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Abstract
Despite the existence of occasional shared or mixed religious spaces in the past, ‘multifaith spaces’ are relatively new phenomena and issues about their purpose, design, management, use and value are still emerging. While there is no ‘theology of multifaith spaces’, this article pursues an initial theological reading asking: how multifaith spaces relate to the heterotopias, non-spaces and Thirdspaces of some social theorists; what the theological issues around multifaith spaces are for those religious believers who use them; what theological approaches and language might begin to name and explore the potential of multifaith spaces for new shared understandings of human identity; and how multifaith spaces relate to notions of God.
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Backstory: The Genesis of Shared Religious Space
Whatever the origins of the world’s religions, their evolution across time and space and their ongoing transmission by generations of believers has served to create, in most of them, a profound sense of exclusive religious identity that is reinforced continually by the reiteration of received  beliefs and doctrines, and the daily or seasonal performance of spiritual practices and disciplines. 
Notwithstanding that such highly boundaried religious identities tend to produce a robust ‘insider-outsider’ mentality, where the ‘other’ (non-believer or believer of another faith) is variously held to be a deluded, demented or a diabolical threat to a divinely revealed social order,
 there have been times and places where religious coexistence has been possible, or at least tolerated. Further, where such religious accommodations have occurred it has often been in deference to the will of a benign ruler, or by virtue of an enlightened social order, or as a result of either historical accident or sheer necessity. 
The Church of the Nativity in Bethlehem is said to have had, from the seventh century, a dedicated apse or area with all its Christian imagery removed for use by the new Muslim overlords.
 In the Byzantine Basilica of Saint John the Baptist in Damascus, Muslims prayed at the eastern end before its demolition and replacement by a new mosque during the seventh century rise of Islam.
 The St Katherine’s monastery complex on Mt Sinai contains a minaret and mosque that was erected inside its precincts around 1000 CE (possibly to ensure protection from local Muslims), which still functions today for the Bedouin who help maintain the monastic community. 
In western Europe the first ‘Simultankirche’ (church shared between Catholics and Protestants) is thought to be that of St Peter’s in Bautzen, which was divided around 1524 as a solution to the religiously diverse needs of the inhabitants. In 1732 ‘King Friedrich Wilhelm I of Prussia set up an Islamic prayer room in Potsdam for twenty Turkish mercenaries in his employ’.
 Today in Macedonia, the Church of St Nicholas, in Makedonski Brod, hosts Christian and Muslim worship during the December feast of St Nicholas and the spring festival of St George/Al Hidr,
 while the Holy Mother of God Most Pure convent in Kicevo has an unadorned section for the benefit of Muslim pilgrims.
 Also, in the mixed Christian-Muslim West Bank town of Beit Sahour there is an ancient underground cistern above which, as late as 1983, a shrine to the Virgin Mary was built ‘expressly for the use of both Muslims and Christians of all denominations’.

Multifaith Spaces in Today’s World
In the global west multifaith spaces began to emerge from the 1950s.  The original 1950 ‘space for silence’ in the United Nations Headquarters was remodelled in 1957 by Dag Hammarskjold, with the support of Christians, Jews, and Muslims, into a ‘Meditation Room’. The first airport religious space appeared at Boston Logan International Airport in 1951; this was followed by: a 1955 tri-denominational chapel at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), Boston; a 1960s ‘quiet space’ for non-Christians and atheists in a Manchester (UK) school; a 1971 Rothko Chapel in Houston; and the first explicitly inclusive multifaith spaces (the ‘Andachtsraum’) at Vienna airport in 1988.
However, the widespread appearance of multifaith spaces dates from the late 1980s and early 1990s with the increase in economic migration and the flow of asylum seekers, the expansion in global travel and cultural exchange and the consequent growing cosmopolitanism of western cities and urban life. An inevitable part of this process is the greater presence of people of different faiths at a time when, many social commentators still see a long-term trend towards irreversible secularisation in the global west.
Kwame Appiah, writing about the future implications of this cosmopolitanism, makes the point that, at this time: ‘we have obligations to others [and need to] take seriously the value not just of human life but of particular human lives, which means taking an interest in the practices and beliefs that lend them significance’.
 He adds that ‘we need to develop habits of co-existence: conversation in its older meaning of living together, association’, and learn to develop also a ‘cosmopolitan curiosity: the further possibility that we will be able to enjoy discovering things we do not yet share … or be intrigued by alternative ways of thinking, feeling, and acting’, ‘[connecting] not through identity but despite difference’.
 In addition, David Hollenbach reminds us that ideas as fundamentally critical as what constitutes the ‘common good’ also have to be negotiated in this contemporary context of radical religious and cultural pluralism.
 
With particular regard to the increased visibility of religion and its current importance on the world stage, it is essential, therefore, to note with Kearney and Taylor that ‘inter-religious hospitality is the primary task of our time [and that] hospitality marks that moment when the self opens to the stranger and welcomes what is foreign and unfamiliar into its home’.
 
Yet, the issue with multifaith spaces is clearly about the kind of space that they represent, and to what extent, if any, and for whom, they are ‘home’. 
Postmodern and Postsecular Theorists: Foucault, Augé, Lefebvre and Soja

Anyone familiar with current studies in urban geography, town planning, social theory or public theology will be aware of the work of Foucault, Augé, Lefebvre and Soja. Analysis of the nature of space and place and its relationship to human identity, interaction and aspiration has resulted in various theoretical frameworks that will serve to help interrogate the nature of multifaith spaces, which our current research project at the Liverpool and Manchester Universities, UK defines as ‘intentional spaces designed to both house a plurality religious practice and address more or less clearly defined pragmatic purposes’.
 

Foucault asserts that a ‘heterotopia’ (1972) is, by definition, an ‘impossible space’: impossible because it is where several normally incompatible places co-inhere.
 So, après Foucault, a multifaith space is in fact a ‘place’ where several human, cultural and religious identities, relationships and histories might be said to exist at the same time, but never at the same time. They are places where, in some real sense, identities compete even outside the prayer time of each individual or faith group. For, as prayer rooms, the multifaith spaces will surely always be approached as ‘Christian’ for a Christian, ‘Muslim’ for a Muslim and so on, thus suggesting that its multifaith or interfaith status is ultimately either inevitably illusory (as per Foucault) or at the very least fraught with difficulty in its concrete realization. 
Here the difference between ‘space’ and ‘place’ becomes critical,
 for ‘places’ are those ‘spaces’ that are inscribed by, or interpreted through, human identity, memory and action. Thus, following Foucault, multifaith spaces, like heterotopias, contest the reality, the validity and the nature of existing ‘places’ and their boundaries; they contest what passes for ‘reality’, by permitting or allowing us to contemplate several such overlapping ‘places’ within one ‘space’. He also argues that heterotopias inevitably play a counter-intuitive and, therefore, also likely a counter-cultural role.
 Consequently, although it is possible to indicate the ‘real’ location of multifaith spaces as places on a map, they subvert ordinary expectations by virtue of being outside of all places.

In this argument, multifaith spaces are, nonetheless, hugely important, for they have a function in relationship to all other places: either by creating an imaginary (‘impossible’) space that exposes the illusory nature of all normal spaces, or by creating a space that is ordered in a way that exposes the disordered nature of all normal space.
Turning to the thesis of Marc Augé, it is clear that multifaith spaces could also be classified as ‘non-places’.
 In contradistinction to what he terms ‘anthropological place’, which has ‘traces of chthonian or celestial powers, ancestors or spirits which populate and animate its private geography’, non-places are sites that ‘cannot be defined as relational, or historical, or concerned with identity’.
 Consequently modern multifaith spaces, which have no ‘revealed’ or ‘inscribed’ history and are not built by ‘ancestors in the faith’, are characterized by their express avoidance of anything that might integrate, celebrate or overtly express particular religious identity, group memory or historic practice. According to Augé, non-places are ‘the real measure of our time’; they are places of transition, interchange, impermanence and exile; they are places ‘where people are always, and never, at home’.
 He concludes, ‘the non-place is the opposite of Utopia: it exists, and it does not contain any organic society’;
 much the same might perhaps be said of multifaith spaces.
Henri Lefebvre’s three-fold typology of space – perceived space, conceived space and lived space – flows from his contention that, beyond ‘natural’ (or ‘absolute’) space, all space is constructed according to social values and meanings and that, therefore, space can (and will) be conflictual or contested.
 In other words, spacialization is an inherently political matter and every society negotiates its own modes for the production of space. Spacialization is thus intimately connected and enmeshed with the specifics of location and time and the particularity of different geographies and histories. 
Lefebvre’s category of ‘lived’ (‘third’) space would appear then to offer some description of contemporary multifaith spaces, for these are the types of places that are symptomatic of the way in which western postmodern and postsecular thinking has created spaces that both reflect the kaleidoscopic and, some would say, chaotic nature of today’s society and yet also attempt to contain the plurality and diversity of multiple and conflicting expressions of religious belief and identity. Multifaith spaces are precisely those third space places ‘in which competing identities can be safely negotiated and emergent proactive rapprochements between people of different faiths and none can be performed and analysed’.
 
While the significance of third space as a potential descriptor of multifaith spaces is, consequently, to be noted, Edward Soja further develops Lefebvre’s ideas to create a theory of Thirdspace. Here ‘everything comes together … subjectivity and objectivity, the abstract and the concrete, the real and the imagined, the knowable and the unimaginable, the repetitive and the differential, structure and agency, mind and body, consciousness and the unconscious, the disciplined and the transdisciplinary, everyday life and unending history’.
 He goes on to explain: ‘I define Thirdspace as an-Other way of understanding and acting to change the spatiality of human life, a distinct mode of critical spatial awareness that is appropriate to the new scope and significance being brought about in the rebalanced trialectices of spatiality-historicality-sociality’.
 

Thus, Thirdspace offers a radical and inclusive approach – an ever expanding openness – to what Soja calls ‘additional otherness’,
 and this movement or process is one that demands an on-going commitment to the renegotiation of spacial and other forms of boundaried-ness and of closed or fixed cultural and religious identities. In this view multifaith spaces can be seen to present themselves as places where users – be they believers or non-believers – place themselves, consciously or not, on a fault line: the boundary between familiarity and unfamiliarity, between sameness and difference, between the language of address of ‘one Other’ and that of ‘another Other’, between home and exile, between the fixedness of revelation and the unrecognizability of potential hybridity and, therefore, between security and risk.
Multifaith Spaces and Notions of Home

Kearney and Taylor, as we have noted, talk of interreligious engagement as offering ‘hospitality to the stranger’ and welcoming ‘what is foreign and unfamiliar into [the] home’.
 Nevertheless, while it is not unusual to liken a place of worship to the home, or religious experience as offering the believer a profound sense of ‘at homeness’ in the world, it is important to acknowledge that, for many people (but not for all), ‘home’ is by definition a safe space maintained by a bounded and preformed identity. Home is essentially personal, for the use of family and friends, and a place of respite from the world. Home is the seat of preformed categories of identity, value and purpose; it affords privacy and protection for familiar everyday routines and discourse. Home has a distinct threshold that marks it as ‘inside’, and selected ‘outsiders’ may cross over the boundary only when they are invited as guests.
The friction between ‘inside(r)’ and ‘outside(r)’ is well illustrated by the derivation of its cognates. The Greek word xenos means enemy, stranger and also guest, while the Latin hostis is the root of the words hospitality and hostility. This dialectic reinforces the notion that hosting or ‘being at home’ for the stranger is always potentially both an occasion for celebratory encounter and a risky and uncertain undertaking. 

By contrast, it would appear that multifaith spaces are home for no one and everyone is an outsider. For the architecture, interior design and furnishing of multifaith spaces are, on the whole, deliberately chosen to be either intentionally neutral/bland or else offering the minimum of (potentially distracting or offensive) connection – artefacts, materials, sensory elements – with any particular religion or tradition.
 The fact that they offer a home for no one and, indeed, turn everyone into an outsider, suggests then that multifaith spaces are to be firmly located within the public realm; where multifaith spaces are revealed as being essentially sites of interaction between strangers, or, perhaps more precisely, sites that offer us the opportunity to acquire the skill of such interactions. Theologically speaking, it becomes important to ask whether it is precisely such lessons and skills of interaction that need to be gained if we are to acquire not only greater ‘cosmopolitan curiosity’ (to borrow Appiah’s phrase) to investigate the shared nature of the ‘common good’ (to use Hollenbach’s terms), but also to achieve a fuller understanding of what it means to be human.
Yet, the questions multifaith spaces raise about notions of ‘at-homeness’ and the ‘public realm’, ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’, ‘friend’ and ‘stranger’ relate also to the nature of sacred space itself, for it may not even be possible for sacred space to exist in the public realm without being compromised.
 That is, it may not be possible for the sacred spaces of one religion to be recognized, valued, used and shared by others without some inevitable contamination or rupturing of those essential boundaries or markers that give shape to different religious notions of the sacred. Hence, there may be some new form of shared sacrality waiting to be discovered, invented or disclosed. Clearly multifaith spaces have the potential to offer some response to, if not resolution of, these issues. 
Multifaith Spaces, Otherness and Interreligious Communication  

The issue of hospitality and otherness as it impacts on ideas of the sacred is, of course, considered at length by Derrida.
 For Derrida, hospitality is an aporia: an essentially paradoxical and irresolvable issue; hence, true hospitality is impossible to achieve. For the host to be host, s/he needs to be entirely at home, but the presence of the guest – representing what is other – will inevitably threaten or fracture any real sense of ‘at-homeness’. Likewise, the advent of the guest-other and the demands s/he will inevitably place on the hospitality of the host will destabilize the identity of both. In other words, we have to consider how far the demands of hospitality impact upon both host and guest; for example, whether the host offers prayer before food or restrains him/herself (‘betray belief’) out of consideration for the guest, and whether the host’s offer of prayer space for the guest ‘threatens’ the integrity of religious identity or the ‘sanctity’ of the home. Taylor argues that there is no perfect hospitality without either violation or the risk of the transformation (perhaps we could read religious conversion here) of all parties,
 but he suggests too that Ricoeur’s model of translation may be a way of understanding and profiting from the richness of such interreligious encounters as multifaith spaces offer.

The ‘Tent’ interfaith meeting space at St Ethelburga’s church in London was designed to be a ‘place where people of different faiths can meet as equals, rather than as guests in each other’s spaces’, and it is described as a:

liminal space – a place beyond and between borders, where unusual things might happen; a mutual space – where people find it easer to meet as equals, taking off their shoes and sitting in a circle, where what happens emerges from the relationships between the people present; [and as] a safe place – where careful attention to facilitation makes difficult conversations more feasible. 
 

While this description rightly identifies the dilemma of the guest-host dynamic, it skirts around the matter of how the Tent as a meeting space may operate as a worship space, which is clearly now also one of its evolved functions. When it was opened in 2002, faith leaders from the world religions represented in the UK, together with the Prince of Wales, sat shoeless in a circle of chairs; they sat in meditative stillness, save for those individuals whose silent use of prayer beads was not inimical to the performance of the shared time of recollection. The Tent is now frequently used as a place of prayer for believers of all faiths. However, if the Tent’s original aim to be a ‘liminal, mutual, and safe’ interreligious meeting place distinguishes it in many ways from the majority of multifaith spaces, its overt engagement with at least occasional intentional times of joint or private interreligious prayer raises issues, in common with the generality of multifaith spaces, about the nature of religious language and interreligious communication. 
If each of the world religions may be likened to a discrete language with its own unique preformed, or ‘revealed’, ‘generative grammar’ (to reference Chomsky), then Ricoeur’s model of translation highlights the essential mutual incomprehensibility between these competing linguistic systems. For several different ‘languages’ to be spoken simultaneously would, the theory contends, result in a meaningless cacophony and disruptive chaos that would offend or rupture the integrity of each religious system. It is fraught with difficulty or else simply not possible, some theologians argue, for people of different faiths to worship together, at the same time, with any embodied or enacted practice or spoken voice.
 To cite Taylor again, ‘there is simply too much distance between the linguistic fields’.
 As sites for authentic simultaneous multifaith communication with the divine, multifaith spaces would, from this perspective, appear doomed to failure. Yet, if any attempt at communication between different faiths – or, as is more often the case, the snatches of communication overheard or witnessed in multifaith spaces in airports, hospitals and shopping precincts – is never able to convey to an ‘outsider’ the fullness of meaning or association it holds for a believer, it nevertheless points to an intriguing prospect. That is, the effort of attempting translation between faiths – albeit the simple juxtaposition of ‘texts’ (the witnessing of gestures, actions, murmurings) – will serve to ‘deepen and expand their referential horizons’ and proffer ‘enlarged and enriched … possibilities and a whole new set of intriguing readings to explore’.
 The very fact that multifaith spaces offer the ‘outsider’ the opportunity to be present during an ‘insider’ moment of communication enables the disclosure of what Ricoeur terms ‘an equivalence without identity’.

This disclosure – the revelation that, despite the differences of formal language, physical expression, or chosen posture of worship, all religions appear of equal value and efficacy – is surely the gift of any occasion for ‘inter-religious translation’
 that is presented by multifaith spaces. By virtue of their fluid openness to divergent religious presuppositions and practices, and by their refusal to offer merely a comfortable and familiar experience of ‘home’ for any one faith, multifaith spaces symbolize the challenge (for those willing to take it) to lay aside any one particular understanding of God/the divine and allow instead the exposure and ‘birth of a much larger, more capacious and generous … multilingual [and] trans-religious God that exceeds our expectations’.
 If they do nothing else, multifaith spaces allow those who cross their threshold the potential to share a common experience of transgressing normative boundaries and well-defined limits and enter into a new and curious relational space. 
Multifaith Spaces as Fragile Representations of Eternity
In his article on Sukkoth, Cummins notes that, in the sukkah (booth or tabernacle built by Jews at the festival of Sukkot) there is no ‘common time of clocks’.
 Similarly in multifaith spaces the quotidian calendar of any specific faith system or geographical location is suspended as multiple religious almanacs are superimposed on a single site; at any given moment in multifaith spaces, Ramadan may be Pentecost and Yom Kippur may be Eid ul Fitr. Thus, a significant holy day of repentance and fasting for one person may be another’s ecstatic feast day; necessary observance of a past event may clash with a time of essential anticipation of the future; and commemoration of some noble act of embodied humanity may rub shoulders with worship of the utterly transcendent divinity.  
In this sense multifaith spaces may perhaps be read as physical manifestations of a divine imperative or ‘otherness’ that challenges the narrow identities and boundaried systems of the historically revealed religions with a representation of an alternative reality. Multifaith spaces are the opening up of a doorway into a fundamentally unitary realm that transcends specific notions of time, space, sacrality and human or cultural identity, and which makes space for what is unfamiliar, new and unexpected. 
Something of this ‘making space’ may be glimpsed in the Jewish notion of tzimtzum (contraction/constriction) to describe how, at the dawn of creation, God/divinity contracted ‘its’ being or infinite light so as to make room for an empty but generative or conceptual space in which the finite physical world in all its diversity could be birthed. A similar notion is found in the word ‘anchorite/anchoress’ to describe someone who (in the Middle Ages particularly), out of a sense of religious obligation or calling, confined him/herself to inhabit a small sacred space in order to be more ‘at home’ with the divine and so to better serve humanity. In fact, the Greek root ana-khorein suggests withdrawal of self, giving room or making free space in which something new might be created.
While the thought of viewing multifaith spaces in this generative way may shock, offend, appal or scare, it is nevertheless clear that, theologically speaking, multifaith spaces offer the enticing possibility for individuals to bear witness to multiple new experiences of reality, as well as opportunities for building novel forms of human encounter, becoming and belonging, and for the exploration of new spaces for creative interreligious connection and hospitality.
From Strangers to Sojourners
Alongside the tradition of the makeshift tents of Sukkot, is the historically rich symbol of Abraham’s tent of hospitality (Genesis/Bereshith 18:1-8). Edward Kaplan explores the way in which the patriarch Abraham opens up his tent (his home) to God in the form of three strangers and offers them the customary hospitality of food, drink and water for their feet.
 
To offer such hospitality still has the force of a sacred obligation in many traditional and first nation cultures where no interrogation or conversation is permitted with the guests until the task of hospitality is completed; yet the Jewish religion discerns within this practice the figure of the ‘resident alien’ (Hebrew ger). Abraham welcomes the three strangers because he recognizes not only the obligation to do so, but the fact that in welcoming these strangers he is in fact welcoming ‘the Lord’: the divine presence among and between them.
Still today this story directly influences the practice of building temporary shelters at Sukkoth and inviting guests, particularly those from different religions, to come and take refreshment. The guests in the tent are welcomed with special prayers recalling by name the seven Jewish patriarchs of old. The Hebrew/Aramaic term ushpizin gives the appellation ‘holy guests’ to those who so enter the tent, and Kaplan references in this tradition the Jewish mystical text the Zohar ‘that when guests enter the sukkah in faithfulness, the wings of God’s presence, the Shekhinah, are spread over them’.
 Moreover, what is striking about this custom is what Cummins calls ‘the fragility of the sukkah’,
 for the tent is not a home in any traditional or even permanent sense. Rather, the tent is a transitory place that suggests sojourning rather than dwelling, halting rather than rootedness in community; it is a place of temporary shelter for those who are themselves journeying, away from their real home, and hence strangers in a strange land. The sukkah is a place where ‘strangers on the earth [are] committed to … hosting strangers’.
 
Conclusion

Ideas of temporariness and transition, of essential emptiness and non-space, and of an evident mutual estrangement appear to resonate with the experience of contemporary multifaith spaces, where random occasions for refreshment or the fulfilment of spiritual obligation are hastily and perfunctorily taken in mute, featureless and uninscribed ersatz spaces.
The absence of the ‘home-hospitality’ and ‘host-guest’ dialectic is an important component, both in any theological critique of multifaith spaces and in the experience of those who use them, for to be ‘at prayer’ and to worship may be said to require a sense of being a guest in the ‘house of God’: to be the recipient of divine hospitality, with God/the divine as the ever-present host. Yet, the experience of God as host is, for many of the adherents of the world’s religions, fundamentally absent in multifaith spaces; for the majority of people, to be in a multifaith space is to be estranged and in exile. 
However, it can also be argued that multifaith spaces succeed very well in being places of divine hospitality. To recall the Zohar, it is precisely ‘those who enter the sukkah in faithfulness’, who can discover themselves to be embraced by the recreative presence of God/the divine that is ever ‘other’: ever beyond, but acknowledged by, all revealed religions. Thus, it can be argued that the absoluteness of God, or of the idea of God, is itself a form of all-embracing and inclusive space that refuses or subverts any endeavour at circumscription we might have, by our attempts to create or privilege particular preformed or tribal places (religious identities) of our own. In multifaith spaces this God is at home and eager to welcome the sojourner: whoever the stranger might be, for multifaith spaces house the God who is, for all the world’s religions, both all time and place and everything and everyone, and with whose presence, welcome or disturbing, we find ourselves intimately connected, whether or not we actively choose that connection.

It would then appear to be possible that multifaith spaces do indeed offer themselves as sites of potential for humanity to discover and engage with urgent strategies for a new stage of global co-existence and harmony; a place for ‘strangers to become neighbours’,
 at least for those open to the possibility.
� I am grateful to Philip Sheldrake for his comments on the final draft. The opinions expressed herein remain, however, mine. 


� The tension is vividly captured in the different biblical views of the Jerusalem Temple. The priestly Ezekiel tolerates no foreigners (Ezek. 44:9) while the visionary prophet Isaiah sees it as ‘a house of prayer for all peoples’ (Isa. 56:7, NRSV).


� C. Emmett, ‘The Siting of Churches and Mosques as an Indicator of Christian-Muslim Relations’, Islam and Christian-Muslim Relations, 20:4 (2009), 451-76 at 461. This space is likely to have been the narthex, by ancient traditional reserved for the unbaptised. However, a report on the siege of the church in 2003 suggests Orthodox clergy were unaware of this tradition and only allowed the besieged Muslim soldiers to pray inside the church ‘given the circumstances’, see Carolyn Cole, ‘Praying Toward Mecca’, in ‘2003 Pulitzer Finalist: Breaking News Photography’, Los Angeles Times, <� HYPERLINK "http://www.latimes.com/news/local/photography/la-ph-pulitzer-nativity-html,0,5157251.htmlstory" �http://www.latimes.com/news/local/photography/la-ph-pulitzer-nativity-html,0,5157251.htmlstory�>, [accessed 14 May 2013]. 


� For many years after the Saracen invasion of Damascus, Christians and Muslims worshipped here under one roof, see ‘Great Mosque of Damascus’, Life in the Holyland, <http://www.lifeintheholyland.com/damascus_great_mosque.htm> [accessed 5 January 2012].


� J. S. Fetzer and J. C. Soper, Muslims and the State in Britain, France, and Germany (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), p. 99.  


� G. Bowman, ‘Orthodox-Muslim Interactions at ‘Mixed Shrines’ in Macedonia’, in C. Hann and H. Goltz, Eastern Christians in Anthropological Perspective (California: University of California Press, 2010), pp. 163-83. 


� There are, however, other documented examples around the Mediterranean, North Africa, the Balkans and, of course, in various places in Asia, where those of different faiths visit shrines and sites belonging to another religion. 


� Bowman, ‘Orthodox-Muslim Interactions at ‘Mixed Shrines’ in Macedonia’, in Hann and Goltz, Eastern Christians in Anthropological Perspective. 


� Kwame A. Appiah, Cosmopolitanism (London: Penguin, 2006), p. xiii.


� Ibid., pp. xvii, 97 and 135 (original italics).


� David Hollenbach, The Common Good and Christian Ethics, New Studies in Christian Ethics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002).


� R. Kearney and J. Taylor, eds, Hosting the Stranger: Between Religions (London: Continuum, 2010), p. 1.


� See ‘Multi-Faith Spaces: Symptoms and Agents of Religious and Social Change’, School of Environment and Development, University of Manchester, <http://� HYPERLINK "http://www.manchester.ac.uk/mfs" ��www.manchester.ac.uk/multifaith spaces�>.


� M. Foucault, ‘Of Other Spaces’, Diacritics, 16:1 (1972), 22-7.


� See P. Sheldrake, Spaces for the Sacred: Place, Memory, and Identity (London: SCM, 2001), pp. 1-32.


� I am indebted to Philip Sheldrake for this observation.


� M. Augé, Non-Places: An Introduction to Supermodernity (London: Verso, 2008).


� Ibid., pp. 35 and 63.


� Ibid., pp. 64 and 87.


� Ibid., p. 90.


� H. Lefebvre, The Production of Space (London: Wiley-Blackwell, 1991 [1975]).





� J. Beaumont and C. Baker, eds, Postsecular Cities: Space, Theory and Practice (London: Continuum, 2011), p. 47.


� Edward W. Soja, Thirdspace (Malden: Blackwell, 1996), p. 57.


� Ibid.


� Ibid., p. 61.


� Kearney and Taylor, eds, Hosting the Stranger, p. 1.


� There are clear exceptions. For instance, what is offered in many places is essentially Christian in conception; for example, O’Hare international airport at Chicago, the Froedtert hospital in Milwaukee and the train station in Frankfurt.





� See P. Post and A. L. Molendijk, eds, Holy Ground: Re-Inventing Ritual Space in Modern Western Culture (Leuven: Peeters, 2010). 


� J. Derrida and A. Dufourmantelle, Of Hospitality, trans. R. Bowlby (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2000).





� J. Taylor, ‘Hospitality as Translation’, in Kearney and Taylor, eds, Hosting the Stranger, pp. 11-21 at p. 11.


� P. Ricoeur, On Translation, trans. E. Brennan (New York: Routledge, 2006).


� ‘The Tent’, St Ethelburga’s, <� HYPERLINK "http://stethelburgas.org/our-story/tent" ��http://stethelburgas.org/our-story/tent�> [accessed 6 January 2012].


� See G. D’Costa, ‘Interreligious Prayer Between Christians and Muslims’, Islam and Christian-Muslim Relations, 24:1 (2013), 1-14 and C. W. Troll, ‘Can Christians and Muslims Pray Together?’, The Way, 50:1 (2011), 53-70.


 (2011).


� Taylor, ‘Hospitality as Translation’, in Kearney and Taylor, eds, Hosting the Stranger, p. 15.


� Ibid., pp. 16-17.


� Ricouer, On Translation, p. 22.


� Taylor, ‘Hospitality as Translation’, in Kearney and Taylor, eds, Hosting the Stranger, p. 19.


� Ibid., p. 20.


� H. Cummins, ‘Levinas and the Festival of the Cabins’, in Kearney and Taylor, eds, Hosting the Stranger, pp. 73-86 at p. 84.





� E. K. Kaplan, ‘The Open Tent: Angels and Strangers’, in Kearney and Taylor, eds, Hosting the Stranger, pp. 67-72.


� Ibid., p. 70.


� Cummins, ‘Levinas and the Festival of the Cabins’, in Kearney and Taylor, eds, Hosting the Stranger, p. 78.


� Ibid., p. 85.


� J Beaumont and C. Baker, eds, Postsecular Cities, p. 92.





PAGE  
1

