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ATheoreticalBasisforScripturalReasoning?

IhavehadapossibilitytogetacquaintedwithScripturalReasoning(SR)throughprof．Miikka
RuokanenonlyafterpublishingmybookConstructingEthicalPatternsInTimesofGlobalization．
HansKüng􀆳sGlobalEthicProjectandBeyond(Leiden & Boston:Brill,２０１２)．Inhindsight,Ifeel
edifiedthatScripturalReasoningembodiesthepracticalconclusionofthatbookquitestrikingly．My
concernwastochallengethemainstreammodernandpostmodernsecularWesternphilosophicaland
politicalstancetowardsmultireligiousandmulticulturalglobalvillage,especiallytheirillusionsof
antiＧexclusivistimpartiality．Myfocuswasonphilosophy,butmyultimateaimwastocutaroutfor
notonlytheologybutalsopracticalspirituality．ThisiswhyIamencouragetoask,whetherinfact
mystudycontributesrathertoaphilosophicalbasisofScripturalReasoning．Withoutgoingintothe
jungleofphilosophicalargumentation,letmestartwithsummarizingmyconclusiveproposalfora
postliberalglobalethicsinthatbook．

Iarguefor‘balancedinclusivism’．Firstofall,whatImeanby‘balanced’isthattheultimately
exclusivenatureofallreligionsandideologiesisnotonlyacknowledged,butalsoaccepted,ifnotas
‘reasonable’,thenatleastasaninevitablefactthatcannotbepolitically orphilosophically
dismantledortranscended,eveninthepublicsocietaldiscourse．Religiousandotherideological
doctrinesaretobetakenasthoroughlyholisticpoliticalcontributorsthatcompeteforpowerinthe

５９
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publicaswellastheprivatesphereＧnotforegotisticalreasons,butforethicalreasonsthatriseoutof
everyideologicaltraditionrespectively．Itispreciselythisemphasisonexclusivismthatcallsforthe
term ‘balanced’inmydefinition．But,ofcourse,thisisnotthewholestory．

Second,whatImeanby‘inclusivism’isthatdespitetheongoingcontestandconflict,thereis
simultaneouslyaneedforreconciliationandpeacefulcoＧexistence．Myhopeisthatthisdemandisnot
onlypoliticallyethical,butalsogenuinelyethical．HereIcanreferonlytotheparticularexclusive
religiousandotherideologicaltraditionsinsteadofsomeneutralargument．Itisonlythroughthese
‘comprehensivedoctrines’thattheethicalflavorofthenecessityforpeacefulcoexistence may
perhapsbegained．Comprehensiveideologicaltraditions,mostlynonＧsecular,areinapositionto
fosterseriousandsustainablesocietalanswersonaglobalscalebecausetheyareabletoprovidetools
fortheethicallegitimationoflaws．Buttheminimalconditionforpeaceinourradicallypluralistic
worldisthatthesetraditionsendorseinclusiveattitudesthatdonotfully“demonize”theproponents
ofotherideologiesortheideologiesthemselves．Therehasto beasubstantialreadinessfor
‘overlappingconsensus’onbehalfofthedifferenttraditionswherebythereareonlyrestrictedsetsof
waystoconvertpeople．Theprincipalacceptanceofthepermanentpluralismofdoctrinesisrequired
ofthedoctrinesthemselvesinsuchawaythatthisconditionwillnothinderpeacefulandconstructive
coexistence．

Thenatureofthiscoexistenceshouldatthesametimebebothdeeplyethicalandgenuinely
political．Thefirstaspecthereexcludesthosemodelsinwhichsocietalcoexistenceisbasedmerelyon
politicalcontract．Itispreciselytheethicallybindingnatureofreligionsandothercomprehensive
ideologiesthatrendersmerelyneutralortacticalnegotiationimpossible．Ontheotherhand,theneed
forpoliticsreflectsthatthemoreprecisemeaningandscopeofanycommonsocietalethicsistobe
derivedonthebasisofhowfarandin whatdirectiontheproponentsofdifferentreligionsand
ideologies,bytheirownstandards,arepreparedtoembracecommonrules．Thequestionisabout
amodusvivendithatcanperhapsbecalled‘normsofthesecondbest’(AlanGibbard)ora‘political
compromise’(RichardBellamy)fromtheviewofparticularideologies．〔２〕Inbalancedinclusivism
thecommonnessofhumanityisacknowledgedonthebasisoflove;atthesametimethereisan
acknowledgmentofmutualexclusivityＧnotonlydifferenceorextraordinariness,butalsoexclusivityＧ
inthe moreaccuratedefinitionsofthiscommonness．Itisnecessarythatinaconsistentpeace
dialoguebothaspectsＧexclusivityandinclusivityＧaresimultaneouslypresent．

InlinewithPWEIwouldsaythatglobalethicsisalwaysadialogicalenterprise．Mythirdpoint
isthatthisprocessisnottobegenuinelyorrealisticallyfosteredwithouttakingasaprimordial
vantagepointtheprincipleofencountering(andtherecognitionof)exclusivedifferenceＧandnotjust
radicaldifference,asinpoststructuralism．Thus,myfirstemphasisonexclusivismdoesnotleadto

６９

〔２〕 SeeAlanGibbard,WiseChoices,AptFeelings．A TheoryofNormaticJudgment．(Cambridge,Massachusetts:Harvard
UniversityPress,１９９２),２４１,２４２andRichardBellamy,Liberalism andPluralism．TowardsA PoliticsofCompromise．(London:

Routledge,１９９９),９１Ｇ１４０．IwillnotdwellhereonGibbard􀆳sandBellamy􀆳salternatives,butwillonlysaythatwhiletheyaremuchthe
sameasmybalancedinclusivismＧatleastintheconceptsmentionedＧtherearealsoimportantdifferences．
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neglectingthedialogue,butrathertoendorsingitinawaythattheconstructiveandnonＧviolent
encounteringofexclusivismisthenecessaryminimalconditionforsuchadialogue．Herewecometo
thequestionofwhatwouldbethemostplausiblewaytoarticulatetheideabehindPWE:theglobal
ethosshouldfirstandforemostrefertotheseminimalconditionsofapeacedialogue．Theethicsof
encounteringexclusivedifferenceamounts,amongotherthings,tofocusingontheanthropological,

spiritual,and (socioＧ)psychologicalnatureoflove morethandoctrinalecumenism．Insteadof
mitigatingtheexclusivetruthＧclaimsofreligions,forinstance,ethicsofexclusivedifferenceconnotes
altruisticand ‘kenotic’renouncementofrevengeand violence,the principleofloving one􀆳s
(ideological)enemies．

IfocusedmainlyonWesternarticulationsofglobalethics．Nevertheless,mypremisesrequirethat
itispossibletoextendthepostliberaltypeofargumentfarbeyondWesterntraditionsand,forthat
matter,theJudeoＧChristiantradition．ButIdonotconsiderituptometoengagefurtherinthat
extensionauthenticallyasa Western Christian．Ihaveneverthelessseenitnecessarytoargue
philosophically,intheWesternsense,againstliberalismandforpostliberalismingeneraljustbecause
theformerpresentsthechallenge,asitwere,oftranscendingtheologybyphilosophy．Havingsaid
this,Ihavetakenasmyultimatepurposetotranscendphilosophy．Thepostliberalglobalethicsasan
encounterwithexclusivedifferencemayopenuppossibilitiesforresourcesofnonＧsecularideologies,

whichuntilnow havenotadequatelytapped．Thisisbecause whatIhavecalledapostliberal
paradigmindicatestheinevitable,permanent,and,atbottom,anthropological,challengeofglobal
ethics:thepeacefulcoexistenceofmoreorlessexclusivemetaphysicalworldviews．

FromTheorytoPractice

IwouldliketorelateScripturalReasoningtomoralandpoliticalphilosophicaldiscussion．James
P．Sterbaclaimsthattheproblemoftoday􀆳smoralandpoliticalphilosophyisthattherearemany
wellestablishedschoolsofthought,whichareinanirreconcilableconflictwitheachotheratthe
theoreticallevel,butwhenonelooksattheconcreteactionstheyendorse(eachonthebasisoftheir
owntheory),theconflictisstrikinglyabsent．Nowonder,thatSterbaconcludes,thatitisworth
startingtoconcentrateonpracticeandforgetthetheoreticalconflicts．〔３〕

Itisnottoodifficulttoseeananalogyhere,withrespecttothecontributionofScriptural
ReasoningtothedebateconcerninginterＧreligioustheology．SinceJohn Hick􀆳seffortstofind
theologicalsolutionstothepluralismofreligionsinaglobalworldoftherehasbeenanirreconcilable
debateatatheoreticallevelonwhatwouldbethemostplausiblewayofseeingthedifferentreligions
andtheirspiritualandethicalrolesintheworldinjuxtapositionwitheachother．Therehasemerged
atrichotomyexclusivismＧpluralismＧinclusivism,whichinturnhasgainednewdimensionsthrough
morepostmodernversionsthatchallengeallthree．Thecommonunderstandingamongtheologiansof
differentreligionshasgenerallybeen,thatdialogueisnecessary,buttheconflictsatthetheoretical

７９

〔３〕 JamesP．Sterba,TheTriumphofPracticeOverTheoryinEthics(NewYork:OxfordUniversityPresscop．２００５．)
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levelconcerningtheprerequisitesandaimsofthedialoguehavetendedpenetratethedialogue．Itis
interestingtoseethatlongbeforeSterba􀆳sbook,therehasbeenatheologicalenterprisetoproceedto
dialoguedirectlyandpracticeＧoriented,withoutbeingencumberedbythisdebate．

WhereasSterba􀆳sisananalysisofethicsamoretheologicalanalysisconcerningtheoftheriseof
praxisisgiveninGustavoGutiérrez􀆳srevisedversionofhisclassic．〔４〕Inthefirstpartofthisbook
Gutiérrezdepictshowthetheologyofthecatholicchurchhasbeguntounderlinepraxisasthecrucial
partoftheologyeversincetheVaticanII．Notonlysocietalaction,butalsoliturgicallifeandpastoral
dimensionsoftheologyaregivenagreatattention．

TheIntegrityBetweenTheoryandPractice

HereIamtemptedtosayafewwordsaboutmyownrecenthistory．AfteracademicworkIhave
beenindifferentpastoralassignments．Ihavehadanopportunitytoapplymytheologyinpractice．
Forinstance,totakeonekeyconceptofHansKüng􀆳sGlobalEthicProject,Verantwortung,Ihave
beenallowedaswellasforced,insteadofspeakingandwritingabouthowtotakeresponsibilityina
theoreticallycoherentway,simplytotakeresponsibility．

IhaveneverpracticedSR,but,besidesMiikkaandmanyofyouhere,IknowpeopleinÅbo
AkademiUniversity,whohave(prof．AnttiLaato,Dr．AnniMariaLaato,andDr．PekkaLindqvist)

andithasbeenenlighteningtodiscussandreadtheirexperiences．AlthoughIdon􀆳thaveexperience
onSRdirectly,Ihavehadanopportunitytotastesomethingofasimilarkind．Asasystematic
theologian,ithasbeenanewworldformetohavesystematicallybeguntoreadandstudyJewishand
ChristianBibleinHebrewandGreek．

Ican􀆳thelpcomparing myexperience withthe wayprof．Fordinhispaperdescribeshis
experiencesofSR．Indeed,inhispaperIdiscoveredperhapsthemostaccuratetermforwhatthe
readingofthosesacredtextsinthosesacredlanguagesisaboutforme:practice．ThatmeansthatI
haverecognized,thatitisanendinitself,itishugelyimportanteventhoughIwouldnotbeableto
constructanycertainorprecisetheologicalmodelonthebasisofthatreading．Thereissomethingin
itthattranscendsreasonandunderstanding,butthisintheveryprocessofsimultaneouslysearching
formeaning．Itisaworldintowhichyouhaveaprivilegetostep．Itistoliveinthatworld,forjusta
momentorlonger(likeaveryfruitfultripabroad,itisperhapsnotwortheatingtoomuchatonce,

otherwiseyoueitherexhaustoryoudon􀆳tdigest)．Youwalkthere,takealookatsomedetails,you
wonder,you“smell”,you“taste”,youjustbreathetheairofthisculture．Alongwiththedisciplined
studyofthelanguageandthecontentofthetextthereisanotherdimension,anditisnotpossibleto
separatethesetwodimensionsfromeachother．Thispracticeisfirstandforemostaconditionfora
holisticallyunderstoodpersonalrenewal．Ithinkthatthisperspectiveproposesapermanentchallenge
fortheacademic world,whichisusuallyoccupied withanalyzingandconceptualizing without

８９

〔４〕 GustavoGutiérrez,ATheologyofLiberation(London:SCM,２００１)
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necessarilylinkingthiswithanyconcretelifeofaction．ThisiswhyIamsomuchinterestedinthe
ambivalenthistoricaltrajectoryofSR,whereitcrossedovertheacademicboundariesalreadyfrom
thestart．

Tomy mind,ScripturalReasoningisparexcellenceintegratingtheoryandpractice．InSR,

readingthetext(words)andscrutinizingit(conceptualworkandyearningformeaning)isanendin
itself(actionorpractice)．Readingforexamplethetextofprof．FordaboutthenatureofSRasa
practice,IfindacertainhumblenessinkeepingthesphereofSRarelativelyrestrictedone．Thereare
nodirectsocialorevenreligiousambitions．Rathertheobjectiveismerelytoread,discuss,and
experienceinitsownright．Thereisnoexpectationforanyactions,thatthepartakersofSRareto
takeafterthereadinganddiscussingthetexts,noexpectationforactionoutsidethesphereofSR,but
stillflowingfromit．TheprocessofSRisitelftheactionexpected．

PerhapsonehelpfulwayofsayingthisistousetheLutheranconceptof‘regime’,andtointroducea
‘ScripturalReasoningregime’withitsownrulesandinternalgoals．However,ageneralmisunderstanding
concerningtheLutherantwoＧregimesＧdoctrineisthatthespiritualregime(religion)andtheearthlyregime
(society)donotinteractoroverlapinanyways．Liberalillusionofbracketingreligiontotallyoutofpolitics
isneitherarealisticunderstandingoftheLutherandoctrineofregimesnorarealisticviewofcontemporary
societallifephilosophically．Now,thesamemaybesaidofScripturalReasoning:SRasa“regime,”withits
selfＧdefinedlimits,hasnodirectinterestininfluencingsociety,atleastinpoliticalterms,butitsinfluenceis,

althoughnatural,neverthelessindirect．

Whatwouldbethefruitofthiskindofpractice? Iwouldsay,first,thatitisnotdefinable
wholly by the traditional Western rational,universal,secular (or even postＧsecular),and
argumentativelanguage．Thequestionformehereisnotaboutpostmodernismeither,oranyofits
form (saypostＧstructuralism,deconstructionism,valuepluralismetc．)．Thepointis,yes,tolookfor
meaning(inthesenseofwhatRicoeurisafter,andnotinthesenseofhowDerridaseesit),butat
thesametimethissearchisanendinitself,apractice (incontrastwithviewingthissearchfor
meaningonlyasanecessarytoolfora“finalorreligionＧindependentdefinition”)．

Themajorityoftheglobalethicalmodels,suchas Martha Nussbaum􀆳sand AmartiaSen􀆳s
CapabilitiesApproachandHansKüng􀆳sGlobalEthicProject,maybeseenasturningtheattention
awayfromtheconflictsattheleveloftheorytothecommonworriesatthelevelofaction．Inthat
theyreflectthesameideaasJamesP．Sterba􀆳sphilosophicalversionabove．Whatdoesitmatter,on
whatgroundsreligionsandworldviewsjustifytheiractions,iftheactionsfosteredbydifferent
religionsaremoreorlessthesame? Everyreligionendorsessomethinglikeagoldenrule(Küng),

humanrightsdeclarationcharterwasuniversallyacceptedeventhoughthegroundsforitsacceptance
werecompletelydifferentbythedifferentculturesandpartiesinvolved (PaulA．Brink),and
capabilitiesapproachaddressesonlythebasicallＧhumanneedswithouttakingstandonreligious
matters(Nussbaum &Sen)．
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However,whatisalsoattractiveinthesemodels,atleastforaWesternreader,isthattheytend
tostresstheimportanceofaglobalperspectiveonthesideofthelocalonewithanaimtoprovideany
(contextual/local)moralactionwiththenecessaryconceptualandargumentativeplausibility．My
questionis,whynotreservethatroletotheveryreligionsthemselves? Iwouldliketoclaimthat

particularismofacertain (religious)viewdoesnotexcludeitsglobalplausibilityeventhoughit
mightexcludeitsuniversalplausibilityＧbutIamafraidthatanykindofuniversalplausibilityis

gainedattheriskofhoveringintheairofabstraction．

Theproblemwiththeabovementionedmodelsofglobalethicsisthatwhileitisindeedpossible
tosketchgeneralethicalpatternsthatuniteallreligions,forinstance,whenitcomestoaction,one
needsmuchmoreconcreteguidance:HowamItoapplygoldenruletothissituation? Whatdoesthe
freedomofreligionmeanwhentherearetenconflictinginterpretationsofhowtosecureitinthisor
thatpoliticalsituation? Andsoforth．Andthisisnotaminordetail,butittendstoquestionthe
wholeideaofrecoursetoactionwiththecostoftheory,atleastconsideringtheglobalethicsand
theologyofreligions．Thesummonsthatseemtobesimilarindifferentreligionsarestilltooformal
inordertoenableactioninaconflictingsituationwheredifferentvaluescollidewitheachother．
Ironically,dwellingonthecomprehensiveworldviewsgivestheneededconcretenesstoenableaction
inamulticulturalsituation,andnottheotherwayaround．PreciselyhereisthestrengthofScriptural
Reasoning:whilechangingperspectivefromtheorytoaction,thatis,totheopendialogueaspractice,

itwelcomesthecomprehensivedoctrinesofreligionsbackintothatprocessＧandwiththemtheradical
disagreement．Inthatway,SRcouldbeseenasgivingtheneededfleshtotheotherwisetooformal
andharmoniousprinciplesofHansKüngandothers．While“theory”(comprehensiveworldview)is
notenough,theactionsareneither．TherehastobeintegritybetweenthetwoＧandthismeansthat
thecontestofmutuallyexclusivereligiousandotherworldviewsisimpossibletobeexcludedfrom
thedialogue．

ReligiousExclusivism

Infact,itmightbepossibletointerpreteevenHansKüng􀆳sGlobalEthicProjectitselfinthis
way,asanappealtostartadialogueingeneral,insteadofasdeterminingthedirectionofthat
dialogue．However,itisnoteasytorender Küng􀆳spositionalongtheselines,becauseofhis
ambivalentrelationtoreligiousexclusivismandreligioustruth．HewritesinhisProjektWeltethos
(PWE):

Seenfromoutside,fromtheperspectiveofsoＧcalledreligiousscience,therearedifferent
truereligions:religionsthatdespitealltheirambivalenceatleastultimatelyfulfillcertain
common(ethicalaswellasreligious)criteria．Therearedifferentwaysofsalvation (with
differentfiguresofsalvation)tooneend,waysthatevenpartlyoverlapandinanycasecan
contributetoeachother．

Seenfrominside,thatisfromtheNew TestamentＧorientedbelievingChristian,thatis

００１
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formeasencountered,challengedperson,thereisonlyonetruereligion:Christianity,insofar
asittestifiestotheonetrueGod,ashehasmadehimselfknowninJesusChrist．〔５〕

MythesisalreadyinmyearliermentionedbookisthatinfactthisPWE􀆳sstandpointtoward
religionscanbeappliedpreciselyonthebasisofKarlJaspers􀆳sphilosophy．ForJaspersasapeculiar
kind of existentialist philosopher,there is no substantial connection between religious or
metaphysicalsymbolssuchas‘ciphers’andthetranscendentalrealitytheyintimate．Hence,itwould
seemthatitdoesnot makeanydifferenceinthethinkingofJaspers,whichofthecountless
metaphysicalsymbols,thatishistoricalreligions,isusedtodenotebeingＧinＧitself (or,we may
simplify,“the highest being”)．To a certain extentthisisindeed true for Jaspers who
characteristicallyreachesoutbeyondparticularexpressionsoffaithtowhathecallsthe‘general
fundamentalknowledge’ofallthevaryingexperiencesof‘Being’．Generalfundamentalknowledgeis
relatedtohisdoctrineof ‘encompassing’．Thishenamesas ‘periechontology’,a word whose
ambivalentconnectionto ‘ontology’is meanttoexemplifyJaspers􀆳shostilitytoanydogmatic
fixationsofthefaithinoneparticularexpressionoffaith．Tobesure,inasmuchas‘Being’transcends
anyspecificdoctrinalexpressionorevenanyintimationofit,inthemannerofnegativetheology,
‘Being’isalsoequallypresentinanysuchexpression,inthemannerof‘periechontology’．〔６〕

Atthe sametime,however,this particularaccount of ‘periechontology’and ‘general
fundamentalknowledge’reflectsonlyoneoftwooutcomesofJaspers􀆳sphilosophy．Theother
accountemphasizesthenonＧarbitrarinessofanyauthenticconviction．Inotherwords,fromthefact
thattheselfalwaysoperatesthroughthinking,eveninexperiencingtranscendence,therefollowsthe
factthatthereisonlyonepossiblewayinwhichtheunconditionalmanifestsforeachself．Torefer
restrictedlytotheinterchangeabilityof‘ciphers’doesnotaddressthefundamentalityofthepersonal
elementinJaspers􀆳sphilosophy,theessentialnessof ‘existentialtruth’．Ultimately,maninhis
existencedoesnothaveanythingotherthanaparticularconvictionbywhichheisinapositionto
directhimselftotranscendenceinthefirstplace．Hence,Jaspersopposesmysticismthatdetaches
itselfaltogetherfromthechainsoftime;thearticulationoffaithisanindispensablepartofwhat,in
thefinalanalysis,cannotbearticulated．〔７〕

Oneupshotofthisistheideaof‘generalfundamentalknowledge’,whichverymuchlikens
Küng􀆳sprojecttoexaminethedoctrinalcontentofdifferentfaithsasarticulationsoffaithswithoutat
thesametimedoingawaywiththeadditionalnecessityforpersonalcommitmenttoonlyoneofthese
faiths．〔８〕AnotherupshotlikenstheideaofPWEequallystrongly,namely,theidealofdialogue:

１０１

〔５〕

〔６〕

〔７〕

〔８〕

HansKüng,ProjektWeltethos (６thpaperbacked．SeriePiper１６５９,München:Piper,１９９０),１２９:“Vonaussengesehen,

sozusagenreligionswissenschaftlich betrachtet,gibtesselbstverständlich veschiedene wahre Religionen:Religionen,diebeialler
Ambivalenzzumindestgrundsätzlichbestimmtengenerellen (ethischen wiereligiösen)Kriterienentsprechen．Esgibtverschiedene
Heilswege(mitverschiedenenHeilsgestalten)zumeinenZiel,diesichsogarzum Teilüberschneidenundsichjedenfallsgegenseitig
befruchtenkönnen．Voninnenhergesehen,alsovomStandpunktdesam NeuenTestamentorientiertengläubigenChristien,fürmich
alsoalsbetroffenen,herausgeforderten Menchen,gibtesnurdieeinewahreReligion:dasChristentum,insofernesdeneinenwahren
Gott,wieersichinJesusChristuskundgetanhat,bezeugt．”

LeonardH．Ehrlich,KarlJaspers．PhilosophyasFaith(Amherst:UniversityofMassachusettsPress,１９７５),６Ｇ８．
Ibid．,５８,１５７Ｇ１６３．
Ibid．,１１９．
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Atbottom,then,therelationof manto man,wherethehistoricityofthehuman
realizationoftruth and theindispensability offreedom foritis valued,isthat of
communicationnomatterwhether‘man’inthatrelationshipbeafellowhumanbeingora
humanactualitysuchasanauthority,aninstitution,orone􀆳sheritage．Jaspers’sideaof
philosophicalfaithisfounded ontheconception ofthe ‘unreserved’,‘unrelenting’,
‘boundless’‘lovingstruggle’ofcommunicationasthehistoricandthefreeman’swayto
truth．Themoreintensetheawarenessofthehistoricityoftruthforman,themoreintense
theappreciationofthemultiplicityofthistruth．Theconsequenceofthisawarenessisa
person􀆳saffirmationofanotherperson􀆳struthforthatotherperson,evenasone􀆳sowntruth
isabsoluteforone􀆳sownhistoricity．Thesubmissiontooreventheflirtationwithanother􀆳s
historicityisastrulythedeathofcommunicationasistheimpositionofwhatisabsolutefor
oneselfupontheother．Thesearchfortheonetruthbyvirtueofphilosophicalfaithdoesnot
implyacommunityofbelieversinonefaithbutacommunicativesolidarityofbelievers,each
withhisownhistoricvisionoftruthuponwhichhefreelyrisksgroundinghislife,without
confusingthisvisionwiththeonetruthtranscendingallhistoricity．〔９〕

Thissetsoutthebasisfordialoguebetweenparticulartraditions．Indeed,relentlessinterＧfaith
dialogueisforJasperstheupshotofhisphilosophyinsteadofinterＧfaithindifferenceoronemetaＧ
religion．InthishecouldnothavebetteranticipatedthespiritofPWE．AsKüngstatesfurther:

Noneofthereligionswillbeablewhollytoavoidapplyingtheirownveryspecialtruth
criteriontootherreligions,beitChristian,Jewish,Islamic,Hindu,BuddhistorConfucian．
DialoguemeansreallynoselfＧdenial．AndthestrangerＧcriticismremainsnecessary．Buthe
whokeepsreasonableandhonestknowsthatthesecriteriacanberelevant,nottosay
binding,mostofallfortherespectivereligionitselfandnotfortheothers．〔１０〕

OnthebasisofJaspers􀆳sdiscussion,itisagaineasytorecognizetheapplicabilityofhis
philosophicalconsiderationstothepositionthatKüngrepresentsinamoretheologicalmanner．
PWE􀆳sposition,whichresistsbothexclusivism andinclusivism as wellaspluralism without
collapsingintorelativism,toanimportantextentreflectsJaspers􀆳sposition．

Acharacteristicofourhistoricalsituationistheacuteawarenessoftraditionsandfundamental
conceptionsofthetruthofBeingotherthanourown．Theensuingproblemposedformankindand
forphilosophyis,accordingtoJaspers,tocometotermswiththismultiplicity．Jaspersrejectsa
relativisticresolutionofit．Andrightlyso．Forthecauseoftruthisnotservedbydenyingthosewho
deemedthemselvesinpossessionofitandtherebygainedfulfillment．Andthatallhumanvisionsare

２０１

〔９〕

〔１０〕
Ibid．,１１９．
PWE,１１３:“KeineReligionwirdganzdaraufverzichtenkönne,dieihreigenen,ganzspezifischenWahrheitskriterienauchan

dieanderenReligionenanzulegen,seienesdiechritslichen,jüdischen,islamischen,hinduistischen,buddhistischenoderkonfuzianischen．
DialogheisstjanichtSelbstverleugnung．UndFremdkritikbleibtnötig．Aber:Wernüchternunderlichbleibt,weiss,dassdieseKriterien
zunächstnurfürdiejeweiligeReligionselbstundnichtfürdieanderenrelevant,garverbindlichseinkönnen”(italicsadded)．
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relativecanbeaslittleknownastheabsolutenessforallmenofoneofthesevisions．Neithercanman
riseabovehumanityinsuchamannerthathecangainenoughinsightintoallpossiblehumanvisions
oftruthtoassigneachitsplaceinacomprehensivesynthesis．Theonlysynthesiswhich,inJaspers’s
view,ispossible,isofthemodesoftruth,theirscopesandlimits,theirformsandpossiblecontents,

andtheirpeculiaroppositiontofalsehood．Itwouldhavetoopenuptheregionsinwhichhuman
realizationoftruthcantakeplace．Thiswouldhavetobedonewithoutadulteratingorgainsaying
whathasbeenrealizedbymaninthepast,andwithoutprescribingorproscribingwhatmayyetbe
realized．Moreoveritwouldmeanrecognizingastruthandpromotingtruthwhichisnotone’sown
fulfillmentoftruth．〔１１〕

Therefore,alongthelinesofJaspers/Küng,ithasto beconcludedthatthereare many
incommensurablemetaphysicalaccountsofgoodthatmaybecompletelyincompatible,yettheymay
allbetrue．Afterall,asIhavearguedinConstructingEthicalPatterns,thiscontention,thelike
liberalistneutrality,isbasedonthemisunderstandingthatitispossibletolookattraditionsfroma
bird’sＧeyepointofview．AccordingtoAlasdairMacIntyre,behindtheinabilitytounderstandthis
underlyingnotionisarevealingmodernistmisunderstanding．〔１２〕MacIntyrecontinues,

Theperspectivist,moreover,failstorecognizehowintegraltheconceptionoftruthisto
traditionＧconstitutedformsofenquiry．Itisthiswhichleadsperspectiviststosupposethat
onecouldtemporarilyadoptthestandpointofatraditionandthenexchangeitforanother,as
onemightwearfirstonecostumeandthenanother,orasonemightactonepartinoneplay
andthenaquitedifferentpartinaquitedifferentplay．Butgenuinelytoadoptthestandpoint
ofatraditiontherebycommitsonetoitsviewofwhatistrueandfalseand,insocommitting
one,prohibitsonefromadoptinganyrivalstandpoint．Hencetheperspectivistcouldindeed
pretendtoassumethestandpointofsomeoneparticulartraditionofenquiry;heorshecould
notinfactdoso．Themultiplicityoftraditionsdoesnotaffordamultiplicityofperspectives
amongwhichwecanmove,butamultiplicityofantagonisticcommitments,betweenwhich
onlyconflict,rationalornonrational,ispossible．Perspectivism,inthisonce morelike
relativism,isadoctrineonlypossibleforthose whoregardthemselvesasoutsiders,as
uncommittedorratherascommittedonlytoactingasuccessionoftemporaryparts．From
theirpointofviewanyconceptionoftruthbutthe mostminimalappearstohavebeen
discredited．Andfrom thestandpointaffordedbytherationalityoftraditionＧconstituted
enquiryitisclearthatsuchpersonsarebytheirstanceexcludedfromthepossessionofany
conceptoftruthadequateforsystematicrationalenquiry．Hencetheirsisnotsomucha
conclusionabouttruthasanexclusionfromitandtherebyfromrationaldebate．〔１３〕

Hereforthefirsttimewehavearrivedatapostliberalcontextfordealingwiththeessential

３０１

〔１１〕

〔１２〕

〔１３〕

LeonardH．Ehrlich,KarlJaspers．PhilosophyasFaith(Amherst:UniversityofMassachusettsPress,１９７５),５Ｇ６．
AlasdairMacIntyre,WhoseJustice,WhichRationality(London:Duckworth,１９８８),３６６,３６７．
Ibid．,３６７Ｇ３６８．
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question posed by this study,namely,whatis the ethicalstance visＧàＧvisideologicaland
religiousexclusivism? RicoeurcriticizesJaspersina manneranalogousto MacIntyre􀆳srebukeof
perspectivismandofrelativismingeneral．Jaspersiswalkingafineline,proclaimingallworldviews
tobeofthesametype,ontheonehand,becauseoftheirmutuallyanalogousfailuretocapturethe
truththeyarereferringtointheirdoctrinalsymbols,whileontheotherhand,insistingagainst
stubbornrelativism;thefactthatalloftheseviewsaremythsdoesnotinanywaymitigatethe
necessityforahumanindividualtokeephiscommitmenttooneoftheseworldviewsasreflectingthe
truthagainsttheotherworldviewsand,accordingly,toconsidertherivalviewstobewrong．The
firstoftheseaspectsiswhatJasperscallsthe ‘doctrineofencompassing’andisavailabletoa
philosopherunmasking thetotality myths around differentcultures,yeta philosopher who
neverthelessunderstandsthenecessityandnatureofthemore‘narrow’existentialcommitmentto
thesesamemyths．However,asEhrichexplainsRicoeur􀆳sobjection:“Doesnotthephilosopherrun
theriskoflosingthe‘narrowness’andthe‘commitment’ofExistenzwhenheembracesthetotality
ofmythsＧthoseofGreece,thoseofIndia,thoseofChristianityＧlikeaDonJuancourtingallthe
gods?”〔１４〕

Thereare,ofcourse,directcorollariestothiskindof MacIntyreanＧRicoeuriancritiqueof
relativismwithrespecttoPWE:ashasbecomeclear,globalethicscannotbeconsistentlyargued
throughsuchantiＧexclusivistfigureasJaspers,althoughhiswasshowntoreflectalternativeliberal
interpretationsofPWE．Itisparadoxicalthat,byattemptingtotranscendtheinevitableconflict
betweenmoraltraditionswiththehelpofwhatappearsthemostconsiliatorystandpointalongthe
exclusivismＧinclusivismＧpluralismdebate,Jasper􀆳sand,forthatmatter,Küng􀆳sstillreflectssuchan
Enlightenmentthinkingthatalwaysandnecessarilylosesgroundsforareasonableresolutionofthe
conflict．

TheSocialImplicationsofScripturalReasoning

Whatpositive,then,maycomeoutofSR,ifthefundamentalideologicalconflictispenetrates
almosteverytopicinthedialogue,andinamuchmoreradicalwaythanmany Westernmodelsof
GlobalEthicsarepreparedtoadmit? Ofcourse,muchpositivemayemerge,forsure,butIam
interestedinaskingwhatpositivefruitweareabletoidentifybeforehand,andevenwitharelative
certainty．Letmetrytoanswerbychangingperspective．

Iaminclinedtoclaim,thatthestandard Westernuniversal,rationaland,to my mind,too
abstractapproachhasalreadyshownitsweakness〔１５〕:thereisnoescapetoanykindof,eventhe
subtlestversionof”impartialbirdＧeyeＧview,”asomekindof”ideologicallyneutral”vantagepoint
thatisusedtoevaluatethesuccessorfailureofinterＧreligiousdialogueorglobalethics．Ifanyglobal

４０１

〔１４〕

〔１５〕
LeonardH．Ehrlich,KarlJaspers．PhilosophyasFaith(Amherst:UniversityofMassachusettsPress,１９７５),７５．
Forinstance,inmybookConstructingEthicalPatternsinTimesofGlobalization,HansKüng􀆳sGlobalEthicProjectand

Beyond(Leiden&Boston:Brill,２０１２)IhaveelaboratedtheWesterndiscussionanddrawntheseconclusions．
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or”universal”(IwouldratherliketosavethisconceptfortheviewIcriticize)birdＧeyeＧviewisof
anyuse,ithastoflowdirectlyfromtheparticularreligions(orothercomprehensiveworldＧviews
themselves)．Tosaytheleast,thereligionsorworldviewsshouldhavetheultimatesay(thatis,on
thebasisoftheirowncomprehensivedoctrines)onwhetheranyreligionＧindependentperspectiveis
possible(which,bydefinition,wouldmakeanypossible ”impartial”vantagepointultimatelya ”

partial”one)．Now,inthissituation,aneutralobserver,forinstance,aKantianliberalist,wouldsay
thatcrossＧculturalorinterＧreligiousdialogueisimpossible．Areligiousbeliever,ontheotherhand,

wouldsaythatonlynowanauthenticdialogueispossible! Buttheresultsofthatdialoguearenow
nottobedefinedbeforehand．Onemustonlychoose,whethertooptforadialogueorsegregation．

Now,Ithink,whatwecansay withcertainty,isthatthealternativetodialogueisindeed
segregation．Andevenmore,segregationproductsprejudiceandantipathy．Togetbacktomyoriginal
question,whatistheuseofanonＧliberalinterＧreligiousdialogue,and,Iwouldliketoadd,especially
intheformofScripturalReasoning? Icanidentifytwoclearcorollariesofdialoguethatrelateto,

howI/weseeandtreattheOther(s)interＧreligiousencounters,crossＧreligiousinteraction,andmultiＧ
religiouscoexistence:

１．Objectivityvs．prejudice．Itisplaintruth,thatthemoreyouareininteractionwiththeOther
(person/group)andthemoreyousincerelytrytolistentoandunderstandtheotherpositions􀆳
adherentsandtheirargumentsthemoreyouavoid misunderstandingher/them orlabelingthem
falsely．ThedynamicsofgrowingprejudiceasasnowＧballeffectisan undeniablesocialand
psychologicalnotion．Prejudiceshaveatendencytobeinflatedespeciallyatacollectivelevelbetween
differentcultural,ethnic,butalsoideologicalgroups．Thereissomethingirrationalanduncontrollable
inthistrajectory．Worstofall,growingprejudiceincreaseshatredandviolence．Itdemandsextra
efforttoeliminatethegrowingofprejudices,becauseprejudiceisanaturalphenomenonforhumans,

indeed,thedarksideofallhumanity．SRispreciselyoneofthoseframeworksthatareabletotackle
theinterＧreligiousprejudicesthroughbringingdifferentreligiousgroupstogetherininteraction．Its
methodofreadingand discussingtheauthorativesourcesincreasestheobjectivity of mutual
knowledgeandthushindersprejudices．

２．Sympathyvs．antipathy．Evenif,afterpracticingSR,somenegativeconvictionsconcerningthe
other(s)remain,indeed,evenif,throughincreasingknowledge,theydeepen,thereisstillanother
benefitinSR．Namely,“theotheringoftheOther”stilltendstodiminishthemoretheOtherisseen
asahumanbeing．ItakeitasanallＧhumanfeature,thatthemoreinteractionandenlightening
discussiononthemotivesandrationalesofcertainactionsorviewpointsoftheothers,andthisdone
withthe‘Others’,themoresympatheticistheattitudetowardseventhoseactionsandviewpoints
thatareinevitablyintension withone􀆳sownvalues．Thequestionisaboutrecognizingrival
convictionsandvaluesasthoseendorsedbythosewhoarehumanpersons,thesamefleshandblood
withmeＧirrespectivewhethervehementlyonemightdespiseorcondemntheviewsthemselves．This
increaseofsympathywiththecostofantipathyＧwhichIseeasalmostaninevitablefruitofsuch
personＧorientedandgrassＧrootsＧlevelinteractionasSR．Whenthedialoguedoesnothaveideological
pressuresfromthestart,butisoverandabove(orbelow)thesedogmaticpreconditionsittendsto

５０１
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evokemutualsympathybetweentheparticipants．

Thesetwobenchmarksof“antiＧdemonizing”arenotrationallyorscientificallydefinableinthe
finalanalysis,eventhoughtheymaybecollectedtogetherundertheterm ‘resistancetoothering’．
Theyaremuch moreabouttheholisticpersonalrenewalthatIstartedwithinthiscommenting
paper．ThisItaketobethedirectaimofSR,buttheindirectaimisnolessimportant．Thereisno
question,thateveryoneseesthesetwocorollariesofdialogueascrucialingredientsofdevelopingand
consolidatingreligiousidentitiesthroughdifferentencounterswiththeOther．However,anyonemay
clearlynoticethesocietalpotentialaswellＧintermsofpeacebuildingandcrossＧculturalcoＧoperation
forthegoodofcommongood．

Atthesametime,onemayquiteeasilyseethatthesetwobenchmarks,crossＧculturalobjectivity
andsympathy,arerelatively modestaimsfora Westernliberalist,whoiseagertoconstructa
universalmodelformulticulturalsociety．Buttheone,whohasgivenupwithsuchanambitionsees
thesetwoascriticalturningpoints,whichdeterminemuchofthefutureofmulticulturalsociety,

globallyandlocally．Perhapssheevenseesthemasthekeydilemmasthatarenottackledina
sufficientmannerＧexactlybecauseofconcentratingtoomuchontheuniversalandsystematicmodel
forglobalethicsinthepast．

６０１
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提要:作者在本文尝试了对理解经文辨读的努力,首先,他提出了经文辨读的理论基础问题.其次,他尝试探索从理论
到实践的经文辨读.接着,他继续研究了理论和实践之间的诚信问题.在作者最后提出结论之前,他还研究了经文辨
读的社会意涵.
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