef:17] In many cases, this is explicitly the case, as when theological or ethical dialogue is used to formulate clearly prescriptive analyses of how to make the world a better place, solve specific problems, etc.[footnoteRef:18] In other cases, the scholarly ambitions of theological or ethical dialogue may implicitly further a specific agenda through ways in which certain groups of people and/or interpretations are excluded or marginalised.[footnoteRef:19] In both cases, descriptive analyses and outsider perspectives may help remedy resulting problems, as active participants may not necessarily be aware of how their line of reasoning and means of organisation may be problematic. Thus, it is once again a case of scholars informing the practices of activists. However, it can also be argued that theological and ethical dialogue provides opportunities for the opposite form of exchange, as they may engage with people who can provide an insider perspective on the various issues discussed. In theological dialogue, the scholar’s descriptive analysis may certainly benefit from ways in which more actively engaged people describe how they use and interpret religious concepts. By listening to these voices, the scholar is made aware of ways in which concepts can be applied, which in turn helps nuance the descriptive analysis and enables for a more distanced approach to his/her own interpretations. This latter point is arguably crucial, as a scholar who focuses too much attention on personal interpretation may lose sight of both the outsider perspective and the descriptive focus.[footnoteRef:20] Similarly, ethical dialogue may benefit from the input of activists, as their experiences of the limitations of ethical concepts provide arguably crucial input. Questions about the practical possibilities, public receptivity, and material context to which an ethical concept relates are more easily answered by activists – especially by those with actual experience of engagement with phenomena that relate to the discussed concepts.  [14:  Oddbjorn Leirvik speaks about ‘spiritual’ and ‘necessary’ dialogues, where the former is motivated by “an expectation of being enriched by other spiritual traditions”, while the latter is “driven by a felt sociopolitical need to prevent or reduce religion-related conflict” (Leirvik 2014: 17-18). In another typology, Reina C. Neufeldt differentiates between ‘theological’, ‘political’, and ‘peace-building’ perspectives of change in interfaith dialogue (Neufeldt 2011). ]  [15:  Both Leirvik and Neufeldt (see footnote above) proceed from a specific understanding of interfaith dialogue. Leirvik’s definition of both ‘spiritual’ and ‘necessary’ dialogue presupposes specific forms of expectations and needs, which limits the applicability of his typology. Likewise, Neufeldt proceeds from the assumption that interfaith dialogue is primarily concerned with the facilitation of peace between religious communities. Here, there is an apparent lack in critical open-ness, with resulting risks of excluding certain voices (for a relevant critique, see Tanner 1993). For the purposes of this essay, a more inclusive understanding of interfaith dialogue is regarded as beneficial, as we may thereby evaluate additional aspects of the relationship between scholar and activist. ]  [16:  Prideaux 2009: 462-465.  ]  [17:  From a scholarly (or ‘descriptive’) perspective, it is problematic to speak about what religious phenomena ‘truly’ are/aren’t. Consider, for example, the following, formulated as part of discussion on whether religions are inherently violent or non-violent: “No simple answer can indeed be given to the question of genuineness; the empirical reality of religious phenomena is too complex to be fixed by any definition of authenticity” (Illman 2007: 419). David Cheethams call for a practice of dialogue which does not presuppose outcome and “involves the capacity to handle ambiguity” (Cheetham 2005: 32) echoes similar concerns. ]  [18:  E.g. Knitter 1998. ]  [19:  See Egnell (1991, esp. 166-120) and Fletcher (2003) for feminist discussions on the issue of marginalisation. Gross (2001) complements these texts, as she argues that Western feminists have often themselves contributed to the silencing of non-Western/non-Christian ‘others’, through an inability at including alternative voices. Moving beyond these specifically feminists critiques, Huff (2000) argues that interfaith dialogue needs to strive towards the inclusion of so-called fundamentalists, as these represent a large portion of the world’s religious population, while their exclusion undermines the open and receptive tendencies of dialogue. Finally, this point can also be illustrated by Suomala’s (2012) discussion on how people with multi-faith identities are rarely given an opportunity to speak during formalised interfaith dialogue, since the structure of most such endeavours are based on clearly delimited definitions of religious identity.]  [20:  This issue can be related to what Douglas L. Berger terms a “trenchantly monological stance” (Berger 2003: 144), in which the scholar speaks for ‘the other’ – “in a space of his own metaphysical reflections” (ibid.) – rather than attempt to understand him/her/it on their own terms. ] 

Next, it is worth considering what Prideaux calls ‘mystical dialogue’; defined by her as aimed at personal transformation through practices such as shared worship.[footnoteRef:21] Given the largely inarticulate nature of either mysticism and ritual, it is often difficult to relate them to intellectual definitions based on, for example, intention. Thus, this form of dialogue may be more beneficial for the open-minded attitude of the scholar than for an intentioned activist, as the perhaps most favourable approach is characterised by genuine curiosity rather than specific concerns about change. In at least one way, however, mystical dialogue can be utilised for ‘activist’ purposes, as ritual participation is often used to signal things like hospitality and unity between communities, which in turn may reinforce peace-building agendas. No matter one’s basic motivation for engagement with the mystical, however, one needs to be wary of what Walter Van Herck calls “enlightened presuppositions”;[footnoteRef:22] i.e. a tendency to explain ritual behaviour in terms of intellectual meaning. For the scholar, who is to ideally describe mystical encounters from an outsider perspective, this entails caution regarding his/her mode of analysis, in that it needs to properly incorporates the ‘insider’ perspectives of participants and be fully conscious of ritual’s inherent ambiguousness.[footnoteRef:23] Likewise, activists who engage with ritual as part of attempts at signalling certain messages need to be aware of how the inarticulate and profoundly personalised nature of ritual ensures an openness for different interpretations. Thus, activists need to be open to the fact that their participation may signal various (perhaps even unforeseen) things to different people. Here again, then, the scholar may help inform activist practice; by, for example, describing the nuances of a ritual context, so that activists avoid inappropriate engagement. The problem, however, is that ‘the nuances of context’ of mystical dialogue are largely inarticulate, which suggests that the distanced scholar is perhaps not ideally suited for the formulation of their description. Therefore, mystical dialogue may be a case in which both scholars and activists need to take a few steps back, temporarily put aside their associated focuses and perspectives, and instead engage with other participants in a way that affirms the personalised nature of mystical experience. In this, the curious open-ness previously associated with the scholar can be a guiding principle, while the ideal of the distanced outsider is replaced with something that rather reminds us of the activist’s genuine insider perspective.  [21:  Prideaux 2009: 464.]  [22:  Van Herck 2015.]  [23:  Cf. Van Herck 2015: 46-49. See also Patel 2016: 69-72.] 

So far, Prideaux’s article on Muslim-Christian dialogue (2009) has only been referenced as part of the here presented typology of interfaith dialogue. Prideaux’s central point, however, is one which stresses that traditional theories of interfaith dialogue “neither addresses the needs of local communities, nor hear from their experiences”, as they are often formulated by elites that are somewhat separated from the everyday experiences of religious communities.[footnoteRef:24] This point is intimately related to the last two of her proposed types of interfaith dialogue, termed ‘practical’ and ‘living’ dialogue. Practical dialogue describes the (often formalised) response to material developments in the social world, while living dialogue denotes the largely informal (and, perhaps, intrinsic) communication that constantly takes place in multi-religious milieus. For both scholars and activists, a profound respect for the various nuances and ambiguities of lived (social) reality is arguably crucial for successful engagement with both practical and living dialogue. If he/she is to benefit from interfaith dialogue, neither the scholar nor the activist can afford isolating him-/herself inside an ‘ivory tower’ together with like-minded people. Scholarly descriptions of dialogue depend upon a holistic understanding of social reality, that affirms ambiguity and avoids locking itself to the metaphysics of supposed ‘truth’; activism must account for the people whom it will impact, assessing their needs and concerns, while also evaluating the actual resonance and relevance of its own message. In this, both scholar and activist may, once again, help remind each other (alternatively; be used as different perspectives that remind oneself) about possible gaps of knowledge, theoretical blind spots, and inappropriate practices.[footnoteRef:25] Through descriptive analysis from an outsider perspective, scholars can highlight ways in which an activist programme does not account for the opinions and needs of ‘normal’ people (i.e. those outside of the ivory tower of formalised interfaith dialogue); through their experiences of direct engagement with local communities, activists can provide crucial critiques of how the theoretical analyses of distanced scholars may provide an overlay that obscures the ambiguous nature of lived social reality and personal experience.  [24:  Prideaux 2009: 460-462.]  [25:  To further illustrate, one may consider Eboo Patel’s recurring practice of blending social theory with descriptions of social reality (e.g. Patel 2016: 41-66). ] 


Conclusion 
[bookmark: _GoBack]To summarise the above, the recurring theme of the relationship between scholar and activist is that of complementation. In a variety of ways, the different perspectives associated with these respective attitudes highlight alternative aspects of interfaith dialogue, so that an exchange between them may serve the purposes of bridging knowledge gaps and of clarifying things which are otherwise obscure. It has recurrently been argued that the prescriptive analyses at the heart of interfaith activism depend upon the descriptive studies of more distanced scholars, while scholars can benefit from the insider perspectives of those who are actively engaged in dialogue. Such complementation may occur internally within the same individual, as we switch between or combine focuses/perspectives depending on different circumstances, or between the collective enterprises of different disciplines and professions. Finally, it was argued that the everyday participants of dialogue, as well as the people who belong to communities affected by it, represent another aspect of this complementary relationship, and that scholars and activist are united by the fact that they both need to seriously consider the perspective of this third group of people. The way in which their alternative perspectives may serve to highlight inappropriate aspects of interaction with local communities is therefore yet another, crucial aspect of their relationship in interfaith dialogue.
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