The Christian-Jewish dialogue has been thriving during in the last few decades, gaining both public and scholarly attention. In  generalmost cases, this dialogue has taken place between the representatives of more open-minded factions within flanks of both Christianity and Judaism., and It has involved participants with who have a religious attitudes that would typically be termed  called “liberal”, in a sense meaning that both parties are united by a similar political and cultural vision that emphasizes the possibility of transcendings their differences between them. The proliferation of Dinterfaith dialogue seems to be an outcome of the weakening of radical voices, who allegedly regard relations the possibility of such dialogue with another religion with hostility., and It is also related to the growth increased popularity of moderate religious approaches, which emphasize the value of enables rational and pragmatic inter-faith discussions. Jewish-Christian dialogue, in other words, is judged to be a phenomenon pertaining to the secular/liberal setting of the post-war Western world that, and is carried out through theby means of a modernized and moderated universal religious language. 	Comment by Nick Boline: Throughout the paper you switch randomly between "Christian-Jewish" and "Jewish-Christian. Pick one and use it consistently everywhere.	Comment by Nick Boline: Also consider just using the term interfaith dialogue and specifying that you mean between Judaism and Christianity at the beginning. Then you won't have to repeat the term so much.	Comment by Nick Boline: It's hard to account for "most cases" of a dialogue. How many cases are there of this dialogue? What counts as a case? Avoid these questions by re-wording into something more general, such as "In general,"	Comment by Nick Boline: Generally, open-mindedness would be seen as a middle ground, rather than a flank. This metaphor sounds awkward for this reason.	Comment by Nick Boline: Avoid the temptation to string lots of clauses together with commas. In general, always ask yourself whether the thought you want to convey works better as one long sentence or two shorter ones. You readers will appreciate you giving them concise sentences. It makes your writing clearer and more accessible.	Comment by Nick Boline: Using a fancier sounding word here adds no value. "Called" means the same and is simpler for the reader.	Comment by Nick Boline: Their differences haven't been transcended yet. These schools of thought are characterized by their belief in the possibility of doing so. Indeed, that's the point of dialogue.	Comment by Nick Boline: This isn't necessarily a mistake, but keep in mind that what is considered "radical" is highly context-dependent. What you and I consider radical says more about our own biases than it does about the ideology in question. I'd replace it with "voices outside the liberal camp" or something like that.	Comment by Nick Boline: "Allegedly" makes it sound like you don't believe that they really regard relations with other religions as impossible. If that isn't your intent, you should remove this word.	Comment by Nick Boline: Maybe "skepticism" is a better word choice? Hostility is a strong word and I'm sure there are many sects that question the value of interfaith dialogue without being overtly hostile towards it.	Comment by Nick Boline: Again, what is considered rational or pragmatic is highly subjective. If your goal is to maintain a neutral tone, you should re-word this. The way it's written implies that you agree with the "liberal" schools of thought and disagree with people who are skeptical of interfaith dialogue	Comment by Nick Boline: See first note	Comment by Nick Boline: Judged by whom? Does this need to be a passive construction? Or would an active construction work better here?	Comment by Nick Boline: "Pertaining to" or "resulting from"?	Comment by Nick Boline: You introduced the term secular in relation to liberal without explaining it. Is it different than just liberal? How important is it that you include the term secular? If you need to include it, you may need another sentence defining it or establishing its relevance to the topic.	Comment by Nick Boline: Word choice. Is dialogue "carried out"? Or would another phrase be better?	Comment by Nick Boline: Moderated or moderate?	Comment by Nick Boline: This is the first time you have mentioned language. What is the language you're talking about?
However, this common understanding of the nature and scope of Jewish-Christian dialogue is limited in two respects. First, it does not cover the entire range of dialogical phenomena. As the studies discussed at the workshop suggest, there are several dialogical initiatives that do not adhere to liberal criteria, which usually/generally assume a rational agreement about the place of religious commitment and its contribution to a diverse society. In fact, one can find dialogical inclinations in surprisingly illiberal settings. Second, the liberal project of narrative of the Jewish-Christian interfaith dialogue focuses mainly on the geographical and political settings of Europe and North America; it omits other types of dialogue that stem from other landscapes regions and ignores their unique concerns. These non-western Western initiatives are grounded on in alternative religious grammars and are oriented towards other sets of political (and religious?)agendasgoals, which often explicitly rejects the liberal program. 	Comment by Nick Boline: See first note	Comment by Nick Boline: Again, I think you should try to avoid this word.	Comment by Nick Boline: It's sort of unclear what liberal criteria this phrase is meant to refer to. Consider re-wording.	Comment by Nick Boline: Did you mean initiatives? If you mean inclinations, I would consider re-wording to something like this: "In fact, one can find a propensity towards dialogue among many/several/some illiberal groups."	Comment by Nick Boline: It's not the settings but the groups/people we're talking about here.	Comment by Nick Boline: This phrase is kind of vague and it's not clear exactly what you mean. You may need a whole extra sentence to elaborate on this idea.
In order to overcome a narrow approach to religious dialogue, our workshop shall will focus on two topics. First, an empirical examination of a variety of projects that have been performed in contexts that are not normally normally not deemed amenable to the dialogical logic (narrowly understood). Shedding light on such initiatives, which are often neglected by the liberal framework of dialogue, contributes in and of itself to the understanding of the variety contained within the Christian-Jewish dialogue in its variety. Second, a critical inquiry intoof athe variety of dialogical initiatives enables us to interrogate the logic behind the very concept of dialogue itself. The workshop attempts to formulate a grammar suitable for discussing the varieties of dialogue dialogical variety, and to enable us to think anew, with a theoretical language befitting of this multiplicity., It will attempt to broaden our understanding of even phenomena that up until now have been narrowly understood through the liberal grammar of dialogue.	Comment by Nick Boline: Shall is quite formal sounding in English. It's usually only used in older writing or in legal settings and it implies normativity.	Comment by Nick Boline: Consider "considered"	Comment by Nick Boline: You have not said anything about broad or narrow conceptions of dialogical logic, so this distinction is confusing. Either re-word this to get rid of it, or add text somewhere before tis explaining the difference. Ditto for the term "dialogical logic."	Comment by Nick Boline: See first note
