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'qVOHGpEXWGHVRQXWLOLVDWLRQVRXVOHQRPGHOD©5qJOHG·2UªOHSULQcipe moral de réciprocité a été utilisé dans des argumentations morales à
/D5HJODGHRURHQODVUHODFLRQHVHQWUHUHOLJLRQHVHQOD(GDG0RGHUQD\&RQ- SRUWpHSROLWLTXH7KRPDV+REEHVO·XQGHVSUHPLHUVDXWHXUVD\DQWXWLOLVpOD
© 5qJOH G·2U ª HQ WDQW TX·RXWLO SROLWLTXH FRQVLGpUDLW TXH OHV &KUpWLHQV GH
temporánea. La evolución de los argumentos por la tolerancia religiosa
/D5qJOHG·2UGDQVOHVUHODWLRQVLQWHUUHOLJLHXVHVGHV$JHV0RGHUQHHW&RQ- VRQWHPSVQHIDLVDLHQWSDVVXIÀVDPPHQWG·HIIRUWSRXUVHPHWWUHjODSODFHGHV
WHPSRUDLQH/·pYROXWLRQGHVDUJXPHQWVHQIDYHXUGHODWROpUDQFHUHOLJLHXVH QRQ&KUpWLHQV/HVWKpRORJLHQVGHODSUHPLqUHPRGHUQLWppWDLHQWSUpRFFXSpV
/D5HJRODG·2URQHOOHUHOD]LRQLWUDUHOLJLRQLQHOO·(WjPRGHUQDHFRQWHPSRU- par les rivalités confessionnelles au sein des projets théologico-politiques
des Etats constitués selon le modèle théocratique. Des philosophes comme
DQHD/·HYROX]LRQHGHJOLDUJRPHQWLDWWUDYHUVRODWROOHUDQ]DUHOLJLRVD
/RFNH/HLEQL]&ODUNHRX.DQWFRQQDLVVDLHQWOHVFRQVpTXHQFHVQpJDWLYHVGH
Abstract / Resumen / Résumé / Sommario O·DSSOLFDWLRQGHOD©5qJOHG·2UªDXGRPDLQHGHODPRUDOHVRFLDOH.LHUNHJDDUG
offre le premier exemple visant à éliminer toute forme de prédominance soRight from the beginnings of its association with the name «Golden Rule», FLDOHHWSROLWLTXHGHO·DSSOLFDWLRQGHOD©5qJOHG·2Uª6XLWHjODPRQGLDOLVDWKHPRUDOSULQFLSOHRI UHFLSURFLW\ZDVVLJQLÀFDQWO\XVHGLQPRUDODUJXPHQWV WLRQHWDXPXOWLFXOWXUDOLVPHRQDVVLVWHDXMRXUG·KXLjXQUHWRXUjFHWWH©5qJOH
dealing with political decisions. Thomas Hobbes, one of the earliest auth- G·2UªHQWDQWTXHUqJOHPRUDOHWHOOHTX·HOOHIXWGpFULWHSDUOHVWH[WHVVDFUpV
RUV XVLQJ WKH *ROGHQ 5XOH DV D SROLWLFDO DUJXPHQW DUJXHG WKDW &KULVWLDQV des grandes religions monothéistes.
of his time did not make enough effort to place themselves in the position
)LQGDOOHRULJLQLGHOODVXDDVVRFLD]LRQHFRQLOWHUPLQD©5HJRODG·2URªLOSULQRI DQRQ&KULVWLDQSHUVRQ(DUO\PRGHUQWKHRORJLDQVUHPDLQHGSUHRFFXSLHG
FLSLRPRUDOHGHOODUHFLSURFLWjHUDXWLOL]]DWRQHOORDUJRPHQWLPRUDOLDVFRSR
by the confessional rivalries at the core of the theologico-political projects
SROtWLFR7KRPDV+REEHVXQRGHLSULPLDXWRULFKHKDXWLOL]]DWROD5HJROD
RI WKHWKHRFUDWLFOLNHVWDWHV3KLORVRSKHUVOLNH/RFNH/HLEQL]&ODUNH.DQW G·2UR FRPH DUJRPHQWR SROtWLFR KD VRVWHQXWR FKH L FULVWLDQL GHO VXR WHPwere fully aware of the unwanted consequences of the application of the SRQRQIDFHYDQRDEEDVWDQ]DVIRU]LSHUPHWWHUVLQHOODSRVL]LRQHGLXQDSHU*ROGHQ5XOHSULQFLSOHLQUHJXODWLQJVRFLDOEHKDYLRU.LHUNHJDDUGUHSUHVHQWV sona non-cristiana. I primi teologi moderni erano preoccupati dalle rivalità
an early example of the willingness to eliminate the social or political pre- FRQIHVVLRQDOLFKHKDQQRFDUDWWHUL]]DWRLSURJHWWLSROtWLFRWHRORJLFLGHJOLVWDWL
GRPLQDQFHLQWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRI WKH*ROGHQ5XOH*OREDOL]DWLRQDQGPXOWL- TXDVLWHRFUDWLFL)LORVRÀFRPH/RFNH/HLEQL]&ODUNHR.DQWHUDQRFRQVDculturalism, inthe 20th and 21st century marked the beginning of a returnto SHYROL GHOOH FRQVHJXHQ]H LQGHVLGHUDWH GHOO·DSSOLFD]LRQH GHO SULQFLSLR GHOOD
a Golden Rule of compassion, as originally stated by the sacred texts of each ©5HJRODG·2URªQHOO·DPELWRGHOFRPSRUWDPHQWRVRFLDOH.LHUNHJJDUGqXQR
great monotheism.
GHLSULPLHVHPSLGHOODYRORQWjGLHOLPLQDUHODSUHGRPLQDQ]DGHOO·DPEL]LRQH
VRFLDOHHSROtWLFDQHOO·DSSOLFD]LRQHGHOOD©5HJRODG·2URª/DJOREDOL]]D]LRQH
Desde el principio, la noción «Regla de oro» se ha usado como valor HG LO PXOWLFXOWXUDOLVPR KDQQR VHJQDWR O·LQL]LR GL XQ ULWRUQR QHOOH UHOD]LRQL
moral de reciprocidad y argumento para las decisiones políticas. Thomas LQWHUUUHOLJLRVHYHUVRXQD©5HJRODG·2URªGHOODFRPSDVVLRQH
Hobbes, uno de los primeros autores en emplear el término con este
Keywords / Palabras clave /
sentido, sostenía que los cristianos de su época apenas se ponían en el
Mots-clé / Parole chiave
lugar de las personas de otra creencia. A los teólogos de la Edad Moderna les preocupaban las rivalidades religiosas en el seno de proyectos
teológico-políticos como los estados de corte teocrático. Pensadores Golden Rule, compassion, political theory, confessional rivalries, theocracy,
FRPR/RFNH/HLEQL]&ODUNHR.DQWHUDQFRQVFLHQWHVGHODVFRQVHFXHQFLDV interfaith relations
imprevistas derivadas de la aplicación del principio de la Regla de oro para La Regla de Oro, compasión, teoría política, rivalidades confesionales, teocraUHJXODUODPRUDOGHODVRFLHGDG.LHUNHJDDUGDSRUWDXQSULPHULQWHQWRGH cia, diálogo interreligioso
superar la predominancia social y política en esta aplicación. El desarrollo
GHODJOREDOL]DFLón y el multiculturalismo en los siglos veinte y veintiuno /D5qJOHG·2UFRPSDVVLRQWKpRULHSROLWLTXHULYDOLWpVFRQIHVVLRQQHOOHVWKpRhan marcado el retorno a la regla de oro como regla moral, a aquella Regla cratie, dialogue interreligieux
de oro de la compasión que promulgaban los textos sagrados de los credos 5HJRODG·2URFRPSDVVLRQHWHRULHGHOODSROLWLFDULYDOLWD·FRQIHVVLRQDOLVWDWL
monoteístas.
WHRFUDWLFLUHOD]LRQLLQWHUUHOLJLRVH
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1. The Golden Rule and the
Question of Tolerating Other
Confessions and Religions
in Early Modern Times
The association of the name «Golden Rule» with the
widely-known principle of moral reciprocity appears
WR KDYH EHHQ DUWLFXODWHG ZLWKLQ WKH &DOYLQLVWLF PLOLHXV
of the end of the sixteenth century and the beginning
of the seventeenth century England (Gensler, 2013:
 7KHVKRUWDQGFRQFLVHIRUPRI LWVÀUVWIRUmulations in print (Do as you would be done by), as they
appear in the work of theologians like Edward Topsell
 &KDUOHV*LEERQ  :LOOLDP3HUNLQV  
although consciously associated with the biblical text of
Mt. 7:12, show its previous wide use in popular culture
as a proverb (Du Roy, 2014: 36, 40).
Right from the beginnings of its association with the
name «Golden Rule», the moral principle of reciprocity
ZDV VLJQLÀFDQWO\ XVHG LQ PRUDO DUJXPHQWV GHDOLQJ ZLWK
SROLWLFDO GHFLVLRQV ,QÁXHQFHG E\ -RKQ &DOYLQ·V XVH RI 
the principle under the names of «supreme rule of equity» (summa aequitatis regula) and «common rule of equity»
(communi aequitatis regula LQKLV2UGHURI (TXDOLWLH&KDUles Gibbon argues that taxation should be regulated by
the principle of the Golden Rule, which would require
that «every man» should apply taxation thinking of the
amount that he would accept to be asked from him. In
addition, Gibbon uses a Latin version of the Golden
Rule, which he attributes to Seleucus: TXRGWLELQRQYLVÀHUL
alteri ne feceris (Gibbon, 1604: 17; Gensler, 2013: 183-184;
du Roy, 2014: 38). This Latin formula will later be used
by Thomas Hobbes in his political treatise Leviathan, or
WKH0DWWHU)RUPDQG3RZHURI D&RPPRQZHDOWK(FFOHVLDVWLFDO
and Civil (1651), naming it «that law of all men». Together
with «that law of the Gospel», it would constitute the core
RI +REEHV·VVHFRQGODZRI QDWXUHZKLFKUHTXLUHVWKDW©D
man be willing, when others are so too, as far-forth, as for
peace, and defence of himself he shall think it necessary,
to lay down [t]his right to all things; and be contented
with so much liberty against other men, as he would allow
other men against himself» (Hobbes, 1839: 118).
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Hobbes writes under the impression of the English
civil war, in which he sees the expression of a society
torn down to a mere «state of nature», where individuals
are left to their own passions and where force and fraud
are «the two cardinal virtues» (id.: 115). However, the
IDFWWKDWWKH*ROGHQ5XOHRSHUDWHVLQWKLVVWDWHRI RQH·V
absolute right to every thing and every body shows for
Hobbes both its innate and revealed character (being
at the same time the law of all men and the law of the
*RVSHO  ,W LV VLJQLÀFDQW WKDW LQ WKH SDUWLFXODU VRFLR
political context of the early modern England, Hobbes
chooses to maintain that one of the essential responsibilities of the sovereign consists in regulating civil as
well as ecclesiastical issues.
Tolerating other religions seemed for Hobbes a questionable political practice, at least from the perspective
RI  D &KULVWLDQ FRPPRQZHDOWK ©WKH 5RPDQV WKDW KDG
conquered the greatest part of the then known world,
made no scruple of tolerating any religion whatsoever
in the city of Rome itself; unless it had something in
it, that could not consist with their civil government»
(id.: 104). Hobbes did not say that tolerating other faiths
was intrinsically wrong. On the contrary, he accepts that
this kind of politics had helped the Roman Empire in
maintaining its dominance and legitimacy over centuries. The reason for which Hobbes disagrees with the
Roman religious toleration consists in acknowledging
WKH(PSLUH·VLQWROHUDQWSROLF\WRZDUGWKH-HZLVKSHRSOH
«nor do we read, that any religion was there forbidden,
EXWWKDWRI WKH-HZVZKREHLQJWKHSHFXOLDUNLQJGRP
of God, thought it unlawful to acknowledge subjection
to any mortal king or state whatsoever» (id.: 104-105).
In Leviathan, Hobbes displays an ambivalent attitude
toward religious toleration: on the one hand, he seemed
WRDFNQRZOHGJHLWVEHQHÀFUHSHUFXVVLRQVRQWKHRWKHU
hand he dismisses it, in considering that it did not allow
WKH-HZLVKWKHRFUDWLFVWDWHWRÁRXULVK7KH5RPDQ(Ppire failed to reconcile the temporal submission to earthly governors with the religious and political allegiance
to the God of Israel. If the Romans were simply wrong
LQWROHUDWLQJDOOWKHUHOLJLRQVH[FHSWWKH-HZLVKRQHWKH
&KULVWLDQVWDWHZDVVWLOOLQDTXHVWLRQDEOHSRVLWLRQUHJDU-

ding its policies that dealt with the demands for religious
WROHUDWLRQ 7KH -HZV ZHUH ULJKW DFFRUGLQJ WR +REEHV
not to accept an earthly superimposed authority, as they
already had sworn allegiance to the theocratic state inaugurated by Moses. This was acceptable for Hobbes, as
KHFRQVLGHUHG-HZVWKHUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVRI WKHRQHWUXH
faith, revealed by God to Abraham. But as the destrucWLRQRI WKH7HPSOHPDUNHGDOVRWKHHQGRI WKH-HZLVK
theocracy, was this principle of the preeminence of
*RG·V FRPPDQG RYHU DQ\ RWKHU ZRUOGO\ GHFLVLRQ VWLOO
active?
In order to reconcile sovereign power with religious
authority, Hobbes suggests that this principle remains
active only «inwardly», in the realm where the sovereign cannot reach, although «profession with the tongue»,
being an «external thing», will still be a gesture that might
be required by the sovereign, being part of the external signs of political obedience (id.: 493). Moreover, as
there is no other legitimate theocratic state in the world,
WROHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHDSSOLHGDOVRWRQRQ&KULVWLDQVLQD
&KULVWLDQVWDWH,QRUGHUWRHPSKDVL]HWKLVDVSHFW+REbes uses the principle of the Golden Rule, by giving the
H[DPSOHRI DVXEMHFWRI D&KULVWLDQFRPPRQZHDOWKZKR
is «inwardly in his heart of the Mahomedan religion».
:KDWZRXOGD&KULVWLDQVD\DVNV+REEHVDERXWWKH
VLWXDWLRQZKHUHD&KULVWLDQVRYHUHLJQFRPPDQGVXVLQJ
the menace of death, an inwardly «Mahomedan» subject
WR FRPH WR WKH VHUYLFH RI  D &KULVWLDQ FKXUFK" 6KRXOG
such an unfortunate subject refuse, and suffer death, or
rather accept the external obedience while continuing
to be attached to his faith in his heart? It would not
EH DFFHSWDEOH IRU D &KULVWLDQ +REEHV EHOLHYHV WR VD\
that this individual should accept to die, as this would
encourage «all private men to disobey their princes in
maintenance of their religion, true or false». But neither
would the other option, because the Golden Rule itself
IRUELGVD&KULVWLDQWRWUHDWRWKHUVDVKHZRXOGQRWOLNH
to be treated, even in matters of religion: «if he [the
&KULVWLDQ@VD\KHRXJKWWREHREHGLHQWWKHQKHDOORZHWK
to himself that which he denieth to another, contrary to
the words of our Saviour, (Luke vi. 31) Whatsoever you
would that men should do unto you, that do ye unto them; and
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contrary to the law of nature, which is the indubitable
everlasting law of God, Do not to another that which thou
wouldest not he should do unto thee» (id.: 494).
,QRWKHUZRUGV+REEHVFRQVLGHUVWKDW&KULVWLDQVRI 
his time do not make enough effort to place themselves in the position of a non-religious person, as they
GRQ·WUHQRXQFHWKHLUFRQYLFWLRQWKDWWKHLUUHOLJLRQLVWKH
©WUXHªRQH$FWXDOO\+REEHVEHOLHYHVLWGRHVQ·WPDWWHU
LI  WKH RWKHU·V UHOLJLRQ LV WUXH RU IDOVH DV ORQJ DV -HVXV
KLPVHOI UHTXLUHVIURP&KULVWLDQVWRWUHDWRWKHUVDVWKH\
would like to be treated. Moreover, putting himself in
WKHSODFHRI D©0DKRPHGDQªWKH&KULVWLDQZRXOGKDYH
to accept the exercise of supposing that if he was to be
born in another religion, he would not be able to say
WKDW&KULVWLDQLW\LVWKHWUXHUHOLJLRQVRKHZRXOGZLVKWR
EHDOORZHGWRZRUVKLSWKHUHOLJLRQKHQRZDVD&KULVtian, considers to be unworthy.
Unfortunately Hobbes does not go on with his argument for the illegitimacy of forcing a subject toward
professing in public an imposed faith for the sake of
earthly obedience. On the contrary, he argues that the
subject should not worry for what he will respond to
God in the afterlife for this kind of actions generated
by an external obedience, because actually these actions
are actually made by the prince, as their true author (id.:
 +REEHV·VDUJXPHQWDERXWSROLWLFDOUHSUHVHQWDWLRQ
made sense within his own political theory, but was this
explanation easily acceptable in the multiconfessional
context of his time? His example of the «Mahomedan»
subject had been intended to suggest that, if the soveUHLJQ VKRXOG QRW EH VR KDUVK RQ QRQ&KULVWLDQV WKHQ
WKHUHZRXOGEHQRDFFHSWDEOHUHDVRQWRSHUVHFXWH&KULVtians of other confessions.
However, there was one point on which the
sovereign should not make any concession: the recycled
DUJXPHQWRI WKHSUHHPLQHQFHRI *RG·VFRPPDQGPHQW
over earthly rule, an argument still proclaimed at the
time by the Roman Pope. Hobbes considers that it
ZDV WKH )RXUWK &RXQFLO RI  /DWHUDQ KHOG XQGHU WKH
pope Innocent the Third (1215), that reestablished the
subordination of the earthly sovereign to the Pope by
the extension of excommunication to political rulers
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that refused to «purge» their kingdoms of heresies (id.:
607). Thus Hobbes argues in favor of maintaining the
SROLWLFDOURDGRSHQHGLQ(QJODQGE\+HQU\9,,,ZKHQ
he proclaimed total independence from the authority
of the Pope. This move had the merit of denying the
legitimacy of any papal pretences for authority in the
life of the English commonwealth and, at the same time,
bringing the English kingdom closer to the model of
WKH-HZLVKWKHRFUDF\E\FHQWUDOL]LQJLQDVLQJOHSHUVRQ
directly subordinated to God, both the political and
HFFOHVLDVWLFDOOLIH:KLOH+REEHV·VDUJXPHQWUHPDLQVLQ
principle open to a wider religious toleration in virtue of
KLVXVHRI WKH*ROGHQ5XOHKLVWKHRU\RI DFHQWUDOL]HG
theocratic-like state brings back the limited toleration,
which allowed subjects to practice their religion in
the privacy of their homes, while displaying in public
RQO\VLJQVDQGJHVWXUHVUHODWHGWRWKHUHOLJLRQRIÀFLDOO\
accepted by the sovereign (id.: 493).
7KHVDPHDGYHUVLW\WRWKHSHUVSHFWLYHRI WKH3RSH·V
pretences for authority that animated theological debates of the early modern England had a profound impact
on the use of the Golden Rule in theological discourses dealing with religious toleration. Instead of making
progress on the path, already explored by Hobbes, of
a fuller acknowledgement of the consequences of the
Golden Rule principle applied to religious toleration,
early modern theologians remained preoccupied by the
confessional rivalries at the core of the theologico-political projects of the theocratic-like states of the early
modernity, where kings followed the model of a GodOLNHNLQJDVLWKDGEHHQGHVFULEHGE\.LQJ-DPHV,©7KH
state of monarchy is the supremest thing upon earth,
IRUNLQJVDUHQRWRQO\*RG·VOLHXWHQDQWVXSRQHDUWKDQG
VLWXSRQ*RG·VWKURQHEXWHYHQE\*RGKLPVHOI WKH\
DUHFDOOHGJRGVª -DPHV9,DQG, 
Such a subordination of the interpretation of the
Golden Rule in matters of religious toleration to the
ideals of a theocratic state appears in the 1661 short essay 6LRQVJURDQVIRU+HU'LVWUHVVHGDGGUHVVHGWRWKH.LQJ
Parliament and People by a group of Baptist and Presb\WHULDQWKHRORJLDQVGLVVDWLVÀHGE\WKHZHDNPHDVXUHVRI 
WKH&KXUFKRI (QJODQGWRGLVWDQFHLWVHOI IXUWKHUDZD\
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IURPWKHWUDGLWLRQVRI WKH5RPDQ&DWKROLF&KXUFK GX
5R\ ,QWKHÀUVWSDUWRI WKHLUDUJXPHQW7KRPDV 0RQFN -RVHSK :ULJKW DQG WKH RWKHU FRDXWKRUV
advance a view that might create the hopes of opening
the path toward confessional tolerance: «Art thou a
stranger in our Island, and hast not known the things
that have come to pass in these daies, while the father
hath been divided against the son, and the son agaLQVWWKHIDWKHU « DQGKRZXQSOHDVLQJWKLVLVWR-HVXV
&KULVWDQGKRZXQOLNHKLVJROGHQ5XOHª 0RQFNet al.,
1661: 1).
This way of presenting the religious rivalries of their
time creates the impression that the theologians will
follow a path of a religious reconciliation, already suggested by their analogy of the early modern English
religious context with the hours following the laying
LQWKHWRPERI &KULVW·VEURNHQERG\DIWHU&UXFLÀ[LRQ
However, these expectations are not met, as the Golden
Rule is instantly turned into a polemical tool:
In which Book [RevelatLRQ@ « LWLVWHVWLÀHGWKDWWKH1DWLRQV
of the world (…) would drink the wine of the fornication (…)
until they become drunk, and altogether uncapable (…) to receive the pure waters of life, tendred to them in the plain way
RI WKH*RVSHORI RXU/RUG-HVXV7KLVZLWKJULHI RI KHDUWZH
see too visible, for the Doctrine and Traditions of Rome have
so corrupted the earth, and clouded the understandings of the
sons of men, that the great and most important truths of God
cannot bee received or beleeved (id.: 1).

In other words, with grief of heart the authors have
to accept that they are going against the Golden Rule,
being convinced that this is the only way corruption of
the earth could be eradicated. The Golden Rule becomes
instantly a moral principle to be applied only between
those that have preserved their minds unaffected by the
«wine of fornication». Its validity as a moral principle
applicable between equal persons is not questioned, on
WKHFRQWUDU\WKHDXWKRUVVXJJHVWWKDW&KULVWKDVHVWDEOLVhed such an equality of human persons and opened the
source of the «pure waters of life» to everybody. Nonetheless, since a great number of Nations not only reIXVHWREHSXULÀHGE\VXFKDZDWHUEXWWHQGWRFRUUXSW

the true followers of the path toward the salvation, it
EHFRPHV WKH UHVSRQVLELOLW\ RI  XQVWDLQHG &KULVWLDQV WR
preserve the purity of faith by refusing those nations
the dignity of human beings until they will restore the
integrity of their «minds». According to this argument,
&DWKROLF&KXUFKEHFRPHVWKHPDLQUHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKH
IDLOXUHRI &KULVWLDQLW\WRVSUHDGWKHZRUGRI *RGWRDOO
1DWLRQVWKXVSUHYHQWLQJWKHXQLÀFDWLRQRI WKH1DWLRQV
of the world into an eternal theocracy of the Gospel sustained directly by God as the source of the waters of life.
The theologico-political ambitions of the early modern times did not leave enough space for the development of the Golden Rule arguments of religious toleration, their use being limited to an ideal applicability
restrained to people of the same confession. Where
wider religious toleration was envisaged, it was rather
within a larger framework of political arguments that
accepted a limited diversity for prudential reasons, i.e.
for the wellbeing of the commonwealth. But what
seems to have lacked in the particular contexts of interconfessional struggles within the socio-political life of
early modern European states was the willingness to follow the implications of the idea that the Golden Rule
FRPPDQGHG E\ &KULVW WR KLV IROORZHUV KDG XQLYHUVDO
applicability.
,Q(QJODQGDVZHOODVLQ)UDQFHIRUH[DPSOHHLWKHU
3URWHVWDQWVRU&DWKROLFVSUHIHUUHGWRIXUWKHUUHVWUDLQWKH
SULQFLSOH QRW RQO\ WR PHPEHUV RI  WKH &KULVWLDQ IDLWK
but merely between members of the same confession.
$VSDUWRI WKHHIIRUWVWRVDYHDVPDQ\IHOORZ&KULVWLDQV
DVSRVVLEOHLQWKHHDUO\VLQ)UDQFH&DWKROLFVZRXOG
develop the conviction that, since Huguenots refused to
UHWXUQDVPHPEHUVRI WKH&DWKROLF&KXUFKWKHQDWOHDVW
WKHLUFKLOGUHQVKRXOGEHVDYHG7KHHGLFWRI -XQH
proclaimed that Huguenot children of a minimum age
of seven were free to «choose» to be taken from their
SDUHQWVLQRUGHUWRHPEUDFH&DWKROLFLVP3LHUUH-XULHX·V
Last Efforts (1682) saw the edict, which generated massive Huguenot emigrations to other European countries,
as «repugnant to the Laws of Nature» (Marshall, 2006:
  ,Q  WKH (GLFW RI  )RQWDLQHEOHDX UHYRNHG WKH
(GLFWRI 1DQWHVRI ZKLFKKDGJUDQWHGWKH)UHQFK
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Protestants a limited religious freedom of public worsKLSLQWKHDUHDRI RQHWKRXVDQG)UHQFKWRZQV7KHQHZ
HGLFWLVVXHGE\/RXLV;,9VWDWHGWKDW©DOOFRQFHVVLRQV
of whatever nature» were «null and void», all children
ZRXOG KDYH WR EH EDSWL]HG LQ WKH &DWKROLF IDLWK DQG
FKLOGUHQEHWZHHQÀYHDQGVL[WHHQWK\HDUVRI DJHZHUH
taken from any Huguenot caught practicing his own religion in his private home, while parents were to be put
WRGHDWK &RKHQ 7KH*ROGHQ5XOHSULQFLSOH
was dissolved into a more general confessional interest to apply to children of other confessions the same
WUHDWPHQWWKDW&DWKROLFVZKLVKHGIRUWKHLURZQFKLOGUHQ
Whether sincere or not, the unwanted consequences of
the intention of doing for the other what one believed
to be the best for oneself, raised questions about the
validity of the Golden Rule principle in regulating social
behavior.

2. The Critiques of the Golden
Rule and the Path Chosen
by the Enlightenment
-RKQ/RFNHRQHRI WKHÀUVWFULWLFVRI WKH*ROGHQ5XOH
principle, denied its innate character as it contradicted
his empiricist philosophy, which stated that human mind
was a tabula rasa at birth, asserting that the principle will
not appear as evident to all people, but will require further proof in order to reasonably be accepted (Wattles,
1996: 81). The relation between the Golden Rule princiSOHDQG/RFNH·VDUJXPHQWIRUUHOLJLRXVWROHUDWLRQUHPDins limited, as his Letter concerning toleration (1689) extends
toleration to people of different religious orientations
ZKRGLGQRWWKUHDWHQVRFLDORUGHUEXWQRWWR&DWKROLFV
RUDWKHLVWV 0XUSK\ 7KLVZDVDQLQÁXHQFH
of the early modern political model, which saw the central tenets of religion as essential to the functioning of
a theocratic-like state, and atheism as incompatible with
a balanced political life.
,I /RFNH·VFULWLTXHZDVUDWKHUUHODWHGWRWKHFRPSDtibility between the Golden Rule and empiricism, G.W.
/HLEQL]·VHYDOXDWLRQFRPHVFORVHUWRWKHXQZDQWHGVRFLDO
realities of the early modern times: «One would wish for
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too much, if one were the master», he asserts; «do we
WKHUHIRUHRZHWRRPXFKWRRWKHUV"ª+HHPSKDVL]HVWKDW
«the veritable sense of the rule is that by putting oneself
in the place of the other, one gains the true point of
view for judging equitably.» However, since this act of
putting ourselves in the place of another does not guaUDQWHHWKDWZHZRQ·WZDQWPRUHWKDQLWZRXOGEHHTXLWDble, there is a need for proclaiming a «just will» or a moral standard in order to keep the Golden Rule functional
and avoid unwanted consequences that would clearly
contradict some of the laws of the society (Wattles,
1996: 81-82).
A further analysis of the Golden Rule principle is
SURSRVHGE\6DPXHO&ODUNHZKRDFNQRZOHGJHVWKHHDV\
distortion of its applicability by the inclination to corruption of the human beings: «Were not men strangely
(...) corrupted (...), it would be impossible, that universal equity should not be practised by all mankind» (83).
7KHUHIRUHLWZLOOEHYHU\GLIÀFXOWIRUWKH*ROGHQ5XOHWR
be taken simply as a principle of reciprocity. In applying
the Golden Rule, one should seek for the «necessary and
eternal different relations [that direct] the will of God
(...) to choose only what is agreeable to justice, equity,
goodness, and truth, in order to the welfare of the whole
universe» (id.: 82). What represented the weak point of
the Golden Rule in the view of the two previous critics
(the fact that the Golden Rule requires an external standard of justice and equity in order to safely be put into
SUDFWLFH EHFRPHVWKHVROXWLRQLQ6DPXHO&ODUN·VLQWHUpretation: when putting himself in the place of another,
one should aspire to look away from his temptations
and limitations and seek for a godly-inspired action. In
RUGHUWRDFKLHYHWKLV&ODUNHFRPELQHGWKHHDUO\PRGHUQ
LGHDOWKDWUHDVRQLWVHOI LV*RG·VZRUGZLWKWKH&KULVWLDQ
ideal of unconditional love in order to propose a revised version of the Golden Rule, according to which our
duty is «that in particular we so deal with every man,
as in like circumstances we could reasonably expect he
should deal with us; and that in general we endeavour,
by an universal benevolence, to promote the welfare and
happiness of all men. The former branch of this rule, is
equity; the latter, is love» (id.: 82).
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With both reason and love as two interrelated dimenVLRQV RI  WKH *ROGHQ 5XOH &ODUNH KRSHV WR DYRLG WKH
unwanted social consequences that determined the criWLTXHVLQWKHÀUVWSODFH
In the Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals (1785),
while discussing the respect for persons, Immanuel
.DQW LQWURGXFHG D YHU\ VKRUW FULWLTXH RI  WKH *ROGHQ
5XOH .DQW LQFOXGHG WKLV FULWLTXH LQ D IRRWQRWH DQG
quoted only the beginning of the Rule in Latin, in order
to avoid any accusation from religious and political
authorities (id.: 85):
/HWLWQRWEHWKRXJKWWKDWWKHWULYLDO4XRGWLELQRQYLVÀHULHWF
[what you do not will to be done to you] can here serve as a
VWDQGDUGRUSULQFLSOH)RULWLVPHUHO\GHULYHGIURPRXUSULQFLple, although with several limitations. It cannot be a universal
law, for it contains the ground neither of duties to oneself nor
of duties of love toward others (for many a man would gladly
FRQVHQWWKDWRWKHUVVKRXOGQRWEHQHÀWKLPLI RQO\KHPLJKWEH
H[FXVHGIURPEHQHÀWLQJWKHP 1RUÀQDOO\GRHVLWFRQWDLQWKH
ground of strict duties toward others, for the criminal would on
this ground be able to dispute with the judges who punish him;
and so on (ibid.).

$VWKHFULWLTXHVEHIRUHKLP.DQWREVHUYHVWKDWWKH
Golden Rule cannot stand as a universal principle of
morality, but it is rather derived from such a principle.
-HIIUH\:DWOOHVFRQVLGHUVWKDW.DQW·VFDWHJRULFDOLPperative differs from the Golden Rule in three major
points:
)LUVW WKH FDWHJRULFDO LPSHUDWLYH IRFXVHV RQ SULQFLSOHV RI  WKH
will rather than on actions we want to have done to us or on
how we want to be treated. Next, it focuses explicitly on the logical generality of our decisions, on maxims or rules for action.
Third, it focuses on a rational criterion for judging those rules.
Not what you want, but what you rationally judge to be an appropriate universal law is the standard of duty (LG: 84).

7KHVHPDMRUGLIIHUHQFHVDSSHDUEHFDXVHWKH.DQWLDQ
moral subject uses three formulations of the supreme
moral principle: a principle of universality, where the
moral subject acts only according to a maxim that rationally can be universally willed and used by all moral
subjects; a principle of humanity, which requires that
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3. The Golden Rule,
Religious Tolerance,
and the Spirit of the Times
Besides its limitations, formulated by the philosophers
of the early Enlightenment, the weak aspect of
the Golden Rule consisted in the fact that it had
been incorporated, and was practically dissolved, in
the dominant confessional interests that animated
the competing communities or states of the preEnlightenment Europe. The desire to save the children
of the members of a dissenting confession from
corruption, by facilitating for them the same education
DVIRURQH·VRZQFKLOGUHQVKRZVWRZKDWH[WHQWD*ROGHQ
Rule blinded by confessional interests may be used
against itself. The religious wars followed the pattern of
confessional ideals, that were even more strengthened
by the theocratic ideal of politics, which saw religious
GLVXQLW\DVD©QLJKWPDUHMXVWLI\LQJSHUVHFXWLRQª 9URRP
2006: 340). This shows the serious danger of linking the
Golden Rule to the spirit of the times.
In an effort to safeguard both the Golden Rule and
the idea of religious tolerance from the spirit of the tiPHV PRUH H[DFWO\ IURP WKH LQÁXHQFH RI  WKH SROLWLFDO
and social ideals of the nineteenth century Denmark,
6RUHQ.LHUNHJDDUGGHYHORSVKLVWKRXJKWRQUHOLJLRXVWRlerance in a way that today may be interpreted as rather
pointing toward religious intolerance. However, his developments represent an early example of the willingness to reinterpret the traditional vocation of religions
for proselytism exclusively at the level of the individual
engaged in a personal relation with the source of revelation, excluding any social or political ambition.
The rising nationalism transparent in the work of N.
)6*UXQGWYLJDQGKLVIROORZHUVGHWHUPLQHG.LHUNHJDDUGWRKLJKO\FULWLFL]HWKHH[KRUWDWLRQVRI WKH*UXQGWYLJLDQV IRU D VSLULWXDO DZDNHQLQJ DJDLQVW WKH LQÁXHQFH
of foreign powers, exhortations that went as far as sustaining that embracing Danishness would constitute a
SUHOLPLQDU\ FRQGLWLRQ IRU EHFRPLQJ D JRRG &KULVWLDQ
+ROP ,QDQDUWLFOHSXEOLVKHGLQ.LHUNHJDDUGFRQVLGHUVWKH*UXQGWYLJLDQV·GLVFRXUVHVDERXW
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KXPDQLW\HLWKHULQRQH·VRZQRULQDQRWKHU·VSHUVRQEH
treated with respect, that is always as an end, and never
as a means; a principle of a supreme legislator, where
the moral agent must imagine himself as part of a community of supreme moral beings that legislate universal
laws for all moral beings (id.: 84).
,I 6DPXHO&ODUNHKDGHPSKDVL]HGWKHDVSHFWRI ORYH
in producing a revised version of the Golden Rule, it
FDQ EH QRWLFHG WKDW LQ .DQW·V IRUPXODWLRQV RI  WKH FDtegorical imperative there is no reference to emotions.
7KLVLVEHFDXVH.DQWZDQWHGWRFOHDUO\GLVWLQJXLVKEHWween inclinations and duty. Although valuable, inclinations like love, compassion, sympathy cannot serve as
a basis for moral action, as they vary from one person
to another (Obler, 2002: 267). This kind of inclinations
have been placed by nature in every human being, and
can serve as a «provisional» substitute of morality, «until reason has achieved the necessary strength» (Wood,
1999: 270). In addition, compassion may determine a
person to become too sentimental, and act in virtue of
self-indulgency of her feelings rather than toward what
reason shows as moral ends (id.: 270).
As it can be seen, the Golden Rule, since its coming
to prominence in the theological and philosophical
thought of the early modernity, has triggered different
critiques that tried to give palpable solutions to its liPLWDWLRQV -HIIUH\ :DWWOHV FRQVLGHUV WKDW WKH WKLQNHUV
that dealt with the applicability of the Golden Rule to
moral situations had three options: the earliest option
was to retain the Golden Rule as a supreme principle
of morality; the second option was to reformulate the
rule in order to avoid unwanted consequences of toosubjective interpretations; the third was to discard the
rule, depriving it from serious ethical value. In following
.DQW:DWWOHVDVVHUWVWKHLQÁXHQWLDOSKLORVRSKHUVRI WKH
Enlightenment operated an essential change in ethical
enquiry, a change which will be included in the new EnOLJKWHQPHQWSDUDGLJP©-XVWDVWKHRFUDWVKDGWROHUDWHG
unbelievers in the state, so long as they managed to live
in conformity to common moral standards, so secularists would tolerate believers, so long as they managed
the same» (Wattles, 1996: 87).
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nationalism in connection with religion to be a «nonVHQVHªDQGD©UHWURJUHVVLRQWRSDJDQLVPªVLQFH©&KULVWLDQLW\ VSHFLÀFDOO\ ZDQWHG WR GR DZD\ ZLWK SDJDQLVP·V
GHLÀFDWLRQRI QDWLRQDOLWLHVª id ,Q.LHUNHJDDUG·V
eyes, this nationalism pushed Grundtvigians to think
WKDW WKH\ ZHUH WKH RQO\ WUXH &KULVWLDQV D FRQFHSWLRQ
with consequences on the idea of religious tolerance. In
DQMRXUQDOHQWU\RI .LHUNHJDDUGZULWHV©7KHLUWDON
DERXWWROHUDQFHLVUXEELVK&KULVWLDQLW\KDVQHYHUEHHQ
tolerant in such a way that it has let others be pagans
or be lost. No, it has been so intolerant that the apostle
ZRXOG UDWKHU ORVH KLV OLIH LQ RUGHU WR SURFODLP &KULVtianity. Intolerance, to be sure, is wanting to dominate
others, but we forget that it certainly is not intolerance
to be willing to suffer in order to help others» (id.: 127).
$V$QGHUV+ROPH[SODLQV.LHUNHJDDUG·VPDLQFRQcern in this text is to clearly distinguish between what is
HVVHQWLDOIRU&KULVWLDQOLIHDQGZKDWLVFKDUDFWHULVWLFWR
the political dimension: «There is no connection between political determinations of freedom of faith and
WKHLQGLYLGXDO·VIDLWKDQGWKHUHIRUHWKHVWUXJJOHIRUWROHUDQFHGLVWUDFWVIURPZKDWLVDFWXDOO\WKHKLJKHU&KULVWLDQ
goal: suffering to help others instead of merely wishing
for freedom in itself, like the Grundtvigians do, accorGLQJWR>.LHUNHJDDUG@ª ibid.).
.LUNHJDDUG·V PDLQ VWUXJJOH ZLWK WKH FRQFHSW RI 
tolerance of his time consisted in the fact that, in
his view, Grundtvigians used the term «tolerance»
DV DQRWKHU ZRUG IRU LQGLIIHUHQFH &DLQ   
Although reminiscent of the earlier convictions that
peoples of other faiths or confessions should not be left
WRGDPQDWLRQ.LHUNHJDDUG·VWKRXJKWHYROYHVLQDWRWDOO\
different direction, especially by refusing to involve
political projects in the higher spiritual missionary
vocation of religion.
By refusing the accomplishment of the religious
YRFDWLRQE\SROLWLFDOPHDQV.LHUNHJDDUGLQWHQGVWRHOLminate the possibility for religion to become intolerant.
:LWKVXFKDSRVVLELOLW\HUDVHG&KULVWLDQVZRXOGÀQDOO\
enjoy the religious freedom which allowed them to go
as far as to «suffer in order to help others», but without
being intolerant. A new dimension of martyrdom opens
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LQWKLVFDVHRQHLQZKLFKWKHPDUW\UZLOOQHYHUVDFULÀFH
others in his project of pursuing the missionary vocation. By trying to take away the intolerant consequences
of a religious perspective developed over centuries on
the basis of the positive form of the Golden Rule (Do
unto others as you would have them do unto you .LHUNHJDDUG
proposes a new understanding of the religious mission,
this time at the level of the individual engagement with
the religious vocation of spreading the revealed message to any person willing to listen. This new perspective
SURGXFHGE\.LHUNHJDDUGFORVHO\IROORZVWKHGHPDQGV
for religious freedom, while challenging the negative
implications of the individualism brought about by the
Enlightenment project, as it can be seen in his critique
of the nationalist understanding of religious tolerance
as indifference toward those who would only accept a
part of the revealed message.
7KH WZHQWLHWK DQG WZHQW\ÀUVW FHQWXU\ GHYHORSPHQWVRI JOREDOL]DWLRQDQGPXOWLFXOWXUDOLVPFKDOOHQJHG
these negative implications of tolerance-as-indifference,
as the phenomenon of the melting boundaries between
states, communities and identities brings back the question of the missionary vocation, not only in religious
terms, but as a responsibility to cultivate, make available
DQGHQVXUHWKHSUHVHUYDWLRQRI RQH·VRZQKHULWDJH
The merit of the minimal secular framework that
emerged during the Enlightenment in order to prevent
the advent of new religious wars consisted in the fact
that it made possible the development of tolerant societies. However, the path taken by multiculturalism,
toward increased public displays of elements considered previously as pertaining to the private sphere, challenges the limits of the Enlightenment paradigm itself
and raises questions about the applicability of western
concepts to an ever-more complex reality. The stakes of
transgressing the boundaries of the western concepts
and of the Enlightenment paradigm itself are high:
DYRLGLQJD©FODVKRI FLYLOL]DWLRQVª +XQWLQJWRQ 
Such an example of the limits of western concepts
in the conversational engagement between cultures can
be observed in the western intellectual reaction to SalPDQ 5XVKGLH·V HPEUDFH RI  ,VODP LQ ODWH  DQG KLV

apology to his fellow co-religionists for the problems
generated within Muslim communities by the publicaWLRQRI KLVERRN7KH6DWDQLF9HUVHV$V5XVKGLH·V
DSRORJ\ FDPH DOVR ZLWK ÀQDQFLDO FRPSHQVDWLRQV IURP
WKHERRN·VUR\DOWLHVIRUWKRVHWKDWKDGVXIIHUHGLQMXULHV
during protests, his attitude brought some comfort to
the Muslim community in Britain (Davie, 2015: viii).
However, as Grace Davie observes, «the gesture provoked an equally potent reaction from the opposing
camp. The rage of the secular liberals at this point could
hardly be contained, revealing an alarming illogicality at
the heart of their campaign. Muslims should be tolerant
of offensive books, but liberals could not tolerate the
writer who became a Muslim. Tolerance, it is clear, was
a social construct, to be applied in some cases, but not
in others» (viii-ix).
The example invites to a deeper exploration of the
limits of the western concepts and to a more willingness
WR ÀQG ZD\V LQ ZKLFK WKHVH OLPLWV FRXOG SRVLWLYHO\ EH
challenged. If the minimal secular framework had many
advantages, as it prevented other religious wars, and promoted more open societies, the wars of the twentieth
century were not religious wars, neither are those of the
WZHQW\ÀUVW FHQWXU\ DOWKRXJK UHOLJLRQ SOD\V D FHQWUDO
UROHLQFRQÁLFWVWKDWLQYROYHFRPSHWLQJLGHQWLWLHV0Rreover, in a post-Enlightenment society, the minimalist
secular framework may have unwanted consequences,
against the very same ideas that the Enlightenment was
prone to cultivate, as it can be seen in the reaction of
ZHVWHUQLQWHOOHFWXDOVWR5XVKGLH·VLQWHQWLRQWRUHDFKWKH
Muslim community worldwide and attempt reparations
of the breach of trust for his co-religionists that suffered injuries.
$V'DYLG)RUGREVHUYHVWKHKLVWRU\RI -HZV&KULVtians and Muslims has been marked by a «Godcentered
motivation not only to engage with each other but also
WRVHUYHWKHÁRXULVKLQJEHIRUH*RGRI WKHZKROHZRUOGª
their religions having inspired projects aspiring to uniYHUVDO DSSOLFDELOLW\ OLNH FLYLOL]LQJ PLVVLRQV FRQTXHVWV
and empires, with negative historical consequences that
WRGD\ DSSHDU OLNH ©SDLQIXO OHVVRQVª )RUG   
These lessons have determined during the Enlighten-
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ment the emerging of the minimal secular framework
that made religion a private affair. Today, these lessons,
together with the new lessons of the contemporary
FODVKHV RI  LGHQWLWLHV LQYLWHV WR ZKDW 'DYLG )RUG FDOOV
a «civil wisdom» of having «pluralist societies in which
there is neither religious nor secular coercion» (id.: 147).

4. From Clashes of Identities
to the Challenges
of a Global Ethic Project
In his programmatic book Global Responsibility (1990),
published at a time when «the word globalization was even
QRWNQRZQª .QJ0DUFK +DQV.QJODXQches the «Global Ethic project» and serves in 1993 as the
principal drafter of the'HFODUDWLRQRI WKH:RUOG3DUOLDPHQW
of Religions LQ&KLFDJRHPSKDVL]LQJWKHFHQWUDOLW\RI WKH
Golden Rule as a principle extant in virtually all religions
in the world. As he asserts in a 2005 discourse, the Global Ethic Project was «just the opposite of what Samuel
+XQWLQJWRQSXEOLVKHGDERXWWKHFODVKRI FLYLOL]DWLRQVª
.QJ0DUFK 7KHPDLQUHDVRQIRURSWLQJIRU
a more optimistic view of the future of interreligious reODWLRQVDWWKHJOREDOVFDOHZDVIRU.QJWKHLGHDWKDWWKH
religions are «not blocks, with one beside the other», but
that there always have been a lively and complex proFHVV ZKLFK LQFOXGHG ©LQWHUGHSHQGHQFLHVª ©LQÁXHQFHVª
DQG©FRQYHUJHQFHVª .QJ0DUFK 
Indeed, in the midst of such a process, and especially
in places where identities are proclaimed and implemented in an all-too ideological manner, combining political
and kinship ambitions, religion and particular historical
negative experiences of past encounters between civiOL]DWLRQV YLROHQFH PD\ EUHDN ORRVH 1HYHUWKHOHVV WKH
serious efforts conducted by the world religions in the
previous and present centuries to engage in positive
conversations intended to contribute to the facilitation
of peace processes or prevent religiously-motivated
FRQÁLFWVLQGLFDWHWKDWWKH\KDYHEHFRPHDZDUHRI WKHLU
interdependency, as their members inhabit in many cases the same regions and interact on a daily basis in their
most basic relations.
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Acknowledging the existence of a common moral
principle of the Golden Rule, encouraging dialogue,
conversation between religions, and exchange of ethical
YLHZVDQGH[SHULHQFHVPD\SURYHRQO\DVWKHÀUVWVWHS
WRZDUGIXUWKHUH[SORULQJRI ZKDWUHOLJLRQVÀQG©FRQYHUgent» not only in their ethics, but also in their doctrines,
rituals, prayers, and the personal relation with the Source of all creation, as to engage more freely, without prejudices, in joint projects of sharing their heritages. The
Abrahamic religions produced a series of documents
meant to encourage not only relations between religious
leaders, but also with the declared goal of promoting
trust at the most basic level, between members of communities occupying and sometimes having troubles in
sharing the same vital space.
Since the 1965 1RVWUD$HWDWH'HFODUDWLRQRQWKH5HODWLRQ
of the Church with Non-Christian Religions of the Second
9DWLFDQ&RXQFLODQXPEHURI RIÀFLDOVWDWHPHQWVRI -XGDLVP,VODPDQG&KULVWLDQLW\HQGRUVHGE\DQLPSRUWDQW
number of scholars, theologians and religious leaders
of the three monotheisms have paved the way toward
a more trustworthy engagement on so many topics that
await solutions or development. The most visible of
these statements or events, 'HFODUDWLRQRI WKH:RUOG3DUOLDment of Religions (1993), Reconciliation Walks (1996-1999),
$ 8QLYHUVDO 'HFODUDWLRQ RI  +XPDQ 5HVSRQVLELOLWLHV (1997),
Dabru Emet (2000), $PPDQ ,QWHUIDLWK 0HVVDJH (2005), $
Common Word (2007), Muscat manifesto (2009), Charter for
Compassion (2009), Declaration of International Golden Rule
'D\ RQ $SULO WK (2007 and 2010), Declaration of World
Harmony Week by the United Nations (2010), Christian Witness in a Multireligious World: Recommendations for Conduct
(2011),9LHQQD'HFODUDWLRQ3XWWLQJ*OREDO(WKLFDO6WDQGDUGV
LQWR3UDFWLFHLQD'DQJHURXVDQG'LYLGHG:RUOG (2014), and
the reactions they have generated, mark a particular
revival of discourses exploring the possibilities of the
Golden Rule to be used as a common ground principle
for deeper pluralistic engagements.
The «return» of this «forgotten moral maxim», as Olivier du Roy puts it (Le Retour d’une maxime oubliée), as it
becomes visible not only in interfaith relations, but also
in a number of contemporary ethical perspectives like the
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ethics of care, the interest given to empathy in interpersonal relations, or the ethics of responsibility (Du Roy,
2014: 167-174) show the great potential and the positive
engagement of religions with regard to issues affecting
or preoccupying all human individuals across their particular identities and allegiances. It is remarkable that the
above mentioned statements inviting to interfaith conversations assert the validity of the Golden Rule beyond any
political project of implementation by force. Instead, the
authors of the statements and of the subsequent exegesis
have talked about the desirability of future joint efforts
of world religions to promote what I would like to call a
JOREDOSURMHFWIRUHGXFDWLRQWRZDUGDVXVWDLQDEOHUHOLJLRXVOLWHUDF\.
This kind of «return» of the Golden Rule at the centre of interfaith relations marks in fact a return to the exSORUDWLRQRI WKLVPD[LP·VRULJLQDOPHDQLQJVDVLQWHQGHG
by their authors and founders of great religions, inviting
thus to a wider and deeper interest in understanding the
fundamental teachings of each religion in renewed contexts of shared relations of building trust and peaceful
openness. This represents an important opportunity
for both religious leaders and believers to become fully aware of the new challenges ahead in following the
religious vocation of spreading the good news brought
about by a particular religion. As never before, with the
ever-increasing means of communication at global scale, spreading the word is not anymore reserved to men
in power, or linked to political power and cultural domination. In contemporary world, spreading the good
news becomes the vocation of each believer, but not
ZLWKRXWWKHUHVSRQVLELOLWLHVWKDWÁRZIURPVXFKDKLJK
mission. Making their believers forget the old violent
tools of religious mission represents a chief preoccupation of religious leaders engaged in interfaith dialogue.
In a joint effort to widely make known their disapproval of the propagation of religious ideals accomplished
ZLWKWKHSULFHRI VDFULÀFLQJWKHLQQRFHQWWKHLQWHUIDLWK
statements propose to each believer the acceptance of
humility, as a key attitude in allowing a patient and deeply
respectful exchange of religious convictions at interpersonal level and in dealing with past or present wounds
determined by theocratic ambitions (Hanson, 2007: 138).

As the authors are aware of their use of western concepts to propagate a message prepared to be embraced
by members of very diverse cultures, terms like tolerance and respect are cautiously employed, in order to show
their limitations in the current western use, using at the
VDPHWLPHWHUPVDQGSKUDVHVOLNH©ÀGHOLW\ª©IHOORZVKLSª
«humility» (Hanson, 2012: 138), «wisdom», «full acceptance», «goodwill» (7KH$PPDQ0HVVDJH, 2008: vii), «reverence
for the other», «honoring each-other» (Hailu, 2011), «respecting the faithfulness and the otherness» (European
/XWKHUDQ &RPPLVVLRQ RQ WKH &KXUFK DQG WKH -HZLVK
People, 2003), «forgiveness» (Nayed, 2009), «reconciliaWLRQª $9 $OOWKHVHWHUPVDUHPHDQWWRUHIUHVK
the meanings of tolerance and respect, proposing new
insights in the mystery of human relationships and their
access to the sacred. The limitations of the present terms
developed within the Enlightenment paradigm are not
seen as discouraging in the discourses emanating from
the Abrahamic religions. Optimistic views are promoted,
being based on the common religious conviction that
communication and reciprocal understanding and acceptance are indeed possible in virtue of the depiction of
humanity as a large family (Hailu, 2011), centered around
WKHEHOLHI LQWKH2QH&UHDWRUWKH*RGRI $EUDKDP
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