Violenza: Razionalita e Ragionevolezza
English Version

Violence: Rationality and Reasonableness

1- The influence of the Greek heritage (Hellenigm)human civilization is
both indelible and undeniable. One major compowérthis heritage is the
systematic employment of the mind in the pursuitkabwledge, both
theoretical and practical —sometimes described las ‘rational” or
“rationalist” (as opposed to “mythical”) approachtying to understand the
world and to dealing with it. By the time the Isli@ World “came into its
own” in the 8 and 9' centuries, and theologians of different hues began
extol the unique virtues of the revelatory knowledgtroduced to the world
by the Holy Quran, a debate began to take shapecerning the
comparative status or value of the two speciesdrds of knowledge which
now seemed to “compete” with one another —the matiand the revealed.
Meanings of terms such as “rational” and “knowledgad to be analyzed
seriously and in depth. After all, could one holdegealed truth or item of
knowledge not to be rational? Does Faith altogetixetude Reason? On the
other hand, can items of knowledge be founded ditlés of Faith? Can
theology itself be considered a “scientific’ didoye, containing
knowledge? Or is it simply a collection of fables?

Ibn Khaldun (d.1406) distinguished between whataked “rational” and
what he called “transmitted” scienceslym)?® He subsumed, under the
designation “transmitted”, all those “sciences” efhimay be related to the
revealed religion, such as the sciences of gramoaisprudence, and
theology. By “rational” he referred to those sciesicsuch as the natural or
human sciences (including social science, whicHetehe had invented)
which are dependentitimately on reason. He did not venture to make this
(e.g. the distinction between physics and metaphysir between medicine
and theology) one between a scientific field ofuimg and a non-scientific
field of inquiry. In this respect, and in like fash as to the manner in which
His Holiness the Pope comments on the Universitgedensburg, he would
not have found the pursuit of theology —even at fasulties- at a university
which is devoted to the study of science an anadhdéwor would he have

! The comments in this article address some ofstheeis raised in the lecture delivered by His Hebne
Pope Benedict XVI at the University of Regensbungld" September 2006.

2 Singlular 4lm”, noun, used typically to denotebadyof knowledge, distinguished fronagli”, adjective,
here describing mmeansof attaining or of explaining/justifying an itenfi knowledge.



even thought to suggest that the pursuit of thestratted sciences is a non-
rational exercise, irrational or done without reas®he distinctive mark
between the rational and the non-rational scienegker, and as lbn
Khaldun presented this, only lay in this, that vdas the non-rational
sciences on his view were bound by the tenetsefdliealed religion, the
rational sciences were unbound by any such tefiéts.only tenets they
were bound by, if these can be called “bounds” tlaegenets of reason. The
distinction between the two genera of discipling$ bt thus lie in their
methodology as it lay in the origins and statusthadir first principles.
Theologians could be excellent polemicists, phd@ts, historians, or even
sophists, according to this view, but they can neVresse” to being
philosophical, simply because in doing so they waduhve to rise above,
and therefore shed, exactly those tenets of belidgith, which makes them
who they are.

So far, and unless one takes issue with whethee thee indeea priori
rational principles or truths standing at the foatnmwhs of the edifice of
science, Ibn Khaldun’s distinction might seem hassland straightforward
enough: assuming one can abstract from the question wof dree came by
one’s “first principles”, one can easily show tlaatrational” or “systematic
employment of the mind” can be applied indiffergnfivithin a deductive
framework) to the principles of theology as to #had physics. But trouble
arises as soon as tenets (contentions about thed)wimm one “science”
begin to be compared with those of the other- aked, even in the
medieval milieu to which he belonged- they ofterravd-or example, how
literally should one understand the verses in théd@ describing Paradise,
or what happiness in the afterlife consists in1dBbphers (e.g.,Alfarabi, d.
950), as well as Sufis (e.g. Ibn Hazm, d. 1064 Aeempace, d. 1138)
writing in the Islamic milieu, and mindful as muohPlato’s Cave allegory
of images as of anything more exotically “orientatften resorted to the
distinction between different levels of audienceseilital or cognitive
capacities), and the correspondingly different formf languages or
“disciplines” in which the different tenets are éhelr propounded, to explain
otherwise apparent inconsistencies between realidyits representation, or
between different contentions about the world. Aves (d. 1198) for

% The classical distinction betweepistemdknowledge) andioxa(opinion) can be tightened further by
postulating a distinction between different typés @riori truths, e.g. such as the Kantian distinction
between analytic and synthetic. But the clarityh&f distinction between two genera of bodies ofeffel
has been questioned, one argument being thatr as &ny agent is concerned, a necessary conffition
knowing a statement to be true is to believe hedrue.



example, became famouster-alia, for his so-called “double-truth” theory:
the truth recognized and expressed by the philegshrough the language
of logic and reason, and that by the general puhlicugh the language of
allegory and religion. Articles of Reason and tho&é&aith may thus seem
contradictory, Averroes would have argued, but tméy when they are
viewed as belonging to the same category. View tlwertheir properly
distinct categories, and the contradiction betwdabem immediately
disappears. Sufis like Ibn Tufayl (d. 1185), on titker hand, as well as
Avempace, while accepting the categorical distor@di made by the
philosophers, saw their own (mystical) truths (eatthan those of reason) as
what truly belong to the higher planes of reality &s representing higher
levels of cognition of that reality). For them, aontradistinction to the
philosophers, reality transcends language in ange,cand can never
therefore be captured by it. Indeed, meanings ceghtly language are
necessarily- that is, by definition- dwarfed or emdated. Typically, poetic
or allegorical language, or better still, pure amdionally-unadulterated
mystical experience, is what brings us closer tauaderstanding of God.
Famously, returning to Plato’s Cave Allegory, Moslenystics argued that
way beyond the philosophers’ advanced stage ofepang the light, there
was a cognitive/ontic mystical level of union withat light, where the
perceiver as subjediecomesthe very object of perception, in a kind of
epistemic nirvana. That is why —or the sense irclvhibn Hazm (quoted in
the Papal homily) refuses to “bind” God (i.e., howe articulate our
knowledge of Him) to human reasbnt is true that Ibn Hazm is also a
“literalist”, i.e., one who refuses to accept théeing different levels of
meaning in the written text of the Quran. But lisrhlism is an expression
of his discontentment with the bickering of lingsisand jurisprudents on
this matter, as much as in his faith in what beyondthe text- in his case,
of that “bond-ness” between subject and object Wwhean only be
discovered/acquired through love. Actually, andpite of his having been
singled out negatively as an Islamic example of-@attonalism in the
Pope’s lecture, it is arguably only a (non-ratigstalor mystical) Ibn Hazm-
type approach that might be drawn upon to explainexample, otherwise
rationally unfathomable oddities as the concephefTrinity, or such as the
part (a finite human being) being capable of beogmihe whole (the

* Another Islamic intellectual school which alsouséd to “bind” God to human reason were the Askérit
theologians (contra the Mu'tazilites): an entirdale between those two schools of theology indlaariic
world centered precisely on the question of whetierot, e.g. God can be unjust. If God's essesice i
Justice, as Reason tells us, He cannot act unjigilyif He is omnipotent, as the Qur'an statessinely
can act unjustly -though he will/would?? choosetnot



infinity of God). Love, for Ibn Hazm, rather thane&son (as it is for

Alfarabi or Averroes), is what makes the world gord! But whether it is

Reason (Logos) or Love (Eros), the roots of He#leni(whether pre-

Socratic, Aristotelian or neo-Platonist) are asulthbly imprinted in the

Islamic intellectual tradition, as they are in tl@hristian intellectual

tradition- in spite of the implied contention inetiPope’s speech that it is
significantly Christianity which, in some basic nman, is “Hellenistic”.

2. Of course, when Hellenism is referred to in tkiisd of “reverential”
context -as being a cultural fountain or springdfeg an evolving human
civilization- what is normally singled out is thahe shining thread of light
in an otherwise complex tapestry of human histognynother parts of
which are dark and dismal. Our reverence for Helardoes not blind us to
the existence of the dark side. After all, we argt jas cognizant of those
“Thucydidean” intellectual heights from which anvadced understanding
of human nature is reflected, as we are of theemic¢ and barbarism itself
exhibited by the Greeks and which Thucydides hifntghents in his
writings. But it is clearly not the massacres pagied by Athenian soldiers
that lie at the source of our inspiration (or therkvof Thucydides himself as
an Army General) as it is the works of Thucydides historian, and the
works, likewise, of Athenian philosophers and lawera and architects and
sculptors; the Hellenistic heritage of which we eoenmonly proud simply
and exclusively picks out that spirit of intelleatunquiry, that creative
achievement, that marriage between principles ofafitp and those of
reason, which we may find expressed indifferenlyythagorean numbers
or Euclidean geometric shapes as in poems, or llogsgms as in
monuments or statues. We neither discount theesdstof similar shining
threads in other cultures and periods in the olémnaian tapestry (e.g.,
India, China, etc.), nor are we blind to other #lu® in Greek history which
are barbaric and shameful. But it is precisely pnoharily this Hellenistic
“imprint” of the rational/culturamotif in the Christian tradition, or the claim
of a spiritual contiguity or consistency betweerllétesm and Christianity,
which seems to have come under criticism —on tboemts- from within the
Church ltself, the charge being that (Hellenistiadionalism is foreign to
Christianity, besides being inconsistent with Cirarsty’s core essence as a
Faith. And it is preciselyhis criticism (that Christianity should shed any
Hellenism attached to it, or should shed any psstdn Hellenism It might
have) that His Holiness seems to be preoccupietl aitd wishing to
challenge in His homily. This beautiful humanitarraotif which is typically
identified with Hellenism is not foreign to Chritiity, the reader



understands His Holiness as arguing, nor is it duifous addendum
introduced to the religion by some ill-informed misguided Aristotelian-
inspired cleric during the Church’s long historyths on the contrary an
expression of what is fundamental to the Church ianessage. And as
for, specifically, that attitudinal serenity andetlterebral disposition one
finds in civilized human beings of resorting to sea in the face of
disagreements as a bridge to other minds for wgqrivem over, or of
tolerating others when they cannot be rationallyp&bby one’s values and
beliefs- this, surely, is intrinsic to the Churcind is not an imported
doctrine from some foreign or Hellenistic “seculadurce.

It is in this context, | would argue, that the utdmate misunderstanding (?)
attributed to His Holiness occurs: for, wishing underline Christianity’s
firm standing (or is it its uniqueness?) in thigael, a quote by contrast is
mentioned by the Byzantine Emperor Manuel 1l (13925) (from a
purported exchange with a Persian) about Islam@lemnt nature, its
disregard for reason and its support of war (asean® of expanding its
human bounty). Christianity can easily be contistieleast withlthat image
of religion, and it is surelythat tradition of Islam, (one can hear the
subliminal argument continuing), which is truly cdimnected from any
Hellenistic roots (in the specific sense meantpgcdinnected even from
anything to do with rationalism, as that referenaehe “anti-rationalist”
Moslem Ibn Hazm should show us!

3. This particular (and, if one may also say, ueseary) “detour” in the
Pope’s remarks aroused much anger among Moslem®rtwmately
diverting attention from the need to understandgd alebate the very
important, underlying assumption on which the Psmagument seems to
rest, and which needs to be ferreted out and disdJ:amely, the claim
that there is a mutually exclusive relationshipaAzsn violence and reason,
or that to be rational (or to be informed primariby one’s cerebral
constitution) is in some mysterious way to be naslent. | shall return to
address this questionable assumption below. Meantattention in the
aftermath of the Pope’s speech was focused, inrrg sy, on a kind of
religious “beauty contest”, rather like it usedd® in the medieval tradition
from which the Pope derives the reference to thehaxge between the
Persian and the Emperor. Of course, purported dsbahd exchanges
between exponents of contending intellectual pwsdti(as that reported in
the Pope’s speech) were used quite commonly imbadieval literature to
expound and propound one or the other of thoseiposj and a reference to



one such exchange in the Pope’s homily (on whelslam is a peaceful
religion) should not therefore come as a surprisehis al-Imta’ Wa'l-
Mu’anasah, al-Tawhidi (d. 1023) reports on an exchange witietould be
useful to recall in this context, if only to reming of the problems the
Moslem world faced as the Hellenistic heritage Ibega seep into it,
between a linguist “representing” the indigenowsditionalist culture of
Islam (al-Sirafi), and a philosopher (Matta -theabic for Mathew)
“representing” the early Nestorian Christians daedliwith beginning the
Greek-into-Arabic translation movement, which suggmtly takes place in
the court of some Abbasid Wazir. The debate rewareund whether there
Is any need to translate the Greek sciences (edlyephilosophy) into
Arabic. The linguist contends that truth cannot disembodied from
language, and since the Quran as the revealed iwah@ depository of all
truth, there is nothing to be learnt by studyingatvthe Greeks have to say.
Surely, all they could do is to expound on thehtrathich their language
embodies. But since it is not in their languagé tha Qur'an was revealed,
studying what they say in search for the truth \ddug like barking up the
wrong tree. The enterprise would be doubly foolisve translated Greek
into Arabic to do this, since what we would end stpdying would be
incoherent concepts expressed in the amateurighiddod Nestorian clerics.
Try as he might, the logician Matta is “shown” te imcapable of bringing
forth any coherent argument to defend his pointviefv. His strongest
argument, that truth is independent of a spedngliage, and can therefore
be expressed in any language, is not given thesfpdce it deserves. The
purported exchange, written up by the pro-Siradditionalist al-Tawhidi,
ends up being a comic treatment of an incompetesdgtddian Arabic
speaker, rather than a record of the actual minoftése debate. But quite
independently of whether the reported exchangenifanest rendering of
what took place, the debate’s dramatization reflscmething else of equal
importance, or possibly even of far more importantamely, the actual
guestion on people’s minds at the time whetherAhabic milieu was in
need of importing “foreign ideas”, and of opening to other cultures and
civilizations. One assumes, in a similar vein, tmerported exchange
between the Emperor and the Persian (regardledsowf literally true)
similarly reflected the (legitimate) question ims® people’s minds, then, or
now, of whether Islam is a “peaceful’ or “rationa#ligion in the first place.

We now know that the first question -and in spiteMatta’s “loss” in the
polemical exchange with Sirafi- was settled finalyd fortunately in favor



of the Greek sciences. These were translated irabiéwith full force, and
incorporated into the Arabic intellectual traditifater percolating, and then
pouring into the Latin West). But in spite of thtke incorporation of the
Hellenistic tradition into Islamic culture never syaand is still not, totally
acculturated. Just like His Holiness points ouhwégard to the Church and
its internal critics, there have been, and stdl, &purists” in both traditions
who will suspect every idea whose origin is narhily found in their Holy
Books. Such purists have been, and will continuebép a source of
challenge to religions or ideologies which set@upurport to be inclusivist
or open rather than exclusivist or closed. Bus,tsignificantly, the second
guestion- of whether Islam is in its nature pedcafd rational, or even
“civilized”- which, unfortunately, exploded with fiforce in people’s minds
In recent years as, first, the historic Budhistaires in Afghanistan were
dynamited by self-assigned Moslems; and as, seciadtowers of the
World Trade Center in New York imploded and colkghon impact with
planes hi-jacked by terrorists acting in the narmnislam. Terrorist attacks in
the name of Islam in different parts of the wortabis followed, making the
guestion whether Islam is by nature rational or-wimhent one which is very
much on peoples’ minds, thus explaining the refeeemn medieval style, to
a medieval exchange on the issue.

4. Regardless, then, of the authenticity of theharge reported in the
Pope’s speech —and we saw that the literal veradityuch exchanges is
guestionable; and regardless of His Eminence’svieals on the nature of
Islam— and again, clarifications were later madehenPope’s behalf that he
did not share the view attributed to the Emperathie regard, the Moslem
community just happens practically and in any dasée faced with the

challenge of having to defend Islam from the chgtgmvever unfair) —and

arising primarily from horrendous acts rather thlisom written doctrines-

that theirs is an inherently violent, unculturedd antolerant religion. Of

course, to say this is not to exonerate followérstloer religions of a similar

onus. Secondly, and more generally, however, aradmaatter that has to do
less with this or that religion as it has to dohmthat rationality means,
there is that other, more sweeping challenge ofthdreto accept the
hypothesis- clearly upheld by His Eminence in tlspieech- whether
rationality and violence are indeed mutually exidles

® The role which early Christians played in the sraission of the Greek heritage into the Moslemeili
in parallel fashion to the role Jews played inttla@smission of the Arabic heritage to the Latinstye
should dispel the notion of a discontinuity betwésa cultural heritages of these religions.



As to the first charge, this is clearly not a matieat can be proven or
dispelled by words however scholastically argued or supported: iais
matter, rather, that can only be addressed thrdhghactual behavior of
Moslem communities —their codes of behavior, theanduct amongst
themselves and towards others, their legal ingiitst etc, and the self-
image, therefore, that they succeed in conveyirth bmthemselves and to
others. But the second challenge which is embedddde Pope’s speech
does indeed lend itself to a conceptual analysi€ly, it should be possible
for us through conceptual analysis, and throughstiney of the relevant
human behavior, to decide whether it is reallydhse that a religion (or any
ideology more generally) whose tenets are congistegh those of reason is
less likely to be disposed to (i.e., to have tléotvers who are less likely,
insofar as they are followers of that religion dealogy, to be disposed to)
the use of violence. This is, after all, in theywiis presented, and in my
view, the more challenging, and intellectually diewsble, of the

hypotheses contained in the Pope’s speech.

Let me, in order to address this issue, which sderms/oke what “Reason”
or “Rational” means, especially in a “Hellenistmdntext, recall the opening
remarks by lbn Khaldun. There we saw that a clestindtion was being
made between “science” as a noun (which could deluheological
disciplines) and “rational” as an adjective whiclodifies an altogether
different set of disciplines. The so-called trartgmal sciences, including the
different theological schools within Islam, cleadged reason to the best of
their abilities in explaining and defending theespective tenets, and it
cannot be in this respect, therefore, viz. in thee wf reason as a
methodology in the pursuit of truth, or in the defe of an argument, that
Ibn Khaldun would have identified them both as bglag to the category
of the non-rational sciences. As a matter of fact Khaldun's only “test”
was whether one science or the other (and botlyaaés of pursuits were
scientific according to his definitions, we recalNps based on potentially
fallible (as opposed to falsifiablepremises, or premises which the pursuer

® One example “The Pope As A Dubious Academic Lectuby B.Z.Kedar and M.Abu-Sway
(unpublished mimeo), questions whether $ugain which the Qur'anic verse (2:256) occurred iscien
(as the Pope suggests) or Medinian. The writess@dint out that the oft-cited worgiliad” in association
with Islam doesn’t occur even once in the Qurathecontext of war, but occurs rather in contextsgimg
to do with spiritual self-improvement. But correst these contentions may be, this does not by disglel
the image in peoples’ minds —against the backgradiidliban and al-Qa’idah, etc., and the referertoe
such writers as Ibn Taymiyyah- of Islam being aadentist religion.

" Of course, the notion of falsifiability in the saitific sense was only introduced by Karl Poppethia 2’
century. Even so, we could countenance a “famsgmblance” in the notion of fallibility, which is
premised on the principle that, if it is human tlitezould be false.



of that science did not regard as being above gorixk question (even if
they didn’'t regard them as empirically falsifiabld)he rational sciences
were founded on (human) reason, and the principlesvhich they are
founded could always be revised, if only becausmdnireason is fallible;
whereas the transmitted sciences were foundeditbniricthe revealed truth,
and the principles on which they are founded, baingne truths, are
infallible.

Although Ibn Khaldun’s remarks were made primauiligh Islam in mind,
one assumes that he would have made the same se@mkerning any
religion, or any body of beliefs founded upon (peiginated by) revelation
rather than reason. But it is not at this junctoran this manner that our
problem arises. Because, it is certainly not bestegmed in the Pope’s
speech that Christianity undedon Reason (rather than on Revelation).
The claim, rather, and as we stated above, is rclésebeing that
Christianity’s tenets areonsistentwith the tenets of rationality (and that,
given the mutual exclusivity of rationality and lace, Christianity is less
disposed to the use of violence). | have alrealiylatl to Averroes’ double-
truth theory, and its invocation in this contexteiremely relevant, for he
too, wished to show that Islam and rationality apmsistent with one
another. His argument, phrased simply, went infofliewing way: pick up
any tenet of religion you will. This tenet will b#r be consistent with
Reason or inconsistent with it. If it is the formken the problem of Reason
and Revelation being contradictory does not atfdhe latter then what we
need to do is to re-interpret the revealed tenet. idterpretation will
eventually be found —within the body of the revdaleuths- which is
consistent with the article of Reagon

We might be able to understand Averroes’ projedryihg to prove to his
fellow Moslems that Islam and Rationalism are harimos if we took into
account the existence of an environment which veasrpially hostile to the
study of the “Greek”, or rational “sciences”. Tharistence of a Revealed
Truth in Islam, we could hear Averroes saying, doatspreclude the pursuit
of knowledge through Reason. Indeed, there is ngtho fear from the
rational sciences, since all the truths that cagéeerated by them will not,
indeed, cannot be inconsistent with the truthdqief@uran. But this does not

8 There is a common tradition interpreting Averroessject (in hisFasl al-Magal) to be one of trying to
harmonize between revelation and reason. But therants here | believe reveal a clever but clear
Averroistic preference to (tilting of the scaledawor of) Reason: statements which are up for
interpretation are always to be those from the &ur’



seem to be what concerns the Pope in his spee@m &y he pleads a
“Hellenistic” motif in Christianity. He is certainly not worried aboilte
continued pursuit of science in the Christian woNar is He, for example,
proposing a marriage between Reason and Faitreimtage of a Cartesian
rationalist proof for the existence of God —the ivat’s library is in any
case already replete with such “proofs”. Ratherwimat seems to be a
dangerously polarized environment, what seems tagdgermost on the
Pope’s mind issiolence or the extent to which different ideological asto
on the world stage can co-exist peacefully withg aespectfully of one
another.

Needless to say, such a concern is quite diffeiremb the concern over
whether the tenets of one’s religion are consisietit the tenets of Reason,
especially when we interpret “reason” or “ratiohdlisimply to mean a
calculative skill or an organizational ability omaethodology. Yet it seems
that it is this aspect of “reason” or of “ratiortgli-unquestionably of course
a mark of the Aristotelian tradition- which is umdleed in the Pope’s
argument —even though these aspects have littlenged any, on the use of
violence. Indeed, considered neutrally, there isre@son whatsoever to
support the argument that being rational someh@&wlpdes, discourages, or
deters people from resorting to the use of violeQugte the contrary, there
Is a “respectable” international relations theorgdition rooted in such
eminent figures as Machiavelli and Clausewitz, émample, claiming a
natural correlation between a calculative reasorfiangllty and the use of
force whenever necessary in the pursuit of a peedanterest. Furthermore,
there is nothing in the tradition of rational demmsmaking or choice theory
that sets the use of violence up as a taboo. Irt,sheen a murderer (such as
the hijackers of the 9/11 planes) can be ratiostaictly speaking, and act
rationally. That is why, after all, we considerriheulpable for their actions.
“Rational” simply identifies a method of using osenind, a systematic
manner of thinking, as well as of acting, but iedmot identify a specific set
of beliefs or acts, or necessarily imply a set ofah beliefs. This leads one
to wonder whether what is really on the Pope’'s mimcdot reason or
rationality as mental skills, but something morke Ireasonablenes®r
intellectual serenity as a psychological disposittw a moral sentiment. In
other words, what the Pope may really be claimizgd-what may indeed be
more reasonable to claim- is that Christianity’sefldnism” ultimately
consists in its reasonableness, rather than inrat®nality. It is this
reasonableness that might draw the line, for exampttween a believer
being pious and being fanatic, or being a peaceesmakd being a killer.
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5- Here, then, and away from the classical debatéaith and Reason (Is
religion in general, or this religion in particulat all rational?); and away
from Ibn Hazm’'s Epistle on Love (Is Islam inhergntess bound by
rationalism than another religion?), we find a fiegate concern for a
humanisticmessage in religion, one for which the Christianit the written
text His Holiness understandably reminds us, is b#stlf A true Moslem
of course should have no quarrel with that asser@guite the contrary, to
him or her Christianity, in this literal sense ®tlthan in its manifestation as
an instrument of war, is (and should be continusdé remembered as
being) a spiritual fore-runner of Islam, and Chaisity’s virtues are (and
should be) naturally carried over into Islam. Indiestrictly speaking, that is,
textually, and going by the Holy Qur’an, Islam igl@o-Christian, (or Judeo-
Christianity is nothing but Islam) in the sensettiieom Islam’s point of
view, Abraham’s is but one religion, revealed tlglouthe respective
prophets and messengers in various ways, and ciimgnin Mohammad
through the Divine Word. But what we (Jews, Chais§, Moslems, or
whatever) as ordinary people (rather than as wmlgileaders) have a
problem with, especially in the modern world wittnieh His Holiness the
Pope is concerned, is not tteoryof this or that religion but itsracticeby
its self-purported representatives, in the pastnow: it is with these
representatives (sheikhs, clerics, rabbis, selbmppd spokespersons, or
soldiers etc.) after all that we have to contendgd amot with what is
transmitted down to us in the Holy Books. Even Bstdlmonks, after all,
and regardless of theory, have been known on amtasibreak into rowdy
brawls in spite of their theoretical discipline siritual meditators. Our
guest, therefore, and in view of the Pope’s concsinould be to seek that
“wisdom stone” in the core of our Faith, or faitheghich, as regards the
relationship between ourselves and the rest oivibrdd, both reminds us of
the fact that we occupy but one unit of space, iant teaches us at the same
time to respect the occupation of similar unitobyers.

This last observation leads us back to reasonasderend to individual
human beings. Being rational and being reasonalbke & course
etymologically related but the latter, often in tast with the former,
reflects a disposition to compromise, a preparesings yield, to

° It is a sadly mysterious fact, given the totaliffatent origins of Shintuism and Budhism on thedrand,
and the common history of Judaism, Christianity tshaim on the other, why a Shintuist can simply
acquire Budhism as an additional faith, while Je@lsjistians and Moslems insist on being so exctusiv

one another

11



accommodate others, not to hold on to radical o=}t to co-exist in a
pluralistic environment. To be reasonable in oreith is, for example, not
to impose oneself or one’s practices on othersjtasdo accept the show of
a different faith by others, so long as that shealso reasonable. Above all,
to be reasonable with regard to what one demandseself or of others is
to be respectful of an ultimatiignity in the humanenesg which we all
share, or to be respectful of tiesdedom we all have to choose how to make
ourselves better human beingdis “reasonableness” of a religious faith is
what would allow for pluralism, democratic discairand even inclusivism.
It is these values, | would submit, that the Papseiarching for in his speech
in a world he feels is threatened by the bigotrypofarization and the
specter of violence.

One may conclude, in view of the last remarks, \aithalternative medieval
reference in the compendium of Christian-Moslemhaxges, namely, to
the Oration On the Dignity of Manby Pico della Mirandola (1463-1494),
which begins as follows :

| have read in the records of the Arabians, rewereathers, that Abdala the Saracen,
when questioned as to what on this stage of thédwas it were, could be seen most
worthy of wonder, replied: "There is nothing toseen more wonderful than man."

Here Pico, referring respectfully to the Moslemditian, and even
establishing legitimacy for what he is about to Bgynvoking that tradition,
begins to expound on what one might view as on@@rarliest “Western”
accounts of a humanitarian philosophy —a philosophgre the values of
freedom of choice and equality are paramount, aedwhat set human
beings apart from God’s other creations. What igjusm about man, Pico
explains, is precisely his location in the univenmseree space, not being
already cast in one corner or another of that usejebut having both the
capacity to conceive of how to be better (or waras)well as the freedom to
choose to become better (or worse). Thus man isndster of his destiny,
and it is precisely in this sovereign capacity tivetn possesses dignity, a
dignity which is his by virtue of nothing but thact that he is a man, and by
virtue of which he commands the respect of othar.me

Surely, a world order in which human beings arespssed of dignity and
are respectful of each other simply by virtue oingehuman, and where
different religions and ideologies can co-existqadally with each other, or
where human beings possess the humility that emdhkm to appreciate
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each other and to live fruitfully and joyfully withthem, and where
disagreement of opinion is esteemed as a value toubtured rather than
feared as a fault to be ironed out, is precisedy ‘tHellenism” which His

Eminence has in mind. Clearly, a religion —anygiel- which does not at
its core contain this outlook on the world and kerdo its followers, cannot
be worthy of the name. It is this aspect of ouilization which we may

confidently view as the “wisdom stone”, this paftour human history of
which we can all be proud, and these virtues wenalit learn to live by and
to protect.

Sari Nusseibeh

Al-Quds University
15" March 2007

13



