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worlds, influenced the manner of education,
debates, research and studies. It is possible
that the manner of philosophical debate
served as a model for scholarly polemics, and
brought about more tolerance. It is also
possible that when a history or culture is
developing, the potential for scientific
understanding and moral capacity rapidly
grows. A case in point is the Islamic histoty in
which the great men of religion would debate
with those who were denying and fiercely
opposing [the truth of religion]. These debates
and other debates taking place among the
scholars of different persuasions were
recorded and now the texts of many of them
are extant and can be consulted. Would this
situation indicate the status of tolerance in the
world of Islam and among Muslims? The
Mustims were tolerant men of knowledge and
research, and, hence, they were not afraid of
facing those who held other beliefs to hear
their views. But as we saw, many of our
contemporary kiberals do not consider this
spirit and approach as political tolerance, and
they even view it as a preamble to the lack of
tolerance and initiation of violence.

It is said that tolerance is promoted in a world
in which the religious beliefs of the people
has become weak. This statement is to some
extent trug, because those who do not believe
in religion are not bothered or pleased at all
by things that are said about a religion. But if
tolerance, as a political analyst has said, is
agsociated with religious apathy, first it
becomes apparent that the main aim of [the
call to] tolerance is to elicit forbearance in the
face of rejection and denial of religious
beliefs; second, it belongs to the domain of a
non-religious society. In other words, political
tolerance is defined through its relation to
religion, and it is realized in non-religicus
world.

It is possible that from the previous statement
it would be inferred that religiosity and
political tolerance are mutually exclusive.
Perhaps, what should have been said at first is
that usually it is thought that if tolerance does
not prevail, inevitably violence and lack of
tolerance takes over. When we say that
political tolerance belongs to the non-religious

society, one must not conclude that a religious
community is the enemy of tolerance and a
place for force and violence. I as the writer of
these words do not see such a contradiction
between tolerance and lack of tolerance. ..

It is possible that a society would not be a
society of tolerance, but would not resort to
force and violence either...

As we gee those who call for tolerance, are
sometimes trying to impose their own views
and even the ‘tolerance’ itself on others. As
an example, Hayek, the proponent of freedom
and liberalism, would consider the Pinochet’s
regime preferable to Allende’s regime. ..
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residing in a world which is ovetly influenced
by politics do not have much patience, and do
not wait for the results of the research of
researchers, and it is possible that they would
consider avoiding praise or criticism as a
political tactic. It would be normal that the

. people would reject the words of someone
who, for instance, would question what has a
good reputation. It would also be possible that
they would call him a man of twisted
thinking, a deviant, possessing corrupt beliefs,
anti-people, the enemy of science, reason and
freedom...

The anxiety that tolerance in its new sense
would be turned to intolerance is justified,
because tolerance is no longer a good attribute
among other good attributes, Tolerance is
considered a principle of political society and
no one has the right to violate it. That is, an
idea which could limit the extent and domain
of tolerance should itself be limited. As some
of the liberals of today are saying that if the
majority of the people want to, say, have a
religious system, one must try to prevent the
emergence of that system. The situation which
has emerged in Algeria and Turkey is not a
mere mistake or a manifestation of hunger for
power of influentiai politicians or groups. But
this is in line with the opinion reflected in the
works of most contemporary liberal political
analysts. One can see and understand the
transformation of tolerance into intolerance in
the conduct of the writers of our country as
well. Perhaps Thomas Paine had understood
this point te some extent when he said that
tolerance is not opposed to intolerance, and
that both are of the same nature, and will end
in despotism, as those opposed 1o tolerance
would give themselves the right to take away
freedom from others, and the supporters of
tolerance would give this right, i_e. the right
to take away others’ freedom, to others.
Perhaps it was this point which was taken into
account in the French constitution which was
markedly devoid of any reference to tolerance
or intolerance. The constitution instead
referred to freedom of conscience. ..

Undoubtedly tolerance has its roots in
philosophy. I cannot say how history would
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unfold, and how the human beings would live,
and so forth if philosophy had not been there.
However, because the freedom to debate is
one of the requirements of philosophy, in
philosophy there is a sort of intrinsic
tolerance. ..

In rational discussion and in an area where
proofs are the final determinant, the premise
is that the interlocutor listens to the speech of
the speaker and wants to understand its
meaning, Therefore, the philosopher does not
say anything to a person who is not receptive
to philosophical discourse. Hence, in the
philosophical debates and polemics there is
no room for inviting to telerance or
complaining about, and lamenting, the lack of
tolerance. Faced with someone who resorts to
violence during the debate, a philosopher
would end his discussion or if he has any
Socratic art he would adopt the language of
sarcasm.

In a society in which religious beliefs are the
source of social cohesion and solidarity among
the people, the presence of other types of
beliefs are accepted but the opposition and
confrontation of these beliefs with the official
belief is usually not tolerated. Hence, except
for the modern society in which religion has
been turmed into a personal affair, in no other
society tolerance is accepted as a principle.
Shah Abbas of the Safavid dynasty tock a
special interest in the Christian Ammenians in
Jolfa, and would take part in their religious
ceremonies. But this was a political tactic, i.e.
Shah Abbas was dealing with the Armenians
in Jolfa not based on principles, but based on
political expedience. [Persia’s] Cyrus--who
was tolerant toward a defeated nation,
respected their religious temples, took an oath
in the name of Baal Merodach, freed the
Jews, and returned them to their land--was
taking into account subtleties of
statesmanship. ..

Withput wanting to contradict what I have
said about the lack of tolerance in the pre-
modern society, I would like to stress two
points. First, emergence of philosophy and its
flourishing in the Islamic and Christian



wonder that these two ideas have been
discussed at the same time in modern political
works. The problem is that when we come
across old words, we presume that the
existing meaning of the word has always been
there. We forget that an old word in the new
era has acquired a new meaning. ..

At the outset of the modern Western era,
Francis Bacon compiled an index of obstacles
on the path of understanding and perception
(modem thinking), showing to what extent the
language can serve as a veil over meaning. He
called these obstacles to perception ‘idols’.
Today the Westem idols of time, language
and history are great obstacles on the path of
our perception. The West talks of ‘reason and
rationality’ and we think that what is intended
is the same thing that has been discussed in
the Holy Qur’an, the tradition of the Prophet
Muhammad (S.A.W.) and our other religious
works. | have even heard that someone has
written a ludicrous article in which he has
tried to prove the righteousness of the idea of
‘development’, using the traditions and
sayings of the Blessed Household of the
Prophet (8.A.W.). It would be no problem to
seek the roots of modern ideas and events in
ancient history. But it would not be right to
use the old manners of thinking as tools for
justifying the political whims, biases and
unhealthy politics. This is actually tantamount
to making the statements and words of the
great peaple of the past into a plaything. We
do not mean to say that religion is opposed to
development and tolerance, and that one
cannot create harmony among religiosity,
acceptance of development and the spirit of
tolerance. What we mean is that it is incorrect
to view all the religious thought and
philosophy of the past as incomplete forms
and phases of Western thought and
civilization. ..

If we want to know what tolerance is we must
refer to the work by John Locke and others
like him. Of course, not all the truths about
tolerance is written in these works, and if they
are mentioned, they are not straightforward.
But the essence of tolerance which is
mentioned in recent political debates has

emerged in modern era and did not exist prior
to the present era. Hence, we must not try to
ascribe to ourselves that which has emerged
in Western history and has become desirable
and acceptable, and must not try to find its
roots in religious thinking. This would harm
religion. At a time when Western values are
facing a crisis, or at least, have been
questioned, it might be perceived that they
want to safeguard and revive the devalued
values of the West by resorting to methods
and tools that have no connection whatsoever
with those values, This is an impossible
venture in which even contemporary Western
thinkers have no interest. The bitter irony of
history is that today it is not the Western
thinkers of the past but some of the
intellectuals of the oppressed countries known
as the Third World who have risen to the
defense of the West...”

“In fact, these inteliectuals find some of the
philosophical writers of the West who defend
the West and designate them as their sources.
The fact that some of the Third World
intellectuals are following the ‘“mundane
manner of thinking’ of the Western thought is
an indication of the tragic history of
development.

I repeat and stress that I am not denying that
the spirit of tolerance exists in the religious
and ethical thought. Tolerance has been
considered a virtue in our culture. Today, too,
wherever tolerance might be, it is considered
a virtue. But tolerance in modern politics has
an identity that is not in sync with ethical
virtues 1n all respects.

My task as the student of philosophy is not to
exalt and praise or oppose the idea of
tolerance (although as a member of society
and the natien and subject of thé government
and the country, Iam calling for, and
defending the cause of, tolerance). Students of
philosophy are not alien to forms of
admiration that at times acquire philosophical
tone. One must not be perplexed to see a
thinker calling eighteenth century thought and
its idea of tolerance an exercize in ‘mundane
manners of thinking.” But those who are
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Editorial:

“On Tolerance”

By Dr. Reza Davari Ardakani

“1. It is very difficult to discuss the nature of
some of the political concepts that have
acquired ethical dimensions. Such concepts as
freedom and tolerance as well as human
rights, although considered within the domain
of political issues, seem to have a moral
overtone. I do not want to say that the
concepts of freedom and tolerance are not in
any way related to morality, Nor do I want to
say that they are merely political in nature,
Nor do I want to suggest that some people
have given an ethical dimension to these
concepts so that they can make them
acceptable to other people, so that no one
would oppose such concepts, and if someone
opposes them, they would ignore their
opposition. ..

Usually we consider such concepts as freedom
and tolerance as ideas that can be realized
everywhere, if they have not been realized
sometimes, some people have prevented their
realization. [In such cases,] had the obstacle
been removed, these ideas would have been
realized. But, in fact, the issue is not as we
have deemed it to be. These concepts have a
history, i.e. they have not been there since
time immemorial. They have been formed at a
historical juncture and have had a special
historical progression. In other words, these

_concepts have not been abstract and
fabricated. They did not emerge in people’s
minds at random and accidentally. These were
facts that emerged throughout history in the
minds and intellects of the thinkers. It was not
an act of omission that these concepts were
not mentioned in philosophy and religion for
thousands of years. Of course, such words as
freedom and tolerance existed in the language
of those in the past. But these words had other
meanings. The new meaning of these words,
did not exist in the thoughts of the people of
the past. These meanings have emerged in
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modemn history. That is, for example, the
concept and reality of freedom have
simultaneously emerged in the world of
politics, human relations, and also in the
thoughits of thinkers. It is not within the scope
of this editorial to focus on the relations
between the thoughts of thinkers and the
realization of historical facts. Suffice it to say
that the thinkers have not formed political
concepts (and for that matter all the concepts)
with their subjective thought. The thinkers are
spokesmen and trainers. These concepis of
freedom and human rights with which we are
more or less familiar, were not created by the
writers. Rather, they had emerged in the
thoughts of the thinkers and on the horizon of
the modern era. For the concepts of freedom
and human rights to stand on their feet and
advance towards their destination, it was
necessary that they would be defined in the
works of thinkers. We see that books are
written about freedom, human rights and
tolerance. Now when these concepts are
discussed, we imagine that these ideas belong
to all the eras and all the people.

The human being of the present era needs to
know—and faiture to do so would render all
his efforts exercises in futility, and cause
further confusion for him—that there is a
Western time and history in which many
things have emerged and grown to become
meaningful, desirable and acceptable to all in
all places, but this history is not an absolute
history. Before the modern Western history, in
no period, even during the Greek democracy,
freedom meant what it means in modemn
times. If we come across such concepts as
tolerance these ideas were included among
the ethical and mystical concepts. .,

Political tolerance is concomitant with
freedom of thought and expression. It is no



